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Abascas Internet Services
Access Accounting (Software) Ltd.
Accuris Ltd
ACSIS Technologies (Ireland) Ltd
Actov8

adeptweb Ltd

Adnet Limited

ADP Business Solutions
Advance Leaming Ltd

Advance Systems Ireland Limited

Advent Software

er Lingus Airline Systems
arketing

AerSoft Limited

Airtel ATN Limited
Aisling Information Consultants

e of Ireland

&

Alatto Technologies Ltd
Alfa-Laval (ireland) Ltd

Allfinanz Inc

Allied Management Systems Lid
Allies Design

Alligator Software Lid

Alpha Landsteinar (Ireland) Ltd
Altamedius

Amdahl DMR Ireland

American Intemational Group
Europe Ltd

AMT-Sybex (Software) Ltd

Anacomp refand Ltd

Analogue Digital Controls (ADC)

National Coll

Jan 10 04

Aug 7 03

*

*

Feb 1103 *
Jan 24 03 *

Jan 1004 *

Aug 7 03

Feb 11
03

Jan 24 03
Jan 10 04

*

Appendix J

Database of Dublin IT Firms

Contact: David Doran { Chief Executive ) Delivery to the following recipients has been

E-mail: act@actov8.com

sales@asi.ie

advent@3b2.com
sysmktg@aerlingus.ie

Contact: James C.O'Reilly (MD)
E-mail: aislingi@iol.ie

info@alliesgroup.com

rearly@altamedius.com

info@amdahl.com

Contact: Michael Mongan {(MD)
E-mail: info@aig.ie

delayed.act@actovB.com

Gary Carcoran

Garry McCann (CE)

Damien Costelle

Rachael Early (Marketing Exec)

Bernie Dillon (MD)
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ANAM Wireless Internet Solutions
Ltd

Andersen
Angel Design
Apex-IT Resources

Application Building Blocks

Applied Logic
Applied Micro Electronics (irl) Ltd

ApTest Ireland Limited
Aranda Systems Limited
Arconics Ltd

Ardbrook Ltd
Armstrong Electronics Ltd

Ard

sgard Software

spect Software International Ltd
spera Solutions Ltd
Astral Software Ltd

e of Irelanc

ATS Broadcast Information
Services/Relia

p=d
£
z
3

Autodesk Ltd
Automsoft International Ltd.

Avail Cerporation Ltd

Avonbrook Ltd

B.I.C. Systems

Baker Consultants Ltd
BALTIMORE TECHNOLOGIES

Bantry Technalogies
Baydon Ltd.

BCL Ltd
Beckinridge
Belscan Ltd

National Co

Aug 703 " E-mail: ireland@andersen.com
Aug 7 03 * philip@angel.ie

Feb 1103 eh@abb.ie

Feb 11 03
Feb 1103 * info@ame.ie

Jan 24 03  info@aptest.ie
Jan 24 03 * info@arandasys.com

Aug 703 * armsat@iol.ie

Feb 11 03 * info@aspera.ie

Jan 10 04 * Contact: John Hill ( Managing Director )

E-maif: support@astralsoft.ie

Jan 24 03 * adc-info@autodesk.com

Aug 7 03 * info@availcorp.com

Feb 11 03 * info@bantry-technologies .com

Frank O ( Managing Director }
Philip Darling {Creative Director)

Michael Doyle (MD)

James O'Reilly

Stephen McNamara (Projects Director)
John Gilbert (Sales Director)

Doug Armstrong ( Managing Director )

Jean McCarthy

Pat O (Operations Manager)

Peter Hayden MD

Pafrick Trane (CEQ)

* Cannot be accessed

* Not able to access by email
*No email or web details

* Not able to access by email

* Reply from dlam@availcorp.com that this was not Peter

Hayden's address
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Beriitz Ireland Ltd Jan 24 03 * info@berlitz.ie Brian Kelly (Vice President)
BesTech Software Ltd Aug 7 03 * bmacrory@iol.ie Brian McRory Director
BH Associates (Communications)

Lid.

Big Picture Software Ltd
Bind Systems Ltd.

e of Irelanc

BioObservation Systems Ltd Jan 10 04 * Contact: Dara FitzGerald MD
E-mail: inffo@bos.ie
Bizcom Software Systems Ltd Feb 11 03 * wilb@gofree.indigo.ie Wilf Blackwood (MD)
Bizmaps
Blue Nile Software Ltd
BMC Software )
Bocom Internaticnal Ltd Aug 7 03 * info@bocom.ie Barry O'Halleran MD
Bootstrap Limited '
Bowne Global Solufions Jan 24 03 * info@bowneglobal.com Emma Naismith (Marketing manager)

rand it By Design
raxtel Communications

99

Breakaway Solutions Jan 10 04 * http:/fwww.breakaway.com * Cannot be contacted

Brentech Data Systems Ltd -

Bridgecom Ltd Feb 1103 sales@bridgecom.ie Gerard O'Mahony (MD) * Email cannot be accessed
Broadcom Eireann Research Ltd  Feb 1103  enquiries@broadcom.ie Gerry Cahil (CE) *Email cannot be accessed
Broker Focus Limited Feb 11 03 * bfocus@indigo.ie Sean McGuirk (Director)

Business Directory International Ltd Aug 7 03 * eor@bdi.ie Eoin O'Pion Director

Cadence Design Systems
Cahill Software
Cambridge Technology Pariners

Ireland
CampusiT Ltd
Canon Business Solutions ~Jan 10 04 * Contact: Gerry Barron ( Sales Director ) Delivery to the followmg recipients has been Dear Ms. Costigan, Thank you for your email.
E-mail: canon@canon.ie delayed. Unfortunately we are not in a position to assist you with
Web: hitp:/fiwww.Canon.ie orlaghn@corel.ie . your request. | would like to thank you for you interest in

Canon and wish you every success with your studies.
Yours sincerely, Aine Friel (HR Busines Partner) From:
aine.friel@canon.ie

Cap Gemini Ireland Ltd

Cape Clear Software Limited

CAPE Technologies Ltd Feb 11 03 * info@capetechnologies.com Philip Sharpe (MD)

CapricornLogix Ltd.
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Cara Softiware & Services Jan 24 03 * dublin-sales@cara.ie Paddy McNamara (M.D) 4. Carmel.Hurley@cara.ie
International L ' ) Lucy....many thanks for your invitation for us to participate
in your survey....unfortunately due to business presures
we will not be participating...best of luck with the research
....Carmel
CardBASE Technologies Aug 703 * careers@cardbase.com Carol Lonergan (HR)

Carra Communications
Casselberry Ltd T/A Techniflow
Catalyst Software Ltd

Cavalier Iretand Ltd Jan 10 04 * Contact: Mary Gordon (MD)
E-mail: cavalier@indigo.je
CB Publications
CCM Sofiware Services Lid
Celerity
Cell Media Ltd Feb 1103 marketing@celimedia-interactive.com  Sean Veigh (MD) * Email cannot be accessed

e of Ireland

Celtech Software International Ltd Feb 11 03 * dfanning@csil.ie Darragh Fanning (MD)
SIL

Centre for Software Engineering  Aug 7 03 * admin@cse.dcu.ie . Robert Cochrane

Ltd

Centric IT Jan 24 03 * salesinfo@centricit.ie Cyril Dunworth (sales manager)
Centification Europe Lid

ChangingWorlds Limited

Circle B2B Limited Jan 10 04 * Contact: Wayne Byme (MD * Email cannot be accessed
E-mail: info@circleb2b.com
Web: http://www _circleb2b.com

=

Clan Design Limited

Classic Information Systems
Clear System Solutions
Client Sclutions

ClientlLogic Feb 11 03 * info@clientlogic.ie Donal McGarry {Solution Delivery Director)
Clipcode Ltd Aug 7 03 * info@clipcode.com Eamon O'Tuathail (MD)
CM-Logic Ltd
Cobra International Ltd
Codec Ltd Jan 24 03 * info@codec.ie Fiona Costigan (Marketing Manager)
Cognotec Autodeating Ltd Jan 10 04 * Contact: John Merchand { General | will be out of the office on Monday 19th
Manager } January and will respond to
E-mail: info@cognotec.com your mail on my return.
Weh: http:/iwww.cognotec.com Best regards
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Compass Informatics

ComputAir Lid

e of Irelanc

omputer Futures

=

Conduit Software

Ltd
Continuum Ireland

Corel Corporation Ltd

Coretime.com
CorporateSkills

CR2

Crannog software Ltd
Creative Intermedia

Cresselle Ltd

National Coll

COMIT Gruppe (Ireland)
Commology International Ltd

Complete Business Solutions Ltd
Compu-Plan Lid/Belscan Ltd

Compufast Software Ltd

Computer Applied Techniques Ltd
Computer Associates Ireland

Computer Control Solutions Ltd

Computer Resources Lid
Computer Systems Sales Lid
Comsolv Computers Limited
Concept Design Group

Connect-ireland Communications

Core Financial Systems Lid

Courseware Interactive Ltd

bernie@belscan.com

Sales@prefast.com

mail@captec.ie
carli105@cai.com

E-mail: outtrak@compuserve.com

permanent@compfutures.ie

paul@concept-designgroup.com

director@connect.ie

Contact: Anthony 0'Dowd {GM)
E-mail: orlaghn@corel.ie
Web: http:/iwww.corel.com

info@courseware.ie

info@crannog-software.com

Sylvia Mead Market Communpications
Cognotec Sylvia.Mead@Cognotec.com

Bernadette Hourni * Email no longer accessable

Liam Nicholl (MD) * Email or website cannot be accessed
*No email

Fred Kennedy (MD) )
H Veniar-Hiram (Director)+E140 * Email no longer accessable
James Finnerty ( Managing Director )

Automated message from CF Ireland Permanent

Lorne Knight (Regional Director)
. ireland@computerfutures.ie

Paul McCann MD

Marlin Maguire

Delivery to the foilowing recipients has been
delayed. orlaghn@corel.ie

Niall Watts (MD) 9. info@courseware.ie No employees at present

Paul Glynn Sales



e of Ireland

=0
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_Croskerry Systems Ltd
- CrossBrowse.com Limited

CSA Computing Services Lid
CSR L

CTS Technology Ltd

CuC Software International

Cybersoft Business Solutiens Ltd

Cyrona Software

D.B. Computer Services (Dublin)
Ltd
- Daon

Dascom Midrange Services Lid.

Dascom Services Ltd

Data Magik solutions Lid

ata Relate Software Lid.
Data Solutions

Databank Systems Ltd

Datac Contro} International Ltd
Dataconversion (Software) Ltd

Datalex Communications Ltd
Dataset Information Systems Lid
Dataware (Ireland) Ltd

Dataway Ltd

David J Hall Software Ltd

Deal Dynamics
Dedicate Ireland Ltd

_Dedicated CAD Systems Ltd
Deecal international Ltd

Deering Communications Ltd
Delcran Lid

Delphi Technologies
Delta Performance Systems Ltd
Desktopireland

Feb 1103
Feb 11 03

Feb 1103~

Jan 24 03
Jan2403

Aug 703 *

Feb 1103 *

Aug703 °

Jan24 03 *

Jan1004 *

Feb 11 03 * john.sheehan@dealdynamics.com

Aug703 *

Jan 2403 *

crskerry@iol.ie
info@crossbrowse.com

vbyme@csa.ie

info@cyrona.ie
info@dbcomp.ie

fiona.darcy@daon.com

sja@tinet.ie

E-mail: rjok@compuserve.com

dataset@indigo.ie

Contact; David Hall { Director )
E-mail: davidjhall@iol.ie

E-mail: info@deering.ie

info@desktopireland.com

Peter Van {Diirector) * Email cannot be accessed
Andrew Baird {Commerical Director) * Email cannot be accessed
Viv Byme

Cian Duggan (MD)
Gordon Nother (MD)

Fiona Darcy (VP Marketing)

Selwyn Akintela (Director)

Raymond O'Kelly { Managing Director )

Tim Rafferty (MD)

John Sheehan (MD)

John Broaders ( Managing Director }

Liz Kane
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Dessa Systems

Dialogue Systems

Diatec Ld

Digital Image Ltd

Digital Switch Systems Lid
DigitalCC

DLG Software Services Ltd
Docutet Lid

DOD Technology Ltd
Doho Internet Services
Doubleclick International

DP Systems Ltd

DSR Systems Ltd
uolog Technologies
Dynasoft Software Ltd

Dynix Library Systems Ireland Ltd
E-Commerce Ltd

Easireg.ie

Ebeon

EDB 4Te!

Eden Computer Training Limited

EDP Services Ltd

EDS (Irefand) Ltd

EFT Control Systems Ltd
Ehost Eurcpe

Eicon Technology

Jan 1004 *

Feb 1103 *

Aug7 03 *

Jan 1004 *

Jan 2403 *
Feb 1103 "

Aug 7 03
Aug703 *

Jan 1004 *

Jan 2403 7
Feb 1103

Feb 1103

Contact: Paul KeoghManaging Director
E-mail: inffo@dessasystems.ie
Web: hitp:/iwww . dessasystems.ie

tech@diatec.ie - Celsus Harper
E-mail: email@digicc.com James Cooke
Contact: Laverne Lawlor *Email cannot be accessed

E-mail: llawlor@doubleclick.net
Web: http:/iwww.doubleclick.net D153

sales@dpsystems.com Dermoet Cullen (MD)
info@duclog.com Ray Bulger

E-mail: general@infointerleaf.ie Sean Kelly { Managing Director )
E-mail: vbrophy@ecommerce.je Victor Brophy ( Managing Director )
Contact: Mike Prendergast { Director }

E-mail: info@eden.ie
Web: http:/fwww eden.ie

info@eft.ie Reuben Keogh
info@ehosteurope.com lain MacDonald
Martin Price (SW Development)

* Email address not accessable

Lucy, The Business of eCommerce Ireland was merged
with Internet Irefand in 1999 and the company was
subsequently sold to the Independent News and Media. |
now work as Sales and Marketing Director with
ChangingWorlds. Kind Regards. Victor Brophy.
victorbrophy@changingworlds.com 353-1-4359833

* email or website can't be accessed

* No email on website for Dublin
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Eiffel Ireland

Eirplay

Electrolux Application Centre
Emerging Media
eMuse Technologies Ltd

Encad Systems Ltd

Enovation Solutions Lid

nsoft Solutions Ltd

nterprise Process Consuiting

Entropy Ltd
Epicor Software

Epionet
EPS Computer Systems Ltd
Equinox eBusiness Solutions

e of Ireland

eg

Equitant

ErgoServices Ltd
Ericsson

Esat Business

ESBI Computing Ltd
ESIVector Computing Int

Euro IT Services
EuroKom Ltd
Eurolinkglobal (Iretand) Lid

Eurologic Systems Ltd

National Coll

Feb 11 03 * sparker@eiffel.ie

Aug 7 03 * E-mail: info@eirplaygames.com

Jan 10 04 * Contact: Kristine Knight ( VP Human
Resources )
E-mail: K.Knight@emuse ie
Web: http:/ivww.emuse.ie

Jan 24 03 * info@entropy.ie
Feb 11 03 * info@epicor.com

Aug 7 03 * info@epionet.com

Jan 10 04 * Contact: Aisling Carroll MD
E-mail: info@equitant.com
Web: http://www.equitant.com

Aug 703  E-mail: info@esil.ie

Aug 7 03  mlawlor@euroitservices.com
Jan 24 03 * sales@eurckom.ie
Feb 11 03 * info@eurologic.com

Aug 7 03  info@eurologic.com

Simon Parker (Computer Consultant) I'm a sole trader, and not very active at that!

If my contribution would still be useful, ask again,

Otherwise, I'l give this one a miss, thanks.
Simon Parker Eiffel Ireland
Peter Lynch

| will be out of the office from Monday 5th
January and will not return until 30th
January. If you need any information, please
contact Louise Kildunne,

L Kildunne@emuse-tech.com or by phone
+353 14741893,

Regards, Kristine Knight-Berg. K.Knight-
Berg@emuse-tech.com

Joe Montgomery (Sales Manager)
Sinead Deegan (MD)

Liam MacMahon (Director)

Barry O'Reilly ( Managing Director ) * Email not accessible

Fergal Coleman {ops man) * Email returned
Seamus Conlon (Systems Manager)
John Maybury

John Maybury MD * Email returned
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European Air Surveys Ltd Aug 7 03 * eas.iolie Chris Shackleton MD | think your details on our company might be in error.

' ' European Air Surveys & Digitech3D are companies,
which produce animated computer models and survey
from aerial phtography. While we do complete some
internal software development it would not be out
mainstream work. You can find details of the company at
www digitech3d.com. regards Chris Shackleton, 353-1-
8135000, eas@iol.ie

European Library Solutions Ltd Aug 7 03  info@els.ie Gerry Murphy (MD) * Email returned
(ELS)
Europlex Technologies

Eurosoft Computer Systems
Limited
Eurosoft Ltd . .
Everyman Computers Ltd Aug 7 03 * E-mail: sales@everyman.ie Jimmy Plenderleith ( Managing Director )
eWare
Eworx
Exact Software Ireland Ltd
xaltec Software LTD Jan 24 03 * info@exaltec.com Peter Owens

xchequer Software Ireland Feb 11 03 * info@exchequer.ie Alan Connor
Limited

eXpd8 Ltd

eXplanet.com

e of lrelanc

=

Fenet Communications Ltd
Feramo International

Ferrotec Ltd Aug 7 03 * E-mail: info@ferrotec.ie David Ferrie ( General Manager )
Fibernet Ltd

Fidelity Investments Systems
Company, FI
Finance Management & Control Ltd

Financial Analysis Made Easy Ltd

FINEQS Corporation Feb 11 03 * info@fineos.com Michael Kelly (CEQ)
Fiexicom Ltd Jan 24 03 * pshiel@flexicom.com Patrick Shiel (MD)
Focus Technologies Ltd '

Fontis Software Ltd

Fore Systems Ltd

Forefront Europe Lid Aug 703 0035316703211 * No email

FPSVoyager Aug7 03  E-mail: eleanor tierney@fpsvoyager.com eleanor Tierney { Business Development * Email failed to be delivered
Manager )

Freight Information Systems Ltd ~ Aug 7 03 * E-mail: fis@iol.ie Paul Byme ( Managing Director ) * Email failed to be delivered
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Friendly Design Software/Brugle
Ltd

Frontend Usability Engineering Ltd
Fuicrum Systems Lid

Funcom lreland Ltd
Fusio Ltd

Fusion Business Solutions

Futura Software Ltd

Galileo lreland
GAMMA

GE Information Services Eirtrade
d

e of Irelanc

—

eac Enterprise Solutions {freland)
td
Genesys Technology Ltd

Geo Solutions Ltd

Getronics Ireland Limited.

GFK Technology Ltd
GFT Software GmbH

Global Automotive Ireland
Global Music Distribution (GMD)

Globe IT

National Coll

Jan 10 04 * Contact: Tom O'Malley MD
E-mail: fulcrum@iol.ie

Feb 1103 dublin@funcom.com

Feb 11 03 * info@fusio.ie

Jan 24 03 * john.omahoney@fusion.ie

Aug 7 03 * E-mail: des.powell@galileo.ie

Jan 10 04 * Contact: Dermot O'Beirne Director
E-mail: geosol@iol.ie
Web; http://www.geosolutions.ie

Feb 1103 * sales@takefive.ie, glk@takefive.ie

Jan 24 03 * eamon@gmd.ie

Aug 703 * E-mail: info@globeit.ie

Olivia White
Julian Douglas (MD )

John O'Mahony (e-Business development
manager)

Des Powell ( Financial Controller )

Pat Downey )MD}

Eamonn Oonovan (Proprietor)

David Flower

* Email cannot be accessed

I've forwarded the survey to my staff and asked them to
reply directly to you. Kind Regards, Fergal

Division Manager - Business Intelligence Division
Client Solutions Ltd / Fusion Business Solutions Ltd
www clients.ie www.fusion.ie www.horizon.ie

Client Solutions is a subsidiary company of the Horizon
Technology Group

* Email failed to be delivered

HI Lucy

thanks for your mail. | am not sure that our organisation is
a particularly good candidate for your research as we are
a tiny company and would probably lack the skills
required. There are just two of us in total and we use
contractors to meet our requirements.

Let me know what you think.

Regards, Una Langford, Professional Services Manager
Tel: 01-283 9222 Fax: 01-260 7072

e-Mail: una langford@chase-international.com

Web: www.chase-international.com
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Globogift.com Limited
Go2web

Graphic Media
Graphic Reproductions

GrennTech Software
Griffin Consutting
Griffin Software Ltd
Habaca

Halcyon Systems Limited
Hard-Rock Software

Hardiman Computer Training

Jan 1004 *

Feb 1103 *

Aug703 *

Jan 24 03 *

Hassett & Associates Ltd (CBT) Ltd

Havok
Headway Software .

era Systems
Hitachi L.aboratory Dublin
HiTouch )
Hometown Multimedia
Horizon Open Systems
Horizon Technology Group
HotOrigin
HP {Hewlett-Packard Ireland
Limited)
Icarus e-Com

ICARUS Mkt Ltd

ICL Information Technology Centre
Ltd
lcon Scftware

IE Internet
ieComputerSystems Ltd.
IFG Technology

Inflight Audio Ltd

Jan 1004 *

Feb 11 03
Feb 1103 *
Aug703 *

Jan 24 03 *

Jan 1004 *

Feb 1103~
Aug703 *

Contact: David Malone {MD)
E-mail: info@vlm.com
Web: http:/'www.graphic.ie

customercare@roar.com Noel M (MD)

E-mail: sales@halcyon.ie David Butler { Marketing Manager )
johnhardiman@oceanfree.net John Hardiman

Contact: Brendan O'Reilly (MD)

E-mail; info@headwaysoftware.com
Web: http:/www . headwaysoftware.com

No email
marketing@hos.horizon.ie Roland Noonan (MD)
E-mail: information@horizon.ie Basil Bailey ( Director: Group Marketing ) * Email failed to he delivered
postmaster@icarus-e.com Stephen Tracey (Commercial Director)

Contact: Michael Giblin {(MD)
E-mail: postmaster@icarus-e.com
Web: hitp:/fwww.ccs.ie

support@rbonline.ie Barry Dermot (MD}
E-mail; inflight@indigo.ie Terry Bonar ( Technical Manager }
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Infocell Ltd

Infermatic Management
International

Information Mosaic

Information Solutions (1) Ltd Jan 10 04 * Phone: 00353 1-4600752 * Could not contact by email
Contact: Stewart Bourke ( Director ) :

Informix Software (Ireland) Ltd Jan 24 03 info@informix.com : Terry Ralph (GM) “*Not able to access by email

Inish Technologies Ltd Jan 24 03 * keliiott@irish.com Ken Elliott Head of Consultancy

Insight Statistical Consultancy

Integral Computers Ltd

Integral Design Ltd Aug7 03 * E-mail: jknox@integral.ie . Joseph Knox ( Managing Director ) * Email returned
Integrity Software (Ireland) Limited Feb 11 03 * sales@integrity-software.ie Mark Howell
Intellect Accounting and Network ;

Solutions

Intellige Software Ltd
Intentia Ireland Ltd

nteract Services Ireland Jan 1004 * Contact: Garrett Byrne (MD)
E-mail: garrett@isl.ie
Web; hitp:/fiwww.isi.ie -

e of lrelanc

Interactive 1 Ltd
Interactive Enterprise Ltd

=0

Interactive Services Ltd Jan 24 03 * garreti@isl.ie Garrett Byrne (MD)
Interface Business Information Ltd
Intermec Ireland Ltd Aug 7 03 * E-mail: info@intermec.ie Simon Burke ( Managing Director )

International Financial Systems

International Student Affairs Trinity Feb 11 03 * isa.office@ted.ie lvan Filby Thank you for your e-mail. Due to the large volume of
Co enquiries received by this office, there may be a delay
in responding to your query. Thank you for your
patience isadept@tcd.ie (dept. a/c isa)
Internet Business Ireland

Internet HQ Ltd

Internet Ireland Jan 1004 * E-mail: webmaster@internet-ireland.ie
Web: hitp:/iwww.internet-ireland.ie

Intuition Publishing Ltd
Invest-Tech Limited

lona Technologies Ltd
Irish Film & Television Net

404
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E-mail: sales@it-sols.com

lvron Systems Ltd

lvutec

J.D. Computer Consultants Ltd.

Japan Bytes .

Jefferson Software Ltd . Aug 7 03 *° E-mail: sales@jefferson.ie

e of lrelanc

JetForm Ireland Ltd
Jinny Scftware Limited - Jan 2403 * info@jinny.ie
K-COMMERCE LTD t/a K-BRIX

Kadius Systems Lid Feb 1103 info@kadius.com

Kapocki Games " Feb 1103 * info@kapookigames.com
Keating & Associates

Kelly Systems Ltd

Kennedy Software & Systems Ltd
Keogh Software

Kerna Communications

Kerridge Computer Co (Ireland) Ltd
Keysoft Ltd

Kilclare Software

Kingswood Computing Ltd
Kompass Internet

KPMG SKC Software

KSM Systems Ltd

Kudos Partnership Ireland Ltd
Kumari Software Ltd

L & P Systems Ltd
LabSys Ltd

Labyrinth
Lake Communications

€9

Aug 703 * E-mail: alan@kerna.ie

Jan 24 03 * info@kingswood.ie
Feb 11 03 * john.roden@kompass.ie

Aug 7 03 ¥ E-mail: info@lpgroup.ie

National Coll

Irish Medical Systems - IMS ~ Jan 24 03 * info@imsmaxims.com

iScan Aug 7 03 * E-mail: gavin@iscan.it

IS! Interact

ISOCOR Feb 1103 robert.byrne@isocor.ie

IT Design Lid ~ Feb 1103 * info@itdesign.com

IT Solutions Jan 10 04 * Contact: Evelyn Doyle (CEQ)

Web: http:/Amwww.it-sols.com

Brian Ennis {(MD)
Gavin Doherty ()

Raomal Perera (GM)
John Hearne (MD)

Malachi Doherty ( Managing Director )
Irene Dehnene {Head of Marketing)
David Murray (business dev. Director)

Michael Griffin (CEQ)
Alan Byme {MD)
Gerry Lynskey (MD)

John Roden (MD)

Gerald Langford ( Managing Director }

* Can't access email

* Not able to access by email
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Lan Communications Ltd
Lendac Data Systems Lid

Level Software Ltd

Link Technology Ltd
Lionbridge

Lionet Technologies Ltd
Livingston

Logica Mobile Networks

Lotus Development Ireland
LPS Ltd

LSS Ireland Limited
Lucent Technologies

Macalla Software Limited
Macrovision Lid

Madec Computing

Madge Networks Ltd

MANITeX
Manpower Ireiand

Manser Ltd
Manuson Ltd
Mapflow
Marconi

Marrakech
Martello Media

Mason Communications lreland

MDIS
Mediacom Ltd

Mediaone
Mentec International

Jan 1004 *

Jan 24 03 *

Feb 1103

Aug7 03

Aug 7 03

Aug 7 03
Aug 7 03

*

Jan 1004 *

Feb 1103 *

Jan 2403 *

Aug 703 *

Jan 1004 *

Feb 1103 ™

Jan24 03 *
Aug703 *

Contact: Sean McNamee MD
E-mail: info@lancomms.ie
Web: http://www.lancomms.ie
info@lendac.ie

info@kernel.ie

E-mail: info@livingston.ie

E-mail: mnMarketing@logica.com

lotus_information_services@lotus.compo M. Cusack GM

info@|ps-group.com

Contact: Eoin O'Driscoll Supply Officer
E-mail: annfox@Iucent.com
Web: hitp.//www.lucent:ie

kierank@macrovision.ie

info@madec.com

E-mail: info@manitex.ie

Contact: Sandra Stewart
E-mail: sandra.stewart@marconi.com
Web: http:/fiwww.marconi.com

ireland@masoncom.com

mediacom@indigo ie
E-mail: info@mediaone.ie

Don Lehane

Vincent Dillon ( Director/ General Manager ) * Email returned as unaccessable

Norbert Sagnard ( Global Marketing
Manager )

* Email returned as unaccessable

William Lacey MD * Email returned

* Not able to access by email

Antonio Murroni {Corporate Director)

David Martin (Marketing and Sales) mike@madec.com

Sorry we don't wish to take part.

Steve Gillman { Managing Director )

Paul O'Brien (Marketing Exec)

Tony Cahill (MD)
Stephan Daniels ( Managing Director )
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Mercury Software Lid
Merville House
MetaCreations International Ltd -

MetaTools International Ltd
Metropolis Interactive
MICL

Microsoft Ireland

Microsoft WPG| (Worldwide
Products Group

Microsol Ltd

Midas Digital Ltd
Millenium Data Services
Mirador Software Lid
Mobile Aware

Modus Media International Ireland
Moneymate Ireiand

Moss Technology Ltd
Motherboard Ltd

Multimedia Solutions Ltd.
Multitime Ltd

Natural Language Systems
NCL t/a Noctor Consulting Ltd
Nebula Technologies Ltd

Net Nation IT Recruitment

Net Results Ltd
NETg Ireland and Mindware

Netscape Communications
Corporation
Nevada Tele.com

New Media Technology Training
Ltd
New World Commerce/Cunav

Jan 1004 *

Feb 1103~
Aug 7 03

Aug703 *
Jan 24 03
Jan 2403 *

Jan 1004

Feb 1103 *
Aug703 *

Jan 2403 *
Jan 1004 *

Aug 703 *

. Feb1103*

Contact: John Hartnett (VP)
E-mail: johnh@metacreations.com
Web: http:/iwww.metacreations.com

information@contact microsoft.ie
E-mail: mscre@msm.com

info@midasdigital.com
togher@indigo.ie

Contact: Brian Collins ( CEO )
E-mail: info@mobileaware.com
Web: http://www.mobileaware.com

cathal@multimedia.ie
E-mail; time@flextime.ie

info@nebula.ie

Contact: Gerry Nolan ( Director )
E-mail: jobs@netnation.ie

Web: hitp:/iwww.netnation.ie

E-mail: kmecerlean@hypermedia7.com
Kelly McErlean { Managing Director )
info@nwecgroup.com

* Not able to access by email

01-450-2113 kevin Dillon (MD)
Julia MacLauchlan ( Director )

Kevin Dillon (MD)
Gerard Swan (MD)
Vincent Togher (Director)

Cathal O'Connor (MD)

Ciaran Rowsome ( Managing Director }

Keith Nealon (Director)

Canice Lambe (MD).

* Email returned as inaccessible

00353-1-2953826
* Can't find site



Technologies
Newmedia Design Limited

Norconte! (Ireland) Ltd
Norkom Technologies Lid

Notley Cahill Systems Ltd Jan 10 04 * Contact: Doug Notley (MD) * Not able to access by email
E-mail: info@notley.com
" Novell Ireland Jan 24 03 * info_ireland@novell.com Caroline Lonergan (GM) Automated message.
NRG Ltd

Ocuco Limited
Openet Telecom

e of lrelanc

CPSIS L Aug 7 03 * opsis@icl.ie Brian O'Neill (CEQ)

Optimal Systems Ltd - .

Cracle Corporation Ireland Feb 1103 info@uk.oracle.com - John Apleby (MD) * Email can't be accessed
Oracle Europe Manufacturing Ltd  Feb 11 03  mocallaghan@ie.oracle.com Michael O'Callaghan (MD) * Email can't be accessed
Orbis Information Systems Feb 11 03 * john.tobin@orb-is.com Michael Gannon (MD) ’

Orbiscom Ireland Ltd. Jan 10 04 * Contact: Denis Cody Marketing Manager

E-mail: info@orbiscom.com
Weh: http:/fwww.orbiscom.com

€J

Crbism

Crpheus Productions Ltd

Osmosis Ireland Limited Jan 24 03 * grahamf@osmosis.ie Graham Foster (MD)
Ossidian Technologies

PACE Soft Silicon Aug 7 03 * info@pace-institute.com Neil Salvi (MD)

PACE Software - Partners in
Accelerated
Palamon Technology Ltd

Paragon Group Feb 1103 * info@paragon.ie Andrew Balestrieri (Business Dev. Manager)
Parallel Internet
Parcom Media Ltd Jan 10 04 * Contact: Jerry Foley MD

E-mail: info@parcom-media.com
Web: http://www_parcom-media.com
Parity Solutions (freland) Ltd
Pascal Software Ltd
Pastel Software (Europe) limited
PAYSYS International Ltd
Pendulum Software Ltd Jan 24 03 * pendulum@indigo.ie Michael McSherry (MD)
Pentagon Solutions Ltd. Aug 7 03 * info@pentagon-solutions.com Jamie Chambers (MD}

Percom Computers Ltd

408
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Performance Business System

Performance Fluid Dynamics (PFD) Feh 11 03 * info@pfd.ie Steve Cropper (Buéiness Dev Manager)
Ltd . .
Performix Technologies Jan 10 04 * Contact: Cathal McGloin { CEQ )

E-mail: info@performixtechnologies.com
hitp:/iwww.performixtechnologies.com

Performix Technologies Ltd
Perot Systems

Phantom Computer Games Lid
Phimac Computing Ltd

Phoenix Software Aug703 * Bominick Hughes MD 00353-1-8682244
Phoenix Technology Group . Aug 7 03 * solutions@phoenix.ie John Feehan (MD), * Email returned
Pinnacle . Jan 24 03 * info@pinnacle-online.com Frances Johnston (ME)

PMI Software Ltd

Point Information Systems Ltd

PolarLake "Feb 11 03 * info@polarlake.com Ronan Bradley(CEQ )
olydata Software Ltd

0OS Systems Ltd

Post. Trust Limited

Prediction Dynamics

Prediction Dynamics Aug 7 03 * info@predictiondynamics.com Tom Golden (MD)
Prestige Systems Limited

Principle Concepts Design Co. Ltd
Priority Data Systems Limited

28

Progressive Systems Enterprise  Jan 24 03 * info@prose.ie Des Warren (Director)
Ltd
Prospectus Strategy Consultants  Jan 10 04 * Contact: Acife Byrne { Marketing Hi Lucy, We don't have any IT employees.
: Manager ) Had a look at your survey and it reatly
E-mail: strategy@prospectus.ie doesn't relate to us at all. Slorry we can't be
Web: http:/Awww prospectus.ie of any help on this occasior|1.

Kind regards, Sorcha Doyle
HR Manager sdoyle@prospectus.ie
Pyramid Consuiting Limited " Feb 1103 * pmillar@pyramidconsult.ie Pat Millar

QMS Software Ltd
Quadris Multimedia Ltd
Quantum Computing Ltd
Quarterdeck international Ltd Aug 703  qservice@quarterdeck.com Eoin Gilley (VP/GM) * Email returned
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Quartet Solutions Aug 7 03 ) * Closed
Quattro 2000 Ltd. Aug 7 03 °* info@g2k.com Alec. Darragh MD
Quest Computing Ltd -
Rakersoft
Rand Worldwide Jan 10 04 * Contact: Declan Doyle (Sales Manager)
E-mail: ddoyle@rand.com
Web: http://www.rand.com
Rapid Technology Interfaces Ltd  Jan 24 03 * sales@rti.ie Mary Goulding (CEO)
Raven Computing Feb 11 03 * No email or website
Red Circle Technologies Feb 11 03 * sales@red-circle.com Eugene O'Mara (Chief Operations Officer)

Red Eye Software/Complete

Business Solut . _
Reimar Ltd Aug 7 03 * postbox@relmar.ie Louise Waddington (Business Manager)} * Email returned
Renview Ltd

Resolution Technology

e of lrelanc

Resolve Software
Retail Transaction Interfaces (RTI)

eton Technologies Jan 10 04 * Contact: Marcefla McCann (SalesExec)
E-mail: sales@reton.com
Web: http://www.reton.com

&

RITS

S-Curve Technologies Limited

Saadian Technologies Limited Jan 24 03 * dave@saadian.com Dave McCarthy (Sales Director

Sachetman Ltd Feb 11 03 info@sachetman.com Martin Hanan * Email can't be accessed

Sage Ireland Feb 1103 *

SAP Ireland Aug 7 03 * info@sap.com MO : Oue 1o the high number of requests received from

students and researchers, we will not be able to
participate in your research. We would like to thank you
for contacting SAP (UK) Ltd, and wish you well with your
research work. Shelagh. Info.uk@sap.com

Sapphire International Ireland Ltd

Saturn Corporation

SDL Technology

Seal Multimedia Productions Jan 10 04 * Phone: 00353 1-2807452 * Email can't be accessed

Contact; Ronan Smith (MD)
Seefa Software Ltd
Sephira Lid (Resolve
Technologies)

410
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SerCom Solutions

Servecast.com ‘ Feb 11 03 * info@servecast.com
Setanta Communications Jan 24 03 * mail@setanta.ie
Setanta Quality Systems Ltd Aug 703 * sqs@setanta-gs.ie

Sharptext Ltd
Shenick Software Systems Ltd.
Sigma Wireless Technologies Ltd

Silicon & Software Systems (S3)  Jan 1004 * Contact: John O'Brien (CEO)
E-mail: info@s3group.com
Web: hitp:/iwww s3group.com

e of lrelanc

Silicon Vista
Simpson Xavier Financial Market
Software

SimulTrans Ltd.

Skytek
martforce . Feb 1103 john_shiel@smartforce.com
MS ireland . Feb 11 03 * tholmes@indigo.ie

Soft Export (Europe) Ltd Jan 24 03 * info@softexport.com

Soft-ex Ltd Aug 7 03 * info@softex.ie

Softco Ltd.

Softech Telecom International Jan 10 04 * Contact: Kirsty Flynn (Marketing

Manager )
E-mail: inffo@softech-telecom.com
Wehb: http://www softech-telecom.com

Softkey International Irefand Ltd
Softonomy Ltd

Softskills
Software & Systems Engineering

Ltd (SSE)
Software Dimensions Aug 7 03 * info@adest.com
Software Dynamics Ltd Feb 1103 fdi@eircom.net
Software Enterprises Ltd Feb 11 03 * jsheehan@indigo.ie

Software Expressions Lid

National Coll

David Hall (Operations Manager)

Michael Moloney (MD)

John McGann (Director) We are no longer in the software business area. Sorry we

cannot be of assistance. John McCann.

John Shiel (MD) - * Can't access emait or website
Tom Holmes {Sales manager)
Dan McGovern (GM)

Dean Gunnip (Sales marketing manager)

Lucy, Kirsty Flynn has now left the company.
| am based in the UK office. | have
forwarded this to one of my colleagues in
the Dublin office. If appropriate they will
respond to you directly....

Best of luck with the research!

Dan Taylor d taylor@soft-ex.net

Stephan Tunney (MD)
James Ryan (MD)
John Sheehan (MD)
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Software Paths Ltd

Software Resources Limited
Software Spectrum BV
Solution 6 Ireland Ltd

Sopht Ltd

Spectel Electronics Ltd
Spiders Consultancy

pin Solutions
SE Ltd

SSI Computer Group Limited

e of lrelanc

=

Strata [T

Strategic Computing Limited
Sun Microsystems Ireland Ltd
SX3 - (Service & Systems
Solutions Limit

Symantec

Synapse Software Ltd

Synstar Computer Services
International

Sysco Software Solutions
System Action Ltd

System Options Ltd

Ltd
Systems Solutions Ltd

National Coll

Systemhouse Technology Group

Software Packaging Associates Ltd Jan 24 03 *

Jan 1004 *

Aug 7 03
Aug 703 *~
Feb 1103 ™

STORM Web Development Limited Jan 10 04 *

Jan 2403 *°

Aug703 *

Feb 1103~

Jan 1004 *

info@softpack ie

Contact; Therese M Bradley (MD)
E-mail: info@softpath.ie
Web: hitp://www softpath.ie

post@spectel.ie
info@spiders.ie
info@spinsol.com |

Contact: David Lehane { Directors )
E-mail: inffo@stormweb.ie

Web: http://wwav.stormweb.ie
stratait@iol.ie

webmaster@symantec.ie

info@sysco.ie

Contact: Rufus Langley (MD}
E-mail: info@systemoptions.com
Web: www systemoptions.com

Ann Greene (GM)

Gerard Moore (MD)
Paul Maher (MD)
Sandra O'Casey (Commercial Director)

Michael Pollack (MD)

Austin McCabe (MD)

Emer Kenny (Mrketing Manager)

AGreene@softpack.ie

Lucy, as our company is an outsource manufacturing
service provider to the IT industry, | do not believe our
workers would represent an appropriate representation
for your survey. | would suggest that you contact
Enterprise Ireland or IDA who can give you a list of
Software Development and/or localization organisations,
whose staff may better fill the criteria. | wish you luck with
your survey, Ann

* Email returned
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€9

TalkTe!

Tally Systems Ltd
TAMOO
Target Media

Tassoftware t/a Megatech Software
(Irl)

Teamsoft Limited
Techconsult International Ltd
Technipoint Ltd

Techpro Ltd

TechWorks Marine Ltd.
Telelogic irefand Lid

\Telenor R & Development (Ireland)
d

Telogic

TerminalFour

Terraglyph Dublin Limited

The Alpha Group

The B-Team Limited

The Big Red Book Co Ltd

The Electric Paper Company Ltd
The eMMs Group

The Interactive Avenue

The Ward Group

The Wolfe Group

Three Rock Software
TIU Group

TNS Ltd
Togher Systems Ltd

Jan2403 *

Aug 7 03

© Aug703 ~

Feb 1103 *
Jan 1004 *

Jan 2403 *
Aug 703 *°

Feb1103°*

Aug 703
Aug 703 *

Jan 2403~

info@talktel.ie

info@tamoo.com

info@techconsult.ie

Contact: Patricia May (MD)
E-mail: tpoint@technipoint.ie
Web: http:/imww.technipoint.com

ipns@telogic.ie
info@terminalfour.com

bigred@iol.ie

neasap@wolfegroup.com
info@threerock.com

tiu@tiu.ie

dvinnell@eircom.net

Lucy, All email with attachments from unknown sources

are deleted unread.
Regards Dave Vinnell TalkTel Systems

Sharon Kennedy (MD * Email returned

John Dromey MD - 00353-1-6687155/6611
Piero Tintori

Nease Parker (Marketing manager} * Email returned

Peter Mac Giollatheara Technical Director

Garrett Hickey (CEQ)
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Torex lreland

Total Network Solutions Ltd
Total Retail Control Lid

Tour IT Ltd

Transline Ireland Limited
Transoft Publishing Ltd
Transware

Trapedza Financial Systems Ltd
TrendSoft (ireland) Ltd

Trigraph Software Research Ltd
Trintech Manufacturing Ltd

e of lrelanc

Trust 5
sunami Photonics Limited

UDS Software Ltd
Uniscape Europe
Vantage Software Limited
Venturenet Ireland Ltd

58

Veritest

Version 1 Software Ltd.
Vertex Interactive (Ireland) Ltd
View Shop Ireland

Vingo Software
VISaer (IRL} Limited
Visibility Aerospace Ltd

Visio International

Vision 2000
VISION Consulting

VistaTEC Ltd
Vivendi Universal (Havas

National Coll

Jan 1004 *

Feb 1103
Feb 1103 °

Aug703 *

Jan 24 03 *
Jan 1004 °

Feb 1103 *

Aug703 °

Jan 1004 *

Jan24 03 *

Feb 1103 *

Aug703 *

Contact: Steve Garrington ( Managing
Director )

E-mail: maria.ling@torex.com

Web: http://www torex.com
info@tns.ie

sales@trcepos.com

00353-1-2783805

conors@indigo.ie

Contact: Cyril McGuire (MD)
E-mait: info@trintech.com
Web: hitp://www trintech.com

info@tsunamiphotonics.com

vantage@vantage.ie

Joshue O'Connor (Senior Designer)
E-mail; info.ie@view-shop.com
Web: www.view-shop.com
info@vingo.org

softvis@iol.ie

sales@vision2000.ie

* Cannot access email - website under
construction

Vincent Barnes (MD)
Gavin Peacock (MD)

Sandra Duffy (MD)

Conor Sexton (MD)

Cyril Dolan (Director of Engineering)

Simon Martin (Director)

Pat Walsh

Aidan Gallagher (MD)

David Kerr {Sales Director)

* Cannot access email - website under construction

Receiived one reply from
dave.gibson@tsunamiphotonics.com

The company has no employees in the Republic of
Ireland. -
Danny McLoughlin Phone Int'l + (353) 1 8391493
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% Interactive Ir
Voicevault
m Volta : Jan 10 04 * Contact: Ann Marie Brennan ( Director )
E-mail: info@volta.net
Web: hitp:/fwww volta.net
s Vorde!
Watchedover.com
I \\/aterford Technologies Jan 24 03 * info@waterfordtechnologies.com Brendan Nolan (CEO)
[ I WEBT Systems Feb 1103 * info@wbtsystems.com Declan Kenny (CEQ)
Webbed Feats Ltd. Aug 7 03 * info@webbedfeats.ie Daire Lawlor {MD)
O WebBusters
Webfactory
Webtrade Ltd
m Webzone
WEISKOFF Ltd t/a Equinox - Jan 1004 *

usiness Solut
ilde Technologies Ltd

20

Wiztec Ltd.

Worldlink

www easireg.ie Feb 11 03 * info@easireg.ie Jim Cassidy (Director)

X Communications Jan 24 03  info@xcommunications.ie Susan Cahill (Business Development * Not able to access by email

Consultant)

Xelector Jan 24 03 * iinfo@xelector.com Kevin Connors (CFO) Dear Lucy,
Apologies for the delay in responding to your request but
after some recent staff losses here at Xelector | have
been left rather short staffed with a number of important
deadlines looming. Unfortunately, much as though | am
in favour of helping out on studies such as these, with the
current situation at Xelector and deadlines fast
approaching, | cannot divert staff
attention away from their core work at this time. Sorry
that | could not be
of more help on this occasion.
Regards,
Steve Long General Manager steve.long@xelector.com
XIAM Limited Aug 7 03 * info@xiam.com Colm Healy (CEQ) ’
XML Workshop Ltd

Zandar Technologies Lid/Beta
Electronics
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Abacus Concepts.
bekas Video Systems
e D1iVVED Corporation
Able Technical Services
Accept.com (formerly Emptor)
cclaim Technology, Inc.
ccton Technology Corporatio

m Bit Better Corporation

SA) :

Acecad, Inc.

ACEO Technology, Inc.
mcer America
AcknoSoft

A Computers, Inc.

cme Software, Inc.
Acta Technology
I tc| Corporation
i C1ion Technologies, Inc.
ctivCard, Inc.

ctive Software, Inc.
Adaptec

Co

dauction.com
dax, Inc.

diCom Wireless, Inc.
dobe Systems Inc

dvanced Computer
Communications

lonal

Nat

Jan 10 04

Jan 24 03

Jan. 10 04

Aug 7 03
Apr403

Jan 24 03

. Appendix K

Database of Silicon Valley Firms

*www.acecad.com

*Tel: 1-800-786-8998
Fax: 510-651-0629
E-mail: cust_service@acma.com Fremont, California

www.activcard.com ActivCard Corp.
6623 Dumbarton Circle, Fremont, California 94555, Tel: 800.529.9499
Tel: $10.574.0100 Contact via built-in email

* Bought by webmethods

*

Adaptec, Inc. , 691 South Milpitas Boulevard
Milpitas, California 95035 t. 408.945.8600 (not for technical support)
f. 408.262.2533 jobs@corp.adaptec.com (Email HR)

*Adax Inc., 614 Bancroft Way Berkeley, CA 94710
Tel: (510) 548 7047 Fax: (510) 548 5526 Email: sales@adax.com

* Cannot be accessed

Thank you for your inquiry. An ActivCard representative will
contact you shortly. If you would like to speak with us in the
interim, please call 1-800-529-9499 or 1-510-574-0100.
ActivCard http:/imww activcard.com From:
contact@activcard.com

* Cannot be accessed

Adaptec Recruiting
AdaptecRecruiter@adaptec.com
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e

dvanced Micro Devices
dvanced System Products, Inc.

dvisor Software, Inc.

AdvisorTech Corporation
AFH Systems Group
I Group

Agorics, Inc.

WIM Technology

Qimnet Information Services
{Tech International Corporation

AirSoft Inc.”

laddin Systems

Alcatel TITN Inc.

-Link Network Services
lIBusiness.com

Alldata Corporation

—
—

Co

al

lied Telesyn
llegis Corp.
loha Networks

Ipah Scftware

phaWorks (IBM)

Alps Electric USA

Al

National

ltera Corporaticn

mber Networks

mdahl Corporation

merican Digicom Corporation
mpex Inc.

nachron Technologies

nalog Devices

Jan. 10 04 *Initio Corporation, 650 North Mary Ave

Jan 24 03

Jan 10 04

Aug 7 03

Apr4 03

Jan 24 03

Jan 10 04

Jan. 10 04 *Telephone Support U.S. and Canada: Phone: 1-800-262-5643 or 781-461-3333

Sunnyvale, California 94085-2906 Tel:800-994-6484
Fax: 408-245-6885 HR jobs@initio.com

* AIM technology Headquarters: 695 Oak Grove Ave., Suite 100
Menlo Park, CA 94025 1-650-838-1180 info@aimtechnology.com

*www.airsoft.com

* Alcatel USA Sales & General Inquiries
Originating Within North America (Toll Free)
1-800-ALCATEL or 1-800-252-2835

* service@inter-works.com

* Aloha Networks, Inc., P.O. Box 29472
San Francisco, California 94129-0472
Telephone: (415) 561-2400 Fax: (415) 561-2411
E-mail: information@alohanet.com

* Mountain View, CA info@ahpah.com
(650-960-2472)

Now called Initio Reply from: virgenv@initio.com
Thank you for your message. Virgen Vincenti

* No contact information

*No contact info for Silicon Valley
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ndale.com
ndromedia
ngara Database Systems
nswer Systems Labs, Inc.

Anfec Inc. .
hpex Gilobal Information Services .

P Pli€d Micro Circuits Corporation

pple Computers

pple Computers - Macintosh
pplication Environment
Applied Signal Technology

e of

€Y

vaduct Software

atic Moon Software
rachnid Software, Inc.
RCOM Electronics, Inc.
Araxsys Inc.

Arboretum Systems
ristoSoft

romat
rray Microsylems, Inc.
sante

Col

scend Communications
ASG Technologies, Inc.
Ashlar, Inc.

ssured Access
stound, Inc.
Atalla Corporation
tari Corporation
Home

nal

0

tmel Corporation

Nat

pplied Testing and Technology
ptos Semiconductor Corporation

spect Telecommunications

Aug 7 03

Apr4 03
Apr4 03

Jan. 10 04

Jan 24 03
Jan 24 03

Jan. 10 04

Aug 7 03

Apr4 03
Apr4 03
Aprd 03

Aug 7 03

*jobs@buydomains.com

*

1144 East Arques Avenue, Sunnyvale, CA 94085, USA
Tel: (408) 731-1600 support@amcc.com
Fax: (408) 731-1660 www.amcc.com

* Aqueduct, Inc., 27081 Aliso Creek Rd., Suite 100
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656 949.448.4500 info@aqueduct.com

* Tech support: 510-834-3231 Email pctech@arboretum.com for Windows issues

* Asanté Technologies, Inc., 821 Fox Lane, San Jose, CA 95131, USA
Tel (408) 435 8388 orders@asantestore.com Customer Service

Tel (408) 435 8388
*Fax (408) 432 7511

* http://www.home net/ No contact info

* Owned by a new company in VA

This is an automated reply from suppori@amcc.com.

We received your message on 2:03:44 PM 4/4/03.
Product Support, AMCC (support@amcc.com)
Direct: 1-800-840-6055 (U.S. Only) or 858-535-6517

* Closed *
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anc

ttachmate Internet Producis
Group

ttest Systems, Inc.

a

a2i Communications

I

y uctionWatch.com

AudioSoft

Augio Software

UNET

urigin Systems

Auspex Systems
AutoDaq

utodesk, inc.

VA Instrumentation, Inc.

ika Networks Corporation
nce Logic, Inc.

vant!

vantos Performance Systems
Avcom Systems Inc.

e of

eg

Avistar Systems

Coll

AVM of America, Inc.
vniSoft Corporation
urum Software, Inc.

utoWeb Interactive
Aveo, Inc.

CIS Information Network

nal

xil Computer, Inc.

Natl

Jan 24 03

" 100 Rowtand Way, 2nd Fir
Novato, CA 94945-5011
415-209-1700 info@attest.com

Jan. 10 04 *Changed its name to Vendio (vendio.com)

jobs@corp.vendio.com

Jan. 1004 ~

Aprd 03

Apr4 03

Apr 4 03

Apr4 03  *AVCOM Sunnyvaie Corporate HQ

Aug 7 03

Jan 10 04

Jan 2403

573 Maude Ct., Sunnyvale, CA 94085-2803
Phone: 408.735.9100
Fax: 408.735.9111 Human Resources
Priscilla Cramer Email: priscilla.cramer@avcom.com
Phone: 408.523.1808
*Headquarters Office, 555 Twin Dolphin Drive
3rd Floor, Redwood Shores, CA 94065
Tel: 1.650.610.2900
Public Relations: John Carlson Avistar Communications
Corporation
Tel: 1.650.610.2965 Email: jcarlson@avistar.com

* No contact info

* 2584 Wyandotte Street Mountain View, CA 94043
Phone (650) 316-1020 info@trackmaster.com

* No longer in operation *

*Taken over by another company *
*Taken over by another company *
*Cannot be accessed *
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eland

IT

is Consulting International
ztech Labs

asement.com

asis Communications

BATS, inc.

ay Area internet Solutions

Bay Networks

e of

Call

B

National

ayStone Software

BayWare, Inc.

e Inc.

Beatnik

ckemeyer Development

Microproducts
enefitPoint
erkeley Systems
EST Internet Communications,

>
o

eyondNews

igBook

igOnline

ioSoftware Marketing
ioSpace.com

ioVison
itlocker
lue Martini

lue Neptune
lue Pumpkin Software
lueMoney Software Corporation

. Jan. 10 04

Apr4 03
Apr 4 03
Apr4 03

Aug 7 03

Jan 10 04

Jan 24 03

Jan. 10 04

*Bay Area Internet Solutions (BAIS, Inc.) .
2650 San Tomas Expressway, Santa Clara, CA 95051-0953
Tel: 408.545.0500 jobs@bayarea.net

* No contact information
* No longer in operation ~
*Beatnik, Inc., 2600 South El Camino Real, San Mateo, CA
94403
questions@beatnik.com valbreslow@earthlink.net
Tel: +1 (650) 285-2300 Fax: +1 (650) 295-2333
* Now earthiink networks htip://imww.earthlink.net/ email: * Returned email: careers@earthlink .net
careers@earthlink.net

*

° Cannot access website

*245 11th Street, San Francisco, Californta 94103 U.S.A.
Phone: 415-355-6500 Fax: 415-503-1070
E-Mail: customercare@biospace.com

* Blue Martini Software
2600 Campus Drive
San Mateo, California 94403, United States
Phone: +1.650.356.4000 Sent built-in email

Thank you for submitting your inquiry / comments to Blue Martini Software.
Someone will respond to you as soon as possible. solutions@bluemartini.com
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e

lyth Software, Inc.
oldFish

. ! Bonsai Software, Inc.
: ooks That Work
I 0 olc & Babbage, inc.

Borland International

rainstorm Networks
: Granders.com
: Brightmail, Inc.
rightware

>

eg

adlogic, Inc.
r@adQuest

adVision, Inc.
roderbund Software, Inc.

rodia

rothers Union International
orporation
BuildPoint

Coll

ullet Telecom

ullseye Systems
uyDirect.com

adence Design Systems

National

roadcast Management Plus

Apr4 03

Aug 7 03

Jan. 10 04

Jan 24 03

Jan 24 03

Jan 24 03

Apr 4 03

*471 El Camino Reél, Suite 110
Santa Clara, CA 95050
Tel: 408-236-3620 Fax: 408-236-3699

info@boldfish.com www.boldfish.com

* Corporate Headquarters

100 Enterprise Way, Scotts Valley, CA 95066-3249, USA

Ph: (831} 431-1000 resume@borland.com

- resumes@riverdeep.net Broderbund.com, a division of
Riverdeep, Inc.
500 Redwood Blvd., Novato, CA 94947
Tel: (415) 382-4400
*** The Brodia Group
221 Main Street, Plaza Level
San Francisco, CA 94105
voice: {(415) 495-3100 fax: (415) 495-3177
jobs@brodia.com

* 2200 Bridge Parkway Suite 103 Redwood Shores, CA 94065,

1877 284 5378 support@buildpoint.com

*

2655 Seely Avenue

San Jose, CA 95134

Phone: 408.943.1234 support@cadence.com
Fax: 408.943.0513 www.cadence.com

Thank you for your interest in career opportunities at Borland Software
Corporalion. We have received the resume or other information which you
recently sent to resume@borland.com .

Can't access website

**Can't access website

Thank you for sending your support request via e-mail. Cadence Customer
Support acknowledges the receipt of your support request.All requests are
responded to in the order in which they were received. An engineer will
respond based on your preferred method of contact.

For future reference when submitting a Service Request via email to the
Support Center,the email requires formatting the Subject line of your email



lreland

aere Corporation
amstar Systems, Inc.

Casady & Greene, Inc.

l

e of

€g

astle Rock Computing, inc.
-Cube

elerity Systems Inc.

eliNet Data Systems
entigram

entral Office (The)

ntraal Corporation
tura Software

nt Corporation )
haco Communications, Inc.
hartWare, Inc.

heckPoint Scftware

Technologies, Inc.

Col

C
C

National

HEM USA

hemical Safety

hip Express

hips and Technologies

hordiant Software
hroma Graphics

hromatic Research, Inc.

Jan 1004 *

anon Research Center America Aug 7 03

*

Jan. 1004 *

Jan 24 03

Apr4 03

Aug 7 03

*

Check Point Software Technologies Inc.
Three Lagoon Drive, Suite 400
Redwood City, CA 94065

Tel: 650-628-2000 Fax: 650-654-4233
info@checkpoint.com

* 2200 Mission College Blvd., Santa Clara, California 95052,
USA Tel: (408) 765-8080 Fax: (408) 765-9904 :
web.resumes@intel.com

*Chroma Group - Corporate Office
Phone: 650.827.4700 Fax: 650.827.4718
Email: info@chroma-corp.com 1150 Bayhill Drive, Suite 215
San Bruno, CA 94066

with the keyword:

Submit Cadence Customer Support

Toll-Free 1-877-CDS-4911

Online Support: htip://sourcelink.cadence.com
Cadence Customer Support
sadmin@cadence.com

i phoned HP and asked then for a contact name or email address. | was told to
send any requests to student@hp.com

This reached an actuai student; From: bozsa@hp.com

Hi Lucy, you got the wrong eMail Adress!

This Mailbox is the one of the students at infocenter.

Best regards, Andreas Bozsa

| tried info@hp.com and got an automated message from
whpadm@hpat542.atl.hp.com

* Email returned by postmaster
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irrus Logic

isco Systems, inc.
tarify, Inc.

lariNet

Claris .
Click.Net Jan1004 ~ . * Cannot be accessed

I—ipApps
Clip2.com
lockware
loudscape
oastcom
Coastek

ognitive Technology Corporation
ohera .
Comit Systems Jan 24 03 *Comit Systems, Inc., 3375 Scott Blvd, Suite 330

Santa Clara, CA 95054, USA
Phone: ++1(408)-988-2988 Fax: ++1(408)-988-2133
Email : info@comit.com
ommerce One
ommsoft Apr4 03  *support@commcat.com .
s 0Mmon Ground Software Aug703 * * Cannot be accessed
- 0" TOUCH Software Inc.
ommunity ConneXion
ommVision Corporation
Compass Design Automation
ompCore Multimedia
ompetitive Automation Jan 1004 * * No contact information given
Compubahn, inc.
Computer Access Technology

orporation

omputer College Silicon Valley
omputer Graphics Systems
evelopment Corporation
Compuware

om21, Inc.

O:oncentric Network Corporation
—

Conduct

©
Z

424



C

of

>

c

€9

C
C

ol

C

C

C
Cl

National
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onfluent, Inc.

onnect, Inc.
onnectix Corporation

onsensus Development

Corporation

onsitium, Inc.

onsumerREVIEW

Contec Microelectronics U.S.A.

C.
opperCom

onXioN Corporation

per Software

per Mountain Networks
ore Software Technology -
oryphaeus Software, inc.
osine Communications
ounterpane internet Security
ovad Communications
oWare, Inc.

reative Digital Research
reative Labs

reative Net

reative Think

risis Computer Corporation
RL Network Services
rossRoute Software
rossWind Technologies, inc.

rosswise Corporation
ruzio

Jan. 1004 *

Jan2403 * Ask_Employment@amat.com 3050 Bowers Avenue
Santa Clara, CA 95054-3299, US.A.
Tel: 1-408-727-5555 E130

Apr4 03  *Email: thomas@consumerreview.com jim thomas
Tel: 650.212.8616 Fax: 650.341.6023
ConsumerREVIEW.com,
950 Tower Lane, Suite 1750, Foster City, CA 94404
Voice: 650-212-8600 Fax; 650-341-6023

Jan 1004 *U.S and Canada: 1.858.410.7305 Sent inbuilt email

Jan. 10 04 *CaliforniaCom inc., 1624 Franklin St. suite # 1022, Oakland
Ca. 94612 USA info@california.com

Aug 703 *

Apr4 03  *CrossWind Technologies, LLC, 835 Fern Ridge, Felton, CA
95018 Phone: (831) 335-8351 Fax: (831) 469-1750 Product
Information: info@crosswind.com :

Jan 24 03 * 903 Pacific Avenue, Suite 101
Santa Cruz, CA 95080 webmaster@cruzio.com

* Cannot be accessed

* Cannot access website *
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%rypTEC Systems Inc.

2Net Software, Inc.
ustomerCast

utterNet

CyberBills
HyberCash, Inc.
ey herware, Inc.
Cygnus Support

Cylink Corporation
hCypress Research Corporation
prress Semiconductors Jan 1004 * Sent inbuilt email
Cyras Systems, Inc. ‘

Data Broadcasting Corporation
ataSweep
ataTamers
-Timer Technologies Aug 7 03
1SIS

Jan. 10 04 *info@s2.com

Apr403  *SAN FRANCISCO, DART & ABACUS, 250 Brannan Street,
San Francisco, CA 94107 Tel: (415) 796-5300
Fax: (415) 659-2929 webmaster@doubleclick.net

ecisive Technology

etz Point
55197 AcCceleration Inc. Jan. 1004 ~
Desktop.com
OJevasoft Jan 24 03 * support@amyworld.comDevasoft / AmyWorld.com
PQ Box 41250, San Jose, CA 85160

USA 1-800-779-3382 (US/Canada)
1-408-927-9645 (Everywhere)
DiagSoft Inc.

Diamond Lane (The)
Diamond Multimedia Systems
iba, Inc.

igi LAN Connect

DigiCash

Digicom Systems, Inc.

a C

Jan. 10 04 * 188 Topaz St., Milpitas, CA 85035
Phone: 408-719-5100 hitp:/Awww.broadxent.com/
info@breadxent.com

Digital America

Nation

* Cannot access website *

* The company is now part of Cadence Design Systems
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%Igllal Equipment Corp. Network

Systems Laboratory

igital Equipment-Corp. Systems
esearch Center

Digital Equipment Corp. Westemn
uesearch Laboratory

) (91181Mpact.com

Digital Intention Computer Aug703 * * Cannot access website *
Consulting

igital Link Corporation

igitat Market

igital Pathways, Inc. Apr4 03 - * Cannot access website *
Digital Tools . Apr4 03 ‘
DigitalThink Apr4 03  *www.DigitalThink.com

- 8601 Brannan Street, San Francisco, CA 94107
Phone: 415.625.4000 info@digitalthink.com

Toll Free: 888.686.8817 Fax: 415.625.4100
ension X, Inc. (acquired by
0soft)
irect Network Access

istinct Corporation

Diversified Data Resources Inc.  Jan 24 03 *info@ddri.com Phone: (800) 233-3374
iviCom, Inc.

qoce‘n[

ocuMagix, Inc. Jan1004 * * Company is now based in Hollywood, CA
olby Laboratories Inc.

oughNET
S Diagonal Systems USA, Inc.
SP Communications
DSP Group inc.
DTC Data Technology Corporation
uck Pond Public Unix (The)
uet Technologies ‘ (acquired CrossCheck Technology)

ynaChiip Corporation AUg7 03 *|ntermedia.NET, 800 California Street, suite 200, Mountain
View, California 94041 Call: 1-650-424-9935
E-mail: Info@intermedia. NET

al

akins Open Systems
bates.com Apr 4 03 * Can't access webiste *
Echelon Corporation Apr4 03 *www.echelon.com

on
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m&rcles
Cicero

Convergent
Edify Corporation
—Groups

Electronic Software Publishing

‘ I Corp.

Ongineering Consortium (The)
ngineering DataXpress, Inc.
lan Computer Group

n Products International
ofppany
|&Ctric Communities
lectronic Arts
lectronic Tools Company
e ctronics For Imaging, Inc.
e '€rgent Corporation

mf.net

metion, Inc.
MPaC Internationa! Corp.
mulation Technology, Inc.

a Co

nhance Cable Technology
nReach Technology

Ensemble Information Systems,
C.

Oon

Ensemble Solutions

Nat

Echelon Corporation, 550 Meridian Avenue, San Jose, CA
95126, USA Phane: +1-408-938-5200 Fax: +1-408-790-3800
lonworks@echelon.com

Jan. 10 04 *support@elsop.com 1361 Shelby Creek Court
San Jose, CA 95120 Technical Support Telephone Number: 1-
650-969-9213
~ Sales and Administration Telephone Number: 1-408-323-3030
Jan 24 03 *TEC, Inc.
3000 Olcott Street, Santa Clara CA 95054
V.408.748.1984 F 408.748.0216 info@tec1.com

Aug 703 *emfnet, 2039 Shattuck Ave, Suite. 405
Berkeley, California 84704 call: 510.704.2915
For Technical Support: 510.704.2915 support@emf.net

Apr403  *www.emulation.com
2344 Walsh Avenue, Building F
Santa Clara, CA 95051-1301 US A,
Tel: 408-982-0660 or 1-800-ADAPTER, (1-800-232-7837)
Fax: 408-982-0664 Email address: et@emulation.com

Jan. 10 04 *Ensemble Communications Inc.
9890 Towne Centre Drive, San Diego CA 92121
Tel: +1 858 458 1400 Fax: +1 858 458 1401
ensemble@ensemble.com
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ntegrity Solutions
nterprise Integration
echnologies Corporation

nviroAccount Software
E/O Networks
hPIC Design Technology
i Centric Jan 24 03 “info@epicentric.com Epicentric, Inc.

The Landmark @ One Market, One Market Street, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105-5106 415-995-3200 Phone

Hpigraphx

scalade Corporation Jan 1004 * Routed to http:/iwvww.cadillac.com/ No email address
dSQ Business Services, Inc. ) ‘
tak Inc. }
E-TECH Research '
mverex Systems’ Aug703 * : * Cannot access website
volve Software, Inc.
Corporation
flink, Inc.
xcite, inc. Apr4 03
xemplar Logic Apr4 03

xemplary Apr4 03  *10001 North De Anza Boulevard, Suite 300, Cupertino, CA
95014 info@exemplary.com for general inquiries
Phone: 1.408.861.9611 1.888.249.1790 (toll free)
Fax: 1.408.861.9612

xodus Communications, Inc.

oll

Exponential Technology, Inc.
xtensity
abmaster

C

Farallon Communications, Inc.

Farcast, Inc.

inancial Navigator International

ine Line Printed Circuit Design ~ Jan 24 03 ' : * Can't access website

inisar Corporation Jan 24 03  *1-408-548-1000 Phone 1-408-541-6157 Fax
hr@finisar.com 1308 Moffett Park Drive
Sunnyvale, CA 94089-1133

irmWorks

irst Floor, Inc.
irst Virtual Corporation |
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lexSoft

lowPoint Corporation
tycast Communications
og City Software

FoolProof Labs
hore Systems
iorte Software, Inc.

Fortel
401K Forum
ractal Design Corporation

rame Technology
ranz, Inc

Frednet

mujitsu Active Information

ujitsu Compound
miconductors, Inc

su Computer Packaging
nologies,

ujitsu Computer Products of
merica, Inc.

ujitsu Laboratories of America,
C.

Fujitsu Microelectrenics, Inc.

l

ujitsu Open Systems Solutions,
c

Fujitsu Personal Systems, Inc.
ujitsu Software Corporation

Col

Fujitsu Systems Business of
merica, Inc

FusionOne

nal

usion Software, Inc.
utureTell, Inc.

B Hammer

Natio

ujitsu Takamisawa America Inc.

Aug 7 03

Jan. 10 04
Apr4 03

Apr4 03
Apr4 03

Jan. 10 04

Jan 24 03
Jan 24 03
Jan 24 03

Jan 24 03

Aug 7 03

Jan. 10 04

Apr 403
Apr4 03

Aprd4 03

*

*

* corporate@fortel.com

*

*3055 Orchard Drive, San Jose, CA 95134-2022 T: 408-432-
1300 webmaster@fai.fujitsu.com

* Corporate Contacts
3055 Orchard Drive, San Jose, CA 95134-2022, USA
Tel: {(408) 432-1300 Fax: (408) 456-7050
Email: wehmaster@fsw.fujitsu.com
*FCPA, ¢fo Human Resources, 2904 Orchard Parkway, San
Jose, CA 95134, emailhr@fcpa.fujitsu.com

*FWB Software, Inc., 555 Twin Dolphin Drive, Suite #180
Redwood Shores, CA 94065

* No contact information

* Can't access website

* No contact information

* Can't access website
* Can't access website

* Can't access website

FUJITSU SOFTWARE CORPORATION

HUMAN RESOURCES

We are an equal opportunity employer. janice@fsw.fujitsu.com
Again, we appreciate your interest in Fujitsu Computer Products of
America, Inc.

Human Resources Depatment

FCPA HR@fcpa. fujitsu.com

* Only UK company listed in website *
* No website available *
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alt Technology
ammalink
arrett Communications, Inc.

eneaologySk Jan 1004 * * Can't access website
eneral Magic ’ '

¢ 103 Systems Corboration

GeoNet Communications, Inc.

% Phone: 650.637.8500 info@fwb.com www.fwb.com
L;G

Genuity, Inc.
%eoworks
igaPixel Corporation Jan 24 03 * Can't access website
lobalstar Telecommunications  Jan 24 03 ’
Ltd. : . * Can't access website
lobal InfoNet, Inc. Jan 24 03 * No contact information found"
lobal Internet - Jan 24 03 * Company in the process of being established *
lobal System Services Jan 24 03 *Global System Services Corporation (GSS) rherardi@gssnet.com .
650 Castro Street, Suite 120, Number 268 Lucy,
Mountain View, California, U.S.A. 94041 . | am unable to open the document you sent. Can you send it again?
) +1 (650) 965-8669 phone info@gssnet.com Ron
lobal Village Communications,
c.
Globalink Technologies, Inc.
I iobetrotter Software
I |y phic Technology Apr403  ~“www.glyphic.com
156 East Dana Street, Mountain View, CA 94041-1508
T:{650)964-5311 F:{650)967-4379
frontdesk2@glyphic.com
ranite Digital

raphics Development
international
Greeniree Sysiems
GST Net Jan 1004 * * Can't access website

yration, Inc.

AL Computer Systems

alcyon Software, Inc.
Halo Data Devices

andmade Software, Inc.

ands-On Technology
andspring, Inc.
N '



armony Software

arris Corporation - Farinon
ivision

ealth Systems Design
ealtheon Corporation

ewiett-Packard Company

|rel ana

Hewlett-Packard Workstations

ewlett Packard SupportLine
ervices

igh Level Design Systems
iQ Computers and Networks

Hitachi America, Ltd.

e of

chi Computer Products
erica), Inc.
itachi Data Systems, Inc.

itachi Instruments, nc.
Hitachi Internetworking
I—,itachi Micro Systems, Inc.
I itachi Software
itex

€g

olonTech Corporation
ooked.Net

HeTMail
Human Factor (The)

unter Technology Corporation
ﬁybrid Networks
ypnovista Software
:yundai Electronics America

ambic Software
ex Technologies, Inc.

IBM Almaden Research Center
—

©
Z

Hercules Computer Technology

Jan. 1004 ~ * Company is based in Florida

Jan 24 03 * Perot Systems Né longer in Silicon Valley *
Jan 24 03 * No contact info for CA Mountain View branch *
Jan 24 03

Jan 24 03 *Hewlett-Packard Company

3000 Hanover Street, Palo Alto, CA 94304-1185 USA
Phone; (650) 857-1501 student@hp.com

Ny

Aprd 03 )
Apr4 03  “www.hiq.com lechsuppori@hiq.com
Jan. 10 04 *Hitachi America, Ltd., Home Electronics Division

900 Hitachi Way, Chula Vista, CA 91914-3556
Tel: 1-800-448-2244
email:customerservice. ce@hhea.hitachi.com

Jan. 10 04 *California Office:
2855 Mitchell Drive Suite 105, Walnut Creek, CA. 94598
No phone or email address

Aug703 * *Can't access website

Jan 2403
Jan 24 03

* Not available *

* webmaster@us.hynix.com 3101 North First Street
San Jose, CA 95134 phone. 408. 232_ 8000

Apr4 03 * Cannot access we_bsite *

* No contact infor for California - based in Canada in France *



M - Storage Systems Division

L TeamWARE Division
T, Inc.
verify, Inc.
|dea Factory
iom Consuiting
onic Interactive, Inc.
5 Systems, Inc.
. Inc

of Irelano

>

Image Recognition Integrated
s e S
agicast
aja
mersive Systems, Inc.
IMP, Inc.
parto Software
presse Software
IMV Internet
inference Corporation

Col

terwoven
ser Software Company
InBus Engineering Inc.

onal

delible Blue, Inc.
Inference Corporation

Nat|

Apr4 03

Jan. 10 04

Aug 7 03

Jan 24 03

Apr 4 03
Apr4 03

* Sent email and letter to built-in email address Subject.: IBM'S REPLY...
' Dear Ms. Costigan,

Thank you for contacting IBM.
In response to your e-mail regarding your survey, we have located the
following resources to further assist you. 1tis the policy of IBM and it's
employees, not to take part in any form of research activity such as
questionnaires, etc. All information on IBM that is accessible to the public, can
be found at the IBM website: http://www.ibm.com ’
Marissa Murphy (ASKIBM@vnet.ibm.com)
Electronic Response Center hitp://www.ibm.com/contact
1-888-746-7426 CALLOWN Log Number: 2504709 askibm@vnet.ibm.com

*LOG, Inc, :
Headquarters, 1080 Linda Vista Ave. Mountain View, CA94043
Tel: 650-567-8000 Toll free: 800-FOR-ILOG
(800-367-4564) E-mail: info@ilog.com

*No contact information

*624 East Evelyn Avenue, Sunnyvale, CA 94086, USA
Phone +1 408 212-3400 +1 888 60-eGain
Fax +1 408 212-3500 jobs@egain.com.

* Can't access website *

*inBus Engineering, Inc., 6233 Industrial Way, Livermore, CA
94551 Phone: (925) 454-2540 Fax: (925) 454-2501
www.inbus.com Jim Wright@InBus.com
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fo Products

foExpress, Inc.

folmaging Technologies, Inc.

formation Access Techneclogies, Jan 10 04

[

Irelanc

Information Dynamics
Information Storage Devices
formative Edge

formix Software Aug 7 03

e Qf

foseek
Infoserv Connections
I foService
s itio Corporation
mac Corperation

mark Development Div. of Rogue
Wave Software

Jan 10 04

0

finity Financial Technology, Inc.

C

Innovative Interfaces, Inc.
InReach internet Communications Jan 24 03

Reference, Inc.
signia Selutions, Inc.

Integral Development Corporation
tegral Results Inc.

tegrated Circuits Systems Inc.

Apr 403

Jan. 1004

National

*HoloNet, Information Access Technologies, Inc.
#318, 1500 Oliver Rd., Suite K
Fairfield, CA 94534-3473 / U.S.A
e-mail: support@halonet.net info@holonet.net (automated)
voice: 510-704-0160

* This has been bought by IBM. Sent inbuilt email.

*

*info@inreach.com InReach Internet

1624 Franklin Street #1102, Oakland CA 94612
1-888-467-3224

*www.reference.com standard email sent via website

*ICS San Jose Operations & Western U.S. Sales, 525 Race
Street, San Jose, CA 95126
Tel: (408) 297-1201 Fax: (408) 925-9460

Dear Lucy, (From:; askibom@vnet.ibm.com)

Thank you for contacting IBM.

Due to the large volume of e-mail that IBM receives, our representatives are
unable to assist students with research requests directly. However, we have
provided online alternatives where you can search for the topics of your
choice. These resources are located at: David Chan (askiBM@vnet.ibm.com)
Electronic Response Center

hitp:/iwww.ibm.com/contact or hitp:/Awww.ibm.com/planetwide

USA General Inquiries: 1-800-IBM-4YQOU, Shopping Assistance: 1-888-SHOP-
IBM CALLOWN Log Number: 2961313

* Company no longer in US

4
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d

legrated Device Technology, Inc.

tegrated Information Technology,
C.

Integrated Systems
hntegriSoﬂ, Inc. |

by te| Corporation Aug 7 03

tel P8 Processor

ntel Scalable Systems Division

telliCorp, Inc.
Interactive Development Jan 1004
Environments Inc

teractive Marketing

entures/Internet

ractive Media Corporation
t@link Computer Sciences
nternational Network Services
ternational Transware
Internet Avenue Apr4 03

>

Internet Mainstreet (The)
lnternet Profiles Corporation Jan 24 03

O

nternet Public Access Corporation Jan 10 04
ternet Software Ltd.

nternet Video Services, Inc
interNex Information Services, Inc.

terNEX Technologies, Inc.

terServe Communications

terVista Software Aug 7 03
InterWorking Labs, Inc.

TEXT Systems

Otrepid Technolegy, Inc. Jan. 10 04

tntuit
—

©
Z

* Sent email and letter to built-in email address Unfortunately, we are unable to assist with requests for in-depth research. Intel
literally receives several hundred inquiries each week and we just simply don't
have the resources to perform such extensive research.

* hitp:/iwww.ide.com/ . * Company no longer in CA, but in MA

*P.0.Box 1302, Patterson, CA 95363
Phone # (209) 303-0631 www.ave.net info@ave.net

*IPRQ, 444 Spear Street, Suite 200, San Francisco CA 94105
phone: 415-512-7470 fax; 415-512-7996
e-mail: info@ipro.com
* * Cannot access website

* * Cannot access website

* Intrepid Technology, Inc., 2155 Park Blvd, Palo Alto, CA 94306
tel & fax 650 319 0201 www intrepid.com No email address
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nventa Corpofation
{PC Peripherals, Inc.
ipVerse Inc.
SDN*tek, Inc
Island Graphics Corporation
SP Networks
I Sy ndicate
iVendor
Jandel Corporation
JetCell
etstream Communications, Inc.
JK Microsystems
B

el

f

€0

nisa
KZhsmen Corporation
nsington Technology Group
KLA-Tencor

Knight-Ridder Information, Inc.
Knowledge Industries
KnowledgeSet Corporation
KnowSys Software, Inc.

Koka Information Technologies,
Inc.

Komag Inc.

KudoNet On-Line Services
Kycon, Inc

LanMinds, Inc.

Larscom Inc.

Latitude Group (The)
LeeMah DataCom

National Coll

Apr4 03
Jan. 10 04

Jan 24 03
Jan 24 03
Jan 24 03

Aug 7 03

Jan. 10 04

Jan. 10 04
Apr4 03

*info@yellowbrix.com www.yellowbrix.com

* http/fwww.iwix.net/ Sent inbuiit email

*SuﬁControl. 100 Enterprise Way
Suite A110, Scotts Valley CA, 95066, USA

General: (831) 431-1400 info@surfcontrol.com

* http:/iwww kansmen.com/

* Kensington Technology Group

2000 Alameda de las Pulgas, Second Floor

San Mateo, California 94403-1289
650-572-2700 phone

800-535-4242 technical support line staffing@acco.com

* http://support.earthlink.net/

*Larscom Incorporated, 1845 McCandless Drive
Milpitas, CA 95035 Phone 1 (888) LARSCOM * (408) 941-

4000 Fax (408) 956-0108
info@larscom.com jobs@larscom.com

* Florida based *
* Not available *

* No contact inforrmation

* Now owned by Earthlink - no location given
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%egato Systems, Inc.
I

etterdale Soltware
evel One Communications Jan 24 03 -
exar Media Jan 24 03~ support@lexarmedia.com Lexar Media, Inc. . ** Replied with automated message

47421 Bayside Parkway, Fremont, CA 94538

510-413-1200 ’

Liberate Technolégies Aug 7 03  *Liberate Technologies, 2 Circle Star Way

8an Carlos, CA 94070-6200

phone: (650} 701-4000 contact_jobs@liberate.com

Lighten, Inc. Jan. 10 04 * http:/fwww.lighten.com/index.html . * No contact information
ighthouse Design, Ltd.

ightscape Technologies
Oinear Technology Corporation
LineX Communications
ittle Garden (The)
mive Networks, Inc.
e Picture, Inc
orks, inc.

ivingston Enterprises Jan 1004 * : ' * No longer in the US
(OGIC Devices, Inc.
ogicVision

O Jitech, Inc. Apr4 03  *6505 Kaiser Drive, Fremont, CA 94555 USA

+1 510-795-8500 Main +1 800-231-7717 Sales
+1 702-269-3457 Customer Support www.logitech.com
og Point Technologies, Inc
0s Altos Technologies, Inc.
QTS Technology Inc.
S| Logic Corporation
ucasArts Entertainment Company
Lumina Decision Systems, Inc. Aug 7 03 *General Information: info@lumina.com

Mailing Address: Lumina Decision Systems, Inc.
26010 Highland Way Los Gatos, CA 95033-9758

Col

una information Systems

undeen and Associates Jan 24 03 *E-Mail: sales@webcrossing.com
Continental US Phone: 866.725.0030 (California, Toll-free)

al

Macromedia
adge Networks Americus
agnifi, Inc.
ainsoft Corporation
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arimba, Inc.
arketFirst Software Jan. 1004 * -
arketTools
axim Integrated Products
aximum Information, Inc.
/2 ximum Strategy Inc.
Maxis Aprd 03
Maxpeed Corporation Apr4 03
%Iaxsoﬂ-Ocron, Inc. Apr4 03
Oaxtor Hard Disk Drives Apr4 03  *maxtor.com 500 McCarthy Boulevard, Mifpitas, CA 95035
Phone: 1800-2-maxtor staffing_ca@maxtor.com

McAfee Associates Jan. 10 04 *email:

Santa Ctara Customer Service: (866) 438-1485
Aug703

e

cKinley Group, Inc {The)

R Software

Information Systems
easurex Corporation
edia Vision

MediaCity Jan 24 03

MediaWay Jan 24 03 *Chuckwalla, Inc. ,
2005 Hamilton Ave. - Suite 220, San Jose, CA 95125
Toll Free: (800) 632-7401

Telephone: (408) 371-7696 Facsimile: (408) 371-7811
E-mail: info@chuckwalla.com

&

edlin Accounting Shareware

eemet Jan. 10 04 *info@meer.net, 888 844 6337 meer.net LLC
P.0O. Box 390804, Mountain View, CA 94039, USA

Col

Mentor Marketing Services

MentorNet

ercury Interactive Corporation

eridian Data

etagraphics Software Corp.

Metricom Inc.

Factory Apr4 03

icro Focus Apr4 03  *1001 W. Maude Avenue, Sunnyvale, CA 94085. 1-408-222-
(300 WWW microfocus.com
supporline. info@microfecus.com

|
i
[

National

JY6JL743N1195186S8_cbnv~cbnsv@apply.careerbuilder.com

* Company is based in Canada

* Cannot access website *
* Website under construction - information in Spanish *
* Cannot access website *

Thank you for your interest in Maxtor. Staffing_CA@maxtor.com

CBApplyOnline@Site.CareerBuilder.com

* can't access website *

* Cannot access website *
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MicraUnity Systems Engineering

eland

icro Linear

icro System Designs, Inc.
icrotec Research

icroline Software

Micronics Computers, Inc.

icronite Inc.
icroprose

Mitktruck, LCC

e of

ind Media

indscape, Inc.

MindWorks Corporation

IPS Technologies

irapoint, Inc.

§Us Industries Corporation
a Technology Group

oai Technologies. Inc.

obiusNet

Monterey Bay Internet

/| 0ti0N Factory (The)

otorola Computer Group
ountain Lake Software

MultiGen Inc.

ultipoint Metworks
ylex Corporation

Myniad Inc.

-
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anoSpace Internet Access
ational Information Systems

ational Semiconductor
ative Guide Software
eolL.ogic

eoMagic Corporation

Jan. 1004 * ‘ * Can't access website *

Aug 703  *htip://www.mentor.com/ Sent éurvey via in-built email

Jan. 10 04 *Firm moved to Nevada: 9360 W. Flamingo Rd., 110-524 * Firm moved from CA o Nevada

Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 Phone (702) 597-9291
Jan 24 03 . * No longer in US - UK company shown in website
Jan 24 03 *5255 Stevens Creek Blvd. #360, Santa Clara, CA 95051

P 408.404.6577 F 408.904.7237 info@mindworks.com

*

Apr4 03 *555 Webster st, suite A, Monterey, CA 93940. www.mbay.net
info@mbay.net 831-642-6100

Aug703 * * No contact info

Jan. 1004 *NIS, Inc., 12995 Thomas Creek Rd * Firm moved from CA to Nevada
Reno, NV 89511-8662 USA :
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eon Software Jan 24 03 * 3250 Jay Sireet, Santa Clara, CA 95054
" Tel: 408-988-7020 Fax: 408-988-7036
United States — Premier Technical Sales, Inc.
" Attn: lan Champeny
1225 Pear Avenue, Suite 100, Mountain View, CA 94043
Tel: 650-230-2000 ext. 152 Fax: 650-230-2001
" E-mail: ian@ptsi.com

relanc

Net Earnings

etCenter
Netcom Online Communication
Hervioes Inc.
etDynamics, Inc. Jan. 10 04 * Sun Microsystems, Inc., 4150 Network Circle
Santa Clara, CA 95054, Phone: US 1-800-555-9SUN;
- International 1-650-960-1300 :
. hitp://developers.sun.com Owned by Sun. Sent inbuilt email.  Corporate Employment From: submit@resumes.East. Sun.COM
Net+Effects
®etGravily, Inc. Apr4 03 - * Cannot access website *
NetFRAME Technologies Inc. Apr4 03 * No contact info *
Gate Communicaticns Apr4 03  *473 Sapena Court, Suite 4, Santa Clara, CA 95054
www.netgate.net 408-565-9601 jobs@netgate.net
etManage :
etMind
NetObjects, Inc.
I\ ctPhonic Communications
I c Tpower Jan 1004 * * Cannot access website *

etro Corporation

etscape Communications
Corporation
etSereen Technologies, Inc.

etsys Technologies Inc.
Netronix, Inc.
Network Appliance Corporation
etwork Computing Devices
etwork Equipment Technologies

etwork General Corp. Jan 24 03 *Headquarters: One Space Park
Redondo Beach, California, 90278
Phone (310} 812-4321onewebmaster@northropgrumman.com
QeMork Information Technology ‘

etwork Solutions, Inc.

Z
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d

etwork TeleSystems, Inc.
etwork Translation, Inc.

Network Wizards
euron Data, Inc.
netvideo
EE—\lew Breed Software
NewSoft, Inc.
exgen, Inc.
eXT Software, Inc.
extwave Design Automation
Nice Technologies, inc.

of

orcov Research

c

port, inc.

avox USA
oWonder Inc.

! T T Software Laboratories
uance Communications
ucleotech Corporation

NUTEK Memories, Inc.
utriGenie Nutrition Software
uvoMedia

Nvidia

0

ak Technology

C}b}ectwe Systems Integrators

bjectivity, Inc.

©
Z

icolet Instrument Corporation

rthern California International

Apr4 03  *Cisco Systems 170 West Tasman Dr San Jose, CA 95134,

400-526-4000. www translation.com cs-support-
us@cisco.com
Aug703 *

Jan. 1004 *

Jan. 10 04 * hitp:/iwww epeople.com/ Now epecple jobs@epeopie.com.

ePeople, Inc.
450 National Avenue, Mountain View, CA 94043-2388
Phone: §50.694.6400

Jan 24 03
Jan 24 03
Jan 24 03

Jan 24 03 * 2701 San Tomas Expressway, Santa Clara, CA 95050
Tel: 408-486-2000 Fax: 408-486-2200
info@nvidia.com
Apr4 03  *1390 Kifer Road
Sunnyvale, CA 94086-5305
Phone: (408) 523-6500
Fax: (408) 523-6501 www oaktech.com HR@oaktech.com
Jan. 10 04 “hitp:/iwww agilent.com/ Now Agilent T&M Training Dept.,
Agilent Technologies, P.O. Box 4026 !
Englewood, CO 80155 ‘

g

® Cannot access website *

* Can not access website
* Can not access website
* Can nat access website
** Replied with automated message

* Firm no longer in CA, maved to CO
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O
%b}ectStream
blix, Inc.
mctane Software
Octave Systems, Inc. o
Hclel Communications Corp. '
)| Systems, Inc.

OKI Semiconductor

wliveui Advanced Technology Jan. 1004 * * Can not access website
Centre
mix
aniSoft
OnDisplay, Inc.
une Click Systems
nebox.com

ive! Technologies

ode Systems Aug7 03 ~ *Opcode Systems, 309 Plus Park Bivd, Nashville, TN 37217 * Firm no longer in CA, moved to TN
PTi, Inc. Jan 24 03 © 880 Maude Ave. Suite A, Mountain View, California 94043 * Cannct bé located OPTi Inc.
U.S.A. 650.625.8787 webmaster@opti.com i
Oracle Jan 24 03 " 500 Oracle Pkwy, Redwood City, CA ** Replied with automated message
94065-1677, US college_us@oracle.com
rbit Semiconductor Inc. Apr4 03  *2090 Fortune Drive, San Jose, CA 95131

TEL: (+1) (408) 576-6757 www.orbitsemi.com internal email
used to send cover letter
rchid Technology

'Reilly & Associates, Inc.
rganic Online

Coll

Orion Instruments
Ornetix
Output Enablers

xford Molecular Group -

telliGenetics

acific Bell Jan. 10 04 *www.sbc.com Sent inbuilt email Thank you for your recent email. We at SBC California appreciate your
; : inquiry and your business. SBC California Customer Service

hitp:fisbc.com/erms/calresthome/ email: REBILLCA@txmail.sbc.com

a

acific Bell Internet Services
acific Telesis Group
Pacific Data Images

on

g 442

Nat



acific Micro

ackard Bell

anamax

araGraph international
Parallax, inc.

eland

I

ParcPlace-DigiTalk, Inc.
arralax Graphics, Inc.

arsec Communications, Inc.
PC Guardian

eo0

eerLogic, Inc.
ce Software, Inc.
are
enWare, Inc.
eoplesoft, Inc.
Persistence Software, Inc.

¢

ersonify, Inc.

ersonal Training Systems
ersonify

hilips Semiconductors
Phoenix Technologies, Inc.

Coll

Phylon Communications
ickering Anomalies

ilot Network Services, Inc.
inpoint Software Corporation

ivotal Networking, Inc.

onal

X0
Planet U

Nat|

Aug?703 °

599 Menlo Drive, Suite 100

Rocklin, California 95765

Office/Technical Support: (916) 624-8333 info@parallax.com
Jan. 1004 *

Apr4 03  *599 Menlo Drive, Suite 100, Rocklin, California 95765. USA
(888) 512-1024 (Sales) www.parallax.com info@parallax.com

Jan 24 03 *1133 E. Francisce Blvd., San Rafael, CA 94901-5427
Phone: (415) 459-0190 Toll Free: (800) 440-0419
General:  info@pcguardian.com -

Jan. 10 04 *Persistence Software, Inc.
1720 South Amphlett Blvd., San Mateo, CA 94402
Tel 650.372.3600 Tel: 1.800.803.8491
info@persistence.com

Aug 7 03 ™ http://mww.nai.com/ Network Associates Corporate
Headquarters; 3965 Freedom Circle, Santa Clara, CA 95054
Phone: (888) VIRUSNO
General PR: Phone: 408-346-3607 Email: pr@nai.com

Apr4 03

Hi Lucy,

Unfortunately, we are unable to participate in the survey due to company policy.

| wish you the best of luck with your project.
Best Regards, Erik Wood ewocod@parallax.com
Parallax, Inc., Marketing (916) 624-8333 x106 www.parallax.com

* Company changed to Targeting Marketing Services www.transora.com and
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Plumiree Software
LX Technology

POET Software Corpaoration

PointCast, Inc.
I Cp Rocket

Portfolio Technelegies, Inc.
Portal Information Network

f

ostX Corporation

0

PowerTV, Inc.

raxon, Inc.
recedence Inc.

ept Software Inc,
encs Corp.

e

remisys Communications, Inc.

&

retty Good Privacy, Inc.

retzel Logic
review Systems, Inc.
ro-Log Corporation

ol

Promatory Communications
romise Technology Inc.

C

Proxim, Inc.

roximus Corporation
roxiNet

ulse Entertainment

nal

yramid Technology Corp
uakeNet Internet Services
uality Semiconductor
Qualix Group Inc.

Natio

Apr4 03
Apr4 03

Jan 24 03
Jan 24 03

Jan 24 03
Jan 24 03

Jan 24 03

Jan. 10 04

Aug 7 03

Apr4 03

Jan. 10 04

Jan 24 03
Jan 24 03
Jan 24 03

moved to Chicago *
* Cannot be located on web *
*www. plxtech.com 870 Maude Avenue
Sunnyvale, California 94085 USA
Tel: (408) 774-9060 hr@plxtech.com

* Can't find any silicon valley location

* No contact details given

* Cannot access website

* Canot be located 10200 South De Anza Blvd.

jobs@portal.com ?? PublicRelations@portal.com
*Main Desk: 408.861.3500

General Inquiries: info@postx.com
3 Results Way, Cupertino, CA 95014-9524

* Corporate Headquarters, 3460 West Bayshore Road,
Paio Alto, CA 94303 USA Tel: +1 650 319 9000
www.pgp.com email: careers@pgp.com

*

* Cannot access website

*hr@promise.com www.promise.com 1745 McCandless Drive
Milpitas, CA 95035, USA Sales: (408) 228-6300
Fax; {408) 228-6401

*654 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94105 Tel: 415-348-
4000, Garth Chouteau (PR) Tel: 415-348-4027
garth@pulse3d.com -~

* Can't access website :
* Can't access website \

{
* 2350 West E| Camino Real, Mountain View, CA 94040
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i)

muahtum Corporation
Quantum Effects Design, Inc.

Quantum 3D
QuesiLink Systems, Inc.

—QuickLogic

QuickMedia .
%}uicknel Technologies, Inc.

Quic-kturn Design Systems Inc.

m)uintus Corporation
Quiotix Corporation

te.Com, In¢c
Technologies, Inc.

e <20 iENt Software
RadioL AN

adius

RadMedia, Inc.
acer Graphics
ambus, Inc.

Rasna Corporation
Rational Data Systems

Ol

ational Software Corporation
ay Dream, Inc.

ead-Rite
easoning Systems

eceipt.com
ed Shift Internet Services

©
Z

Jan. 10 04

Aug 7 03

Apr4 03

Jan. 10 04

Jan 24 03

Jan. 10 04

Aug 7 03

Tel: 650-210-7000
Fax: 650-210-7032 dgruehl@legato.com Douglas Gruehl
Sr. Director, Marketing Communications

*1277 Orleans Drive Address, Sunnyvale, CA 94089-1138
408.990.4000 email: info@quicklogic.com

* Quicknet Technologies, Inc.
466 8th Street, San Francisco, CA 94103
phone: +1-415-864-5225
url: www.quicknet.net careers@quicknet.net.

* RAD Data Communications, 24 Raoul Wallenberg St.
Tel Aviv 69719, Israel Tel: 972-3-6458181
Fax: 972-3-649-8520 www.rad.com
email: ilan_s@rad.com (pr and marketing)+D778

* RadicLAN Marketing Group, 185 Lewis Road - Suite 30
San Jose, CA 95111 Phone: +1 (408) 365-6200
jobs@radiolan.com

* 113 Terrace Avenue, Kentfield, CA 94904
voice: 415.453.1400 email: doug@rds.com

* 712 Hawthorne St., Monterey, CA 93940 1-888-473-3744
supporti@redshift.com '

* Received completed survey from Brian Doncheo: donocho@gquickiogic.com

* No longer in business
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eleaseNow.com
epeater Technologies

eland

esponsys
etinal Displays
Rhetorex, Inc. i .
HightWorks Apr4 03 . * Now setup in Texas *
.= Communications, Inc. Apr 4 03
Remedy Corporation Apr4 03  *info@remedy.com www.remedy.com 888.294.5757 San

francisco CA
esponsive Software
ocket Science Games
oute 1
RSA Data Security
acramento Network Access, Inc.
age Solutions, Inc.

n Jose Mercury News Jan. 10 04 * Dear Reader, :
: Thank you for writing to Action Line. Unfortunately, | can't respond to ali
quernies. If you don't hear back within a week or so, please accept my

e of

€9

apologies.
hitp:/fwww.mercurynews.com/mid/mercurynews/news/columnists/action_line
Thanks,
E—— San Jose Mercury News, 750 Ridder Park Drive Dennis Rockstroh
San Jose, CA 95190 actionline@mercurynews.com. Action Line columnist email: ActionLine@mercurynews.com
I - Disk Corporation Jan 24 03 *140 Caspian Court, Sunnyvale, CA 94089
T: 408.542.0500 careers@sandisk.com
anta Cruz Operations
Saggara Systems, Inc.
aratoga Group (The) Aug703 * * No contact information

C

SBE Inc.

SBT Accounting Systems
Schema Research Corporation
cience Education Software

cientifc Research Management
Corporation

ol

CiciTech Software
copus Technology Inc. Apr4 03  "san Mateo, CA, TEL: 650-295-5000 FAX: 650-295-5111
www.siebel.com SiebelGlobalServices@siebel.com
criptics
Scruz-Net
N

. 446
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eagate

eagate Enterprise Management
oftware
eagate Software, Inc.

Seeker Software
LSEEQ Technology Inc.
—t 02 Of AMerica

Sensed Corporation Jan. 10 04 *SenseB Incorporated, 1101 5th Avenue, Suite 340

San Rafael, California 94901email; suppori@sense8.com

ensory Circuits

Sentient Networks
entius Software Jan 24 03 *580 College Avenue, Palo Alto, CA 94306

Phone: 650.856.1296 info@sentius.com
Server Technology Inc. ‘
GO Technologies Inc.
hareData, Inc.
rpa Corporation
ckwave Engineering

iara Systems
iemens Components, Inc.

Siemens Rolm Commumcatlons Apr4 03

Jan. 1004 *

LTy
—CTE Apr4 03
Snerra Atlantic Apr4 03  *Sierra Atlantic, Inc., 34770 Campus Drive

Fremont, CA 94555 Phone: (510) 742-4100
Fax: (510) 742-4101 www sierraatlantic.com
info@SierraAtiantic.com
ilicon Engineering
Silicon Gaming, Inc.
Silicon Graphics Computer
Systems
ilicon Planet

ilicon Reef
Silicon Valley Public Access Link
Silicon Valley Research, Inc.

Jan. 1004 *

iliconSoft Inc.

Silma, Inc. Aug 7 03  * A Metrologic Group Company, 24148 Research Drive
Farmington Hills, M| 48335 USA

Tel: +1 (248).426.9090 Fax: +1 (248).426.9095

National

* Cannot access website *

* Cannot access website *

* Cannot access website *

* No conlact information available

* Firm not in US - located in M1
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ilvaco International
imucad
ine Wave Solutions

reland

iren Scftware Jan. 1004 *
S:nus Connections Jan 24 ,03
erS Technologies Jan 24 03

Skyline Technology, Inc.

thnel
SMART Modular Technologies Aprd 03
O—MOS Systems Inc. Aprd 03
Softcom Microsystems, Inc. Apr4 03
oﬂSeII Business Systems Apr4 03

ftware Publishing Corporationis Jan 10 04
Vizacom Inc.
ay Systems (Interex)
olectron Corporation
onic Systems
onoma Interconnect

Sophla Systems and Technology
W— . ,th Valley Internet Aug 7 03

PARC Technelogy Business
pace Systems/Loral
pear Technologies

peed Electronic, Inc.
RI Internaticnal
taccato Systems
tagecasl Software

talker Software, Inc. Jan 24 03

o
S
S
Z

Jan. 10 04

*7700 Irvine Center Drive

Suite 800

Irvine CA 92618 949-855-2700 Webmaster@Searchport.com

*info@ascert.com www.ascert.com

758 Bridgeway, Sausalito, CA 94965, USA
Telephone: 1-415-338-8500 Toll Free: 1-877-ASCERT-IT

* South Valley Internet

P.O. 1246, San Martin, CA 95046 Tel: (408) 683-4533
email: office@garfic.com

* Spear Technologies

436 — 14th Street, Suite 200, Oakiand, CA 94612 USA
+1 (1) 800 418-5310, Voice Mail email:
jobs@speartechnologies.com

* 655 REDWQOOCD HWY, STE 275, MILL VALLEY, CA 94941

U.S.A. Phone: (1) 415 383 7164
info@stalker.com sales@stalker.com support@stalker.com
webmaster@stalker.com

* Cannot access website *
* No Silicon Valley location

* Cannot access website *
* Cannot access website *

* Cannot access website *
* Name changed to Ascert *

Spear Technologies, Inc. From: jobs@speartechnologies.com

448



tallion Technologies, Inc

tarfish Software
Starlight Networks Jan. 10 04 *
tarNet Communications
orporation
o Nine Technologies, Inc.
Stefra Corporation
Sterling Software, Inc.
3 Inc.
torage Dimensions
td_rm Software Aug703 *
StrataCom, inc.

trategic Mapping, Inc. Jan. 1004 *
tratosphere Publishing

Microsystems, Inc.

Microsystems Computer
Corporation

un Microsystems Laboratories
ne.

SunExpress

Sungard Shareholder Systems Inc.
unnyside Computing, Inc.

unService
unSoft Inc. Jan 24 03
urf Communications, Inc. Jan 24 03

e of |reland

€g

Col

info@surfcontrel.com

SV Probe, Inc. Apr4 03  *www.svprobe.com jobs@svprobe.com
6680 Via Del Oro, San Jose, CA 95119
TEL 408-360-9455 FAX 408-360-9476
ybase

ymantec

ynergy Semiconductor

ynon Corporation

ynopsys, Inc. Aug 703  *700 East Middiefield Road

Mountain View, CA 94043

Phone: (650) 584-5000 or (800) 541-7737
dushka.zapata@edelman.com {PR)

National

tardust Technologies Apr4 03  *Denise Miller, Vice President - Conferences/Marketing
303-482-3045 « dmiller@ispcon.com www.ispcen.com

urfWatch Software Jan 24 03 * 100 Enterprise Way, Suite A110 Scotts Valley CA, 95066

* Cannot access website *

* Cannot access website *

* Cannot access website *

* Can't access website
* Can't access website

1 will be out of the office all day Friday the 16th on business. My access to e
mail will be limited. If you need something urgently, please contact Andrea Zils
at andrea.zils@edelman.com

Edelman will be closed on Monday the 19th, in observance of Martin Luther

449



mSyntest Technologies, Inc. Jan 1004
! SyQuest Technolegy, Inc.
akeFive Software, Inc.
] 5| arian Corporation
Talent Communications, Inc.

[ I Talking Technology
Taligent, Inc
Oandem Computers
Taos Mountain Software
mTatur\g Science & Technology, inc Jan 10 04

mWARE
C Communications Apr4 03
echnically Elite, Inc. Apr 4 03

Technology Modeling Associates  Jan 24 03
ecnomatix Quality Engineering  Jan 24 03

—"C

Telesensory Corporation
elos
TGV

Teknekron Software Systems, Inc. Aug 7 03

eknowledge Corporalion
Telco Systems, Inc.
Teradyne Corporation, Assembly

est Group
TeraStor

Terayon Corporation
erisa Systems

Tippecanoe Systems, Inc.
N

©
Z

King day. If your message is not urgent, ['ll respond to it on Tuesday.

Best to you From: Dushka.Zapata@edelman.com
* SynTest Technologies, Inc., 505 South Pastoria Ave., Suite
101, Sunnyvale, California 94086 Phone: 408-720-3956
E-Mail: info@syntest.com

*Location: 436 Kato Terrace, Fremont, CA 94539
Prone: (510) 687-9688 Sales: (800) 659-5902
Tech. Support: (510) 687-9688
E-mail: mki@tsti.com URL: http:/iwww tsti.com

* Can't access website
*www.tecelite.com Hifn Human Resources at 408-399-3501 or
e-mail to: jobs@hifn.com+D833
* Can't access website
*VALISYS/Quality Products, 855 Jarvis Ave, Suite 70
Morgan Hill, CA 85037, U.S.A.
Phone: (1) 408 852 4700 Fax: (1) 408 852 4799
Office Function(s): Software Dev/Support
suppori@unicam.com

*1201 Hillsmith Drive, Cincinnati, Ohio 45215 * Firm not in CA but in Ohio
Phone: (513) 772-7000

450



%he EC Company

hemis Computer Jan 10 04 *Themis Computer, 3185 LaureIQiew Court

Fremont, California 94538 Phone: +1 (510) 252-0870

Emaii: info@themis.com
Think3

h’hfnler.net

Thru-Put Technologies
Thuridion Apr4 03  *110 Cooper Street, Fifth Floor

Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4566
Tel: (831) 466-6800 Fax: (831) 466-681C
www thuridion com/company htm

info@thuridion.com
Com Corporation

3Dlabs Inc.

PARdata

DO Company Jan 24 03 *200 Cardinal Way, Redwood City, CA 94063
650-385-3000 webmaster@3do.ccm

a Networks Jan, 10 04 *Now: Tasman Networks, Inc.,

525 Race Street, Suite 100 -
San Jose, CA 95126 Telephone: 408.216.4700
General Information info@tasmannetworks.com

idal Software

' 'VC INC.

Toshiba America Electronic
cmponents, Inc.
oshiba America Medical Systems

ol

Total Entertainment Network, Inc
The).

Trading Dynamics

Trancell Systems

Transcend Communiations Corp.

ransPac Software California Jan 10 04 * TransPac Software, inc., 10491 Boulder Street
‘ Nevada City, CA 85959 Tel: 530-470-8200
Email: Ken Krugler ken@transpac.com
Web: hitp:/iwww.transpac.com/contact.html

a C

Trend Micro, Inc.

Tri Valley Internet

ribe Computer Works
Trifox, Inc.

on

Nat
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Jurbolinux Apr4 03  *600 Townsend Street, Suite 120e
San Francisco, CA 94103 USA

Tel: 415-503-4014 Fax: 415-276-2997
E-Mail: tj@turbolinux.co.jp

%mévis»on Corporation

! . www.turbolinux.com/about/contact.htmi
ut Systems, Inc. )
' Solutions
Twin Industries, Inc. Aug703 * * Can't access website
2Wire Inc.
hl‘yan Computer Corporation
Oympani Development Inc. Jan 24 03 * No Silicon Valley location found
UB Networks Jan 24 03 * Carift access website
Ubique, Ltd Jan 24 Q3 * Can't access website
mjllra Technology Jan 24 Q3 * Can't find Silicon Valley location
max Jan 24 03 * No Silicon Valley location found
ify Corporation Jan 24 03 * No Silicon Valley location found
on Software Jan 24 03 * Can't find Silicon Valley location
Uhiteq Application Systems Jan 24 03 * Can't access website
nisys Corp. Jan 2403 3101 Pegasus Road

Bakersfield California 93308, United States
Phone: 805-391-4200 Fax: 805-392-3094
hr@unisys.com

I
I /p-|_ink Communications Services Jan 24 03 * Can't access website
OJp Software, Inc. Jan 24 03 * No SV location
UserLand Software - Frontier Jan 24 03 * No SV location
cripting language
Soft USA Jan 24 03 * No SV location
Utopia Technology Pariners, Inc.  Jan 24 (3 * No SV location
U.Vision, Inc. Jan 24 03 * No SV location

A linux Systems Jan 24 03 *VA Software Corporation, 47071 Bayside Parkway * Replied with automated message
' Fremont, CA 94538 (877) 825-4689 toll free :
(510) 6877000 phone jobs@vasoftware.com

:A Research Apr4 03  *VA Software Corporation, 47071 Bayside Parkway We appreciate your interest in VA Software Corporation

Fremont, CA 94538 (877} 825-4689 toll free Best Regards,
(510) 687-7000 phone jobs@vasoftware.com The Human Resources Department :
(510) 683-0710 fax www vasoftware.com hr@vasoftware.com
aliCert, Inc.
Value Net Internetwork Services,
]
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[
.

\anstar Corporation
\antive Corporation (The)

arian Associates

VBVWEB Partners

DOnet Corporation

deridicom, Inc.

Verifone, Inc.

erilink Corporation

eriSign

O/erio - Northern California

Veritas Software Corporation

\erity, Inc
mersanl Object Technotogy

riical Networks
al Publisher

iaNet Communications

——icom Systems, Inc.

Col

V
vV

onal

Vi

icor, Inc.
ideonics

Viman Software Inc.
ina Technologies Corp.

irage, Inc.
irgil Corporation
irtual Sites Incorporated

isigenic Software, Inc.
ision Software Tools
isionael Corporation

isionary Corpcrate Technologies
isionary Design Systems

Nat

Jan 24 03

Jan 24 03 )
Jan 24 03 *info@veridicom.com 1248 Reamwood Ave Sunnyvale CA
94089 Telephone #: (408) 543-4200

Jan. 10 04 *12735 Gran Bay Parkway West
Building 200, Jacksonville, FL 32258
Apr4 03 *info@via.net www.via.net toll free # 800-392-4737
main number 650-969-2203 94 San Antonio Road
Palo Alto, CA 94303
Aug 7 03 *3200 Bridge Parkway, Suite 102, Redwood City, CA 94065
' Phone: (650) 227-1500, Fax: (650) 227-1150
E-mail: info@vicom.com, heather.mccoy@vicom.com

Jan. 10 04 * 135 Townsend Street Suite 631
San Francisco, CA 94107
Tel: (415)437-4600 Fax:(415)437-4601 netmaster@v-site.net

Jan 2403  * No Silicon Valley location

Jan 24 03 *410 Cambridge Avenue, Palo Alto, CA 94306
Phone: 877-847-0100, or 650-470-8920 info@visionael.com

* Can't access website
* Can't find Silicon Valley location

* No lenger in CA, now in FL

Thank you! Your e-mait message has been forwarded to the Customer Service
Centre at Website Pros. We will contact you shortly regarding your request.
From: other@websitepros.com i
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%ﬁs'oneer

Visual Edge Technology v .
Visual Kinematics, Inc. : :
ITA Systems Jan 1004 * * Can't access website

Vitria Technotogy, Inc.
h/ivid Solutions Corporation

/LS| Libraries Inc. Apr4 03 * Can't access website
VLSI Technology, Inc. Apr4 03 . * No longer under this name
Volano LLC Apr4 03 *tel 206.575.9129 www.volcano.com info@volcano.com

hoysys

\VPNet Technologies
alker Interactive Systems

Walnut Creek CD-ROM Jan: 1004 * * Can't access website
Warp California - Sausalito

ebFlow Corporation
bMaster, Inc.
bNexus Communications
ebTV .
ell (The} Jan 24 03 *The WELL,22 Fourth Street, 16th Floor, San Francisco, CA.
94103 415-645-9200 voice helpdesk@well.com,
€5 Coast Online, Inc.

White Pine Software - San Jose
_Facilily
hitetree, Inc. Jan1004 ~ * Can't access website
iData Corporation

Windowchem Software

ombatNet
Working Software, Inc. Aug703 ~ * Can't access website
XACCT Technologies Apr4 03  *California, 2900 Lakeside Drive, Suite 100

Santa Clara, CA 35054
Tel: 408.654.9900 Fax: 408.654.9904
. info@xacct.com www.xacct.com
ecom, Inc.

erox Palo Alto Research Center
Xicer Inc.
ilinx Inc. Jan 10 04 * 2100 Logic Drive, San Jose, CA 95124-3400, Tel: (408) 559-
7778
O emil: xup@xilinx.com,web_stat@xilinx.com
—

© - |
— |
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[

OOM
pand Inc.
Soft - A Division of Xerox

Xuma

S,

ynetix

— yralex

Yahoo Corpora{ion

f

co

=8

Yamaha Corp. of America

onowat Inc.

-Code Software Corporation
eitNet, Inc.

endex

iog Inc.

itel Corporation is now a part of
ortel

ZNET

National Coll

ocalo Internet Services
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Appendix L

Silicon Valley Non-union and Dublin Non-union Statistical Analysis

Non-Union Questions

Q1. Please tick your gender — male or female
Table 17. Crosstabulation: Pilot Study — Question I Gender

and

Place where survey was carried out * Gender of worker Crosstabulation

Gender of worker
F M Total
Place where survey  Dublin . Count B 5 12 17
was carried out %, within Place where
0, 0, 0,
survey was carried out 29.4% 70.6% 100.0%
% within Gender of o
worker 50.0% 48.0% 48.6%
% of Total 14.3% 34.3% 48.6%
Silicon Valey Count 5 13 18
% within Place where o N
survey was carried out 21.8% 72.2% 100.0%
% within Gender of o o o
worker 50.0% 52 0% 51.4%
% of Total 14.3% 37.1% 51.4%
Total Count 10 25 35
% within Place where o o o
survey was carried out 28.6% 71.4% 100.0%
% within Gender of
worker 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 28.6% 71.4% 100.0%

Figure 1. Histogram: Pilot Study of Gender of IT Werkers

in Silicon Valley, California, and Dublin, Ireland

14

Gender of worker

Count

&

S

Dublin Silicon Valey

Place surveyed

National College of Ire

Q2. What is your job title?
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Table 18, Crosstabulation: Pilot Study — Question 2 Job Title

Place where survey was carried out * Job title Crosstabulation

Job title
Senior Jechnica
onsultanirectorgngineerflanager|Others Positiong Writers Total
Place where : Oublin ~ Count 2 1 > 5 P 3 1 > 77

was carried o % within Place|
survey was ca

% within Job til 66.7% |50.0% | 50.0% |60.0% 100.0% | 33.3% | 11.1% |00.0% |48.6%

11.8% | 59% | 11.8% [35.3% |11.8% | 5.9% | 5.9% [11.8% }00.0%

% of Total 57% | 28% ) 57%|171% | 57% | 2.9% | 2.9% | 57% 48 8%

Silicon V: Count 1 1 2 4 2 8 18
?Lig:';:’;f: 5.6% | 56% [11.1% |22.2% 11.1% | 44.4% 00.0%

% within Job tif 33.3% [50.0% | 50.0% [40.0% 66.7% | 88.9% 51.4%

% of Total 29% | 29% | 5.7% [11.4% 5.7% | 22.9% 51.4%

Total Count 3 2 4 10 2 3 9 2 35

% within Place|
survey was ca
% within Job ti{ 100.0% {00.0% 100.0% |00.0% |00.0% {100.0% [100.0% |00.0% |00.0%
% of Total 86% | 57% |11.4% |286% | 57% | 86% | 257% | 57% I0D.0%

86% | 57% (11.4% |28.6% | 5.7% | B.6% | 25.7% | 5.7% |00.0%

Figure 2. Histogram: Pilot Study of Job Title of IT Workers in Silicon Valley,

_ California, a_nd Dublin, Ireland

10

Job title

EEconsutiants

¢}
Directors
4 Engineers
[E_JManagers
5] [CJotners
= DSenior Positions
3
S o S Technical Writers

al College of Ireland

i i -
Oublin Silicon Valey

Place surveyed

Q3. What is your highest level of education? Primary, Secondary, Third Level
(Cert), Third Level (Dip) Third Level {(Degree), Other. If other please give details.

Nation
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Table 19. Crosstabulation Pilot Study — Level of Education

Place surveyed * Level of education Crosstabulation

Level of education
Third Level Third Level Post
(Cert) (Degree) Graduate Total

Place surveyed  Dublin Count 2 11 3 16
% within Place surveyed 12.5% 68.8% 18.8% 100.0%

Z;l‘:"g:;i';r';e"e' of 100.0% 44.0% 42.9% 47.1%

% of Total 5.9% 32.4% 8.8% 47.1%

Silicon Valey  Count 14 4 18

% within Place surveyed 77.8% 22.2% 100.0%

Z‘;:::t'gr'; svel of 56.0% 57.1% 52.9%

% of Total 41.2% 11.8% 52.9%

Totat Count 2 25 7 34
% within Place surveyed 59% 73.5% 20.6% 100.0%

Z‘;:"::“ig#eve' of 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% |  100.0%

% of Total 5.9% 73.5% 20.6% 100.0%

Figure 3. Histogram: Pilot Study of Education Level of IT Workers

in Silicon Valley, California, and Dublin, Ireland

Level of education

al College of
Ireland

{Third tevel {Cert}

Third Level {Degree)

Count

@Past Graduate

Dublin Silicon Vafey

Place surveyed

Q4: Is there a staff association in your organisation?

Nation
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Table 20. Crosstabulation: Pilot study — staff association membership

Place surveyed ® Indicates If staff association is in firm Crosstabulation

Indicates if siaff assogiation is in firm
No Staﬁmc
Assoc in firm in firm Tota!
Flace surveyed Dublin Count 11 4 2 17
% within Place surveyed 64.7% 23.5% 11.8% 100.6%
% wthin Indicates 1 staft 37.9% 1000% | 1000% | 48.8%
% of Total 31.4% 11.4% 57% 48.6%
Silicon Valey Count 18 18
% within Place surveyed 100.0% 100.0%
% within Indicates if staft
assol:ri‘ar:ilor:u :sc?n firm 62.1% 51.4%
% of Total 51.4% 51.4%
Total Count 29 4 2 35
% within Place surveyed 82.9% 11.4% 5.7% 100.0%
Z;S‘“;"cri"ar;i'or:]di’:ai;e;r'rftaﬁ 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
% of Total 82.9% 11.4% 57% 100.0%

Figure 4. Histogram: Pilot Study Showing Staff Association Membership
of IT Workers in Silicon Valley, California, and Dublin, Ireland

20

Indicates if staff a

[2]No Statt associn f

rm

Count

@Slaﬂ fAssoc in firm

Dublir Silicon Valey

Place surveyed

QS. If yes, please state any benefits that you derive from being a member of this
association.

National College of Ireland
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Table 21. Crosstabulation: Benefits of staff association

Place surveyed * Benefits of staff association Crosstabulation

Benefits of staff association

Not a S&8
member no| discounts-
None benefits | social eve | Total

Place surveyr Dublin Count 14 1 1 1 17
% within Place survd 82.4% 5.9% 5.9% 5.9% | 100.0%

;/;:l’;gi';’t'ig:"ems O a3g% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 48.6%

% of Totat 40.0% 2.9% 29% 29% 1 48.8%

Silicon Vale Count 18 18

% within Place survd 100.0% 100.0%

% of Total 51.4% 51.4%

Total Count 32 1 1 1 35
% within Place survq 91.4% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% | 100.0%

Z‘;:;L?;Ti?:”ems o 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

% of Tatal 91.4% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% | 100.0%

Figure 5. Histogram: Pilot Study Showing Benefits of Staff Association

for IT Workers in Silicon Valley, California, and Dublin, Ireland

20

Count

Place surveyed

Silicon Valey

Benefits of staff as

FEEnone

fits

| eve

ot 2 member no bene

&S discounts- socia

QOG: If yes |[to membership of Staff Association|, does your association promote
professional development in your organisation?
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Table 22. Crosstabulation: Does staff association promote professional development

Place surveyed " Indicates if staff association promotes professional development Crosstabulation

Indicates if staif association
promaotes professional development
Not that I'm
. N aware of Total
Place surveyed Dubiin Count 14 2 1 17
% within Place surveyed 82.4% 11.8% 5.9% 100.0%
% within Indicates if
ﬁ'rz?“i:;’?f;‘;';sional 438% 100.0% 100.0% 48.6%
development
% of Total 40.0% 5.7% 2.9% 48.6%
Silicon Valey Count 18 18
% within Place surveyed 100.0% 100.0%
% within Indicates if
oremotes professiona 56.3% 51.4%
development
% of Total 51.4% 51.4%
Total Count 32 2 1 35
% within Place surveyed 91.4% 5.7% 2.9% 100.0%
% within Indicates if
;Lf‘:;ifg;";f;‘;gsional 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
development
% of Total 91.4% 5.7% 2.9% 100.0%

Ireland

Workers in Silicon Valley, California, and Dublin, Ireland

Co
unt

20

Dublin

Place surveyed

Silicon Valey

Indicates if staff

association

aware of

Not that | am

Q7. Are you a member of any professional computer organisation?

. Histogram: Pilot Study of Staff Association Promoting Professional Development of IT
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Table 23, Crosstabulation: Membership of professional organisations

Place surveyed * Indicates if member of professional organisatfon Crosstabulation

Indicates if member of professijonal
organisation
No Yes Total

Ptace surveyed Dublin Count 13 2 2 17

% within Place surveyed 76.5% 11.8% 11.8% 100.0%

% within Indicates if

member of professicnal 44 8% 66.7% 66.7% 48.6%

organisation

% of Total 37.1% 5.7% 57% 48.6%

Silicon Valey Count 16 1 1 18

% within Place surveyed 88.9% 5.6% 5.6% 100.0%

% within Indicates if

member of professional 55,2% 33.3% 33.3% 51.4%

organisation - ’

% of Total 45.7% 2.9% 2.9% 51.4%
Total Count 29 3 3 35

% within Place surveyed 82.9% 8.6% 8.6% 100.0%

% within indicates if

member of prefessicnal 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

organisation

% of Total 82.9% 8.6% 8.6% 100.0%

Figure 7. Histogram: Pilot Study Showing Membership of Professional Organisations

of IT Workers in Silicon Valley, California, and Dublin, Ireland

20

Indicates if member

Count

Cublin Silicon Valey

Place surveyed

al College of Ireland

Q8. If yes, please give details.

Nation



Table 24. Crosstabulations: Details of professional organsiations

Place surve'yed" Indicates detaits of professional association Crosstabulation

Indicates details of professional association
Macromedia Society for
Cenrtified Technical
IEEE Instructo Communic Total
Place surveyed  Dublin Count 15 1 1 17
% within Place surveyed 88.2% 59% 5.9% 100.0%
% within Indicates
details of professional 46.9% 100.0% 100.0% 48.6%
association
% of Total 42 9% 2.9% 2.9% 48.6%
h Silicon Valey  Count 17 1 18
% within Place surveyed 94.4% 56% 100.0%
% within Indicates
details of professional 53.1% 100.0% T 514%
association
% of Total 48.6% 2.9% 51.4%
Total Count 32 1 1 1 35
% within Place surveyed §91.4% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 100.0%
% within Indicates
details of professional 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
association
% of Total 91.4% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 100.0%
Figure 8. Pilot Study Showing
] _—
D f Professional Organisation Membership of I'T Workers in Silicon Valley, California, and
O. . Dublin, Ireland
< > 20
[ Indicates details of
= Professional org.
membership
0 __
]
E=Eee
B Macromedia
Instructo
E'?‘ [WW]Saciety for Technica
0 1

Dublin Silicon Valey

Place surveyed

Q9. Who would represent you if there were a problem at work?

Nation
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Table 25. Crosstabulations: Work representation

Place surveyed * Indicate work representative if a problem arose at work Grosstabulation

Indicate work representative if a problem arose al work
l Company |[Don't Know| Myself | Noone Union Total
Place surveye Dublin Count 5] 1 3 2 1 4 17
% within Place survey 35.3% 59% | 17.6% 11.8% 5.9% | 23.5% | 100.0%
% within Indicate worl
representative if a 75.0% 250% | 23.1% 50.0% | 100.0% 80.0% 48.6%
problem arose at worl
% of Total 17.1% 2.9% 8.6% 5.7% 2.9% 11.4% | 48.6%
Silicon Valey Count 2 3 10 2 1 18
% within Place survey 11.1% 16.7% | 55.6% 11.1% 5.6% | 100.0%
% wilhin Indicate wor
representative if a 25.0% 75.0% | 76.9% 50.0% 20.0% 51.4%
problem arose at wor
. % of Total 5.7% 8.6% | 28.6% 5.7% 2.9% | 51.4%
Total ~ ) Count ’ 8 4 13 4 1 5 35
% within Place survey  22.9% 11.4% | 37.1% 11.4% 2.9% 14.3% | 100.0%
% within Indicate worl
representative if a 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
problem aroseé at wor|
% of Total 22.9% 11.4% | 37.1% 11.4% 2.9% 14.3% | 100.0%

Figure 9. Histogram: Pilot Study of Representation of IT Workers

in Silicon Valley, California, and Dublin, Ireland

12

Indicate work repres
=

Company

MlOon Know
Mysell

Nuone

[ unien

Count

Dublin Silicon Valey

Place surveyed

Q10. Have you ever felt the need for external representation at work?

National College of Ireland
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Table 26. Crosstabulation: External Representation

Place surveyed ® Indicates whether external representation, ie. union, was ever required Crosstabulation

Indicates whether external representation, ie.
union, was ever required

Externa!
representatio External
n was never representatio
needed n was needed Total

Place surveyed  Dublin Count 14 1 2 17

% within Ptace surveyed 82.4% 5.9% 11.8% 100.0%

% within Indicates

whether external

represent::ion.aie. union, 56.0% 14.3% 66.7% 48.6%

was ever required

% of Total 40.0% 2.9% 5.7% 48 6%

Silicon Valey ~ Caount 11 6 1 18

% within Place surveyed 61.1% 33.3% 5.6% 100.0%

% within Indicates

was ever required

% of Total 31.4% 17.1% 2.9% 51.4%
Total . Count 25 7 3 35

% within Place surveyed 71.4% 20.0% 8.6% 100.0%

% within Indicates . .

whether external

fepres ema“on'aie. union, 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

was ever required

% of Total 71.4% 20.0% 8.6% 100.0%

.

lreland

Count

in Silicon Valley, California, and Dublin, Ireland

Dublin

Place surveyed

Silicon Valey

Indicates whether ex

E&iNo External Represen

tation

BExternal Representat

ion

e 10. Histogram: Pilot Study of External Representation Requirements by IT Workers

Q11. If yes, [felt the need for external representation] please give details.
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Table 27. Crosstabulation: Please give details of External Representation

Place surveyed * Details of externai representation Crosstabulation

Details of external representation
tike to havg Problems | Serious Bingled outVas accused
someone ith managelisagreemeny unfairty of sex h

Yes Totat
Place survey Dublin Count 16 1 17
% within Place surv{ 94.1% 5.8% [ 100.0%
% within Details of
external representa 55.2% 100.0% | 48.6%
% of Total 45.7% 2.9% | 48.6%
Silicon Val¢ Count 13 1 1 1 1 1 18
% within Place surv| 72.2% 5.6% 5.6% 5.6% 5.6% 5.6% 100.0%
% within Details of N
external representa| 448% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% { 100.0% |  100.0% 51.4%
E % of Total . 37.1% .2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 51.4%
Total Count 29 1 1 1 1 1 1 35
% within Place surv| 82.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% [ 100.0%
% within Details of "
external representa 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0%
% of Total 82.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% | 100.0%

lreland

Count

Figure 11. Histogram: Pilot Study of Need for External Representation of IT Workers

in Silicon Valley, California, and Dublin, Ireland

20

Dublin

Place surveyed

Silicon Valey

professional body (please list in full)

Details of external

Lika to have someone

Problems with manage

Serious disagreement

[C=Singled out unfairly

[“Jwas accused of sex h
as

Q12a. How important is professional development to you: Are you a member of a
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Table 28. ersstabulation: Membership of professional body

Place surveyed * Indicates membership of a professional body Crosstabulation

Indicates membership of a professional
body
Not a member
ofa Member of
professional professional
body body Total
Place surveyed Dublin Count 7 4 8 17
% within Place surveyed 41.2% 23.5% 35.3% 100.0%
% within Indicates
membership of a 29.2% 80.0% 100.0% 48.6%
professional body
% of Total 20.0% 11.4% 17.1% 48.6%
Silicon Valey Count 17 1 18
% within Place surveyed 94.4% 5.6% 100.0%
% within Indicates
membership of a 70.8% 20.0% 51.4%
prefessional bedy
% of Total 48 6% 2.9% 51,4%
Total Count 24 5 ] 35
% within Place surveyed 68.6% 14.3% 17.1% 100.0%
% within Indicates
membership of a 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
professional body
% of Total 68.6% 14.3% 17.1% 100.0%

- Figure 12. Histogram: Pilot Study of Membership of Professional Body of IT Workers

in Silicon Valtey, California, and Dublin, 1reland

20

Indicates membership

B |Not 8 memper of a pr

olessional body

Member of profession

Count

al body

al College of Ireland

Dublin Silicon Valey

Place surveyed

Q12b. Are you undertaking (or plan to undertake) postgraduate study?

Nation
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Table 29. Crosstabulation: Postgraduate Study

Place surveyed ® Indiaces whether postgraduate study is being undertaken or planned Crosstabulation

Indiaces whether postgraduate study is
being undertaken or planned
Undergradu Undergrad
ate study is uate study
not planned is planned Total
Place surveyed  Dublin Count 8 4 5 17
% within Place surveyed 47.1% 23.5% 29.4% 100.0%
% within indiaces
:;:2';‘? g:if]tgrad”ate 33.3% 80.0% 83.3% 48.6%
undertaken or planned
% of Total 22.9% 11.4% 14.3% 48.6%
Siiicon Valey .Count o 18 1 1 18
% within Place surveyed 88.9% 5.6% 56% 100.0%
% within Indiaces
::Z:’fsr E;:tgrad“ate 56.7% 20.0% 16.7% 51.4%
undertaken or ptanned
% of Total 45.7% 2.9% 2.9% 51.4%
Total Count 24 5 8 35
% within Place surveyed 68.6% 14.3% 17.1% 100.0%
% within Indiaces
‘:t:z;"f: . ;Z‘grad“a‘e 100.0% 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0%
underiaken or planned
% of Total 68.6% 14.3% 17.1% 100.0%

Figure 13. Histogram: Pilot Study of Plan for Postgraduate Study of IT Workers

in Silicon Valley, California, and Dublin, lreland

20

Indiaces whether pos

[EBlundergraduate study

is not planned

Undergraduate study

Count

is planned

Dublin Silicon Valey

Place surveyed

Q12c. Do you have a professional development plan?
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Table 30. Crosstabulation: Professional development plan

Place surveyed * Indicates if there is a professional development plan Crosstabulation

Indicates if there is a professional
development plan

There is no There is a
professicnal professional
development devetopment
ptan plan Total
Place surveyed Dublin Count 8 6 3 17
% within Place surveyed 47.1% 353% 17.6% 100.0%
% within Indicates if
there is a professional 40.0% 50.0% 100.0% 48.6%
development plan '
% of Total 22.9% 17.1% 8.6% 48.6%
Silicon Valey Count 12 6 18
% within Place surveyed 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
% within Indicates if
there is a professional 60.0% 50.0% 51.4%
development plan
% of Total 34.3% 17.1% 51.4%
Total Count 20 12 3 35
% within Place surveyed 57.1% 343% 8.6% 100.0%
% within Indicates if
there is @ professional 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
development plan
% of Total 57.1% 34.3% 8.6% 100.0%

igure 14. Histogram: Pilot Study of Professional Development Plan of IT Workers

in Silicon Valley, California, and Dublin, Ireland

Count

3
Dubtin

Place surveyed

Silicon Valey

Indicates if there i
[EElrhere is no professi

onal development pla

There is a professio

nal development plan

Q13a. How important is personal development to you: What are your regular
hobbies/ pass-times?
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Table 31. Crosstabulation: Importance of personal development

Place surveyed * List personal hobbies or pasttimes Crosstabulation

List personal hobbies or pasitimes

Arts & Food & | Home &

Literature | Cooking | Family j Keep Fit | Other Sports | Socialising | Travel Total
Place surveye. Dubliin Count 5 1 1 2 7 2 6 24
% within Place survey|  20.8% 42% { 42% | B83% | 2029% B.3% 25.0% | 100.0%
:ﬁ,&:gfi?ﬁﬁg‘ 31.3% 16.7% | 50.0% | 333% | 636% | 22.2% 1000% | 34.8%
% of Total 7.2% 14% | 14% 1  290% | 101% 2.9% 87% | 34.8%
Silicon Vatey Count " 3 5 1 4 4 7 7 45
% within Place survey]  244% | 133% | 111% | 2.2% | 89% | 89% | 156% | 15.6% 100.0%
:(’):’l’)‘i';'s" :r'sp' aps':;sn?g:' 68.8% | 1000% | B833% | 50.0% | 66.7% | 364% | 77.8% | 100.0% 85.2%
) % of Total 159% | B7%| 7.2% | 14% | 58% | 58% | 101% | 101% | es2%
Total Count 16 6 [ 2 6 11 9 7 6 69
% within Place survey  232% | 87% | B87% | 2.9% | B87% | 159% | 13.0% | 10.1% | 87% | 100.0%
:f(’):;::’ (';r'ifaﬁffg:' 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.6% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
% of Total 232% | 87%| 87%| 29% ) 87% | 159% ! 130% ! 101% | 87% | 100.0%

al College of
Ireland

Count

plan?

Nation

Figure 15. Histogram: Pilot Study of Leisure Pursuits of IT Workers

in Silicon Valley, California and_ Dublin, Ireland
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Q13b. What components (themes) would you include in a personal development
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Table 32. Crosstabulation: Components in personal development plan

Place surveyed * Indicates what components would be included in a personal development plan Crosstabulation

Indicates what components would be included in a
personal development plan
Leisure Non-career Work-related
Pursuits courses Courses Total

Place surveyed  Dublin Count . 1 6 2 8 17

% within Place surveyed 5.9% 35.3% 11.8% 47.1% 100.0%

% within Indicates what

componenis would be 33.3% 100.0% 1000% | 33.3% 48.6%

included in a personal . :

development plan

% of Total 2.98% 17.1% 5.7% 22.9% 48.6%

Silicon Valey Count 2 16 18
% within Place surveyed 11.1% 88.9% 100.0%
% within Indicates what
nts would be

ﬁmﬁn a personal 66.7% 65.7% 51.4%

development plan

% of Total 5.7% 45.7% 51.4%
Total Count 3 6 2 24 35

% within Place surveyed 8.6% 17.1% 57% 68.6% 100.0%

% within Indicates what

;"C?:J%zzel:‘; ‘;::’;2:; 100.0% 100.0% 1000% | 1000% | 100.0%

development plan

% of Total 8.6% 17.1% 5.7% 68.6% 100.0%

Figure 16. Histogram: Pilot Study of Personal Development Plan of IT Workers

in Silicon Valley, California And Dublin, Ireland
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2 Q14. Is your salary level comparable with that of other IT professionals in similar

positions



Table 33. Crosstabulation: Salary level comparable with other IT professionals

Place surveyed * Indicates if salary is commensorate with average salaries in the area Crosstabulation

Indicates if salary is commensorate with average
salaries in the area
Salary is not Salary is
commensor commen
Don't know ate sorate Total
Place surveyed  Dublin Count [ 3 6 2 17
% within Place surveyed 35.3% 17.6% 35.3% 11.8% 100.0%
% within Indicates if
i?t':r:v':r;g:r:;:f;f: B6.7% 100.0% 286% |  1000% 48.6%
the area
% of Total 17.1% 8.6% 17.1% 5.7% 48.6%
Silicon Valey  Count 3 15 18
% within Place surveyed 168.7% 83.3% 100.0%
% within Indicates if
is commen
:ai::r:verage s:la:ioe;a:s 33.3% T1.4% 51.4%
the area
% of Total 8.6% 42.9% 51,4%
Total Count 9 3 21 2 35
% within Place surveyed 25.7% 8.6% 60.0% 5.7% 100.0%
% within Indicates if
fj‘l'ﬁzv';‘r‘;‘;g‘r::l;flﬁﬁ 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0%
the area
% of Total 25.7% 8.6% 60.0% 57% 100.0%

National College of Ireland

Count

Figure 17. Histogram: Pilot Study of Salary Comparisons of IT Workers

in Silicon Valley, California And Dublin, Ireland
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average over the last three months? 30-34, 35-39, 40-44, 45-49, 50-54, 55-59, 60-64+?



Table 34, Crosstabulation: Hours worked per week

Place surveyed * Indicates number of hours worked each week Crosstabulation

Indicates number of hours warked each week

30- 34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 55-58 Total
Place surveyed Dublin Count 4 3 8 1 t 17
% within Place surveyed  23.5% 17 6% 47.1% 5.9% 5.9% 100.0%
% within Indicates
number of hours 44.4% 75.0% 61.5% 14.3% 100.0% 48.6%
worked each week
% of Total 11.4% 8.6% 22.9% 2.9% 2.9% 48.6%
Silicon Vatey Count 5 1 3 [} 1 18
% within Place surveyed 27.8% 5.6% 27.8% 33.3% 5.6% 100.0%
% within Indicates
number of hours 55.6% 25.0% 38.5% B5.7% 100.0% 51.4%
waorked each week
% of Total 14.3% 2.9% 14.3% 17.1% 2.9% 51.4%
Total Count 9 4 13 7 1 1 35
% within Place surveye 25.7% 11.4% 37.1% 20.0% 2.9% 2.9% 100.0%
% within Indicates
number of hours 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
worked each week
% of Total 25.7% 11.4% 37.1% 20.0% 2.9% 2.9% 100.0%

Figure 18. Histogram: Pilot Study of Personal Development Plan of IT Workers

in Silicon Va!ley, California And Dublin, Ireland
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Count

Dubtin Silicon Valey

Place surveyed

Q16. How would you describe your work environment?
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Table 35. Crosstabulation: Type of work environment

Place surveyed * Type of work environment Crosstabulation

Type of work environment ]
Falr Good Poor Problematic | Great Total

Place surveyed Dublin Count 4 6 1 3 1 2 17
% within Place surveyed  23.5% 35.3% 5.9% 17.6% 5.9% 11.8% | 100.0%

ivwl'rg'r',:nzﬁe ofwork | waam | s67% | 1000% 273% | 333% | 1000% | 48.5%

% of Total 11.4% 171% 2.9% 8.6% 2.9% 5.7% 48.6%

Silicon Valey Count 5 3 8 2 18

% within Place surveyeﬁ 27.8% 16.7% 44.4% 11.1% 100.0%

Z‘;“‘:‘I’;::‘r“:n::’“pe oftwork | oem | 33.3% 727% | 66.7% 51.4%

% of Total 14.3% B8.6% 22.5% 5.7% 51.4%

Total Count = . _ . 8. 9 1 11 3. 2 35
% within Place surveye 25.7% 25.7% 2.9% 31.4% 8.6% 5.7% 100.0%

;m;‘:::ngf 2ofwork | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

% of Total 25.7% 25.7% 2.9% 31.4% 8.6% 5.7% 100.0%

Figure 19. Histogram: Pilot Study of Work Environment of IT Workers
in Silicon Valley, California And Dublin, Ireland
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Q17. When did you last receive training at work for new skills that are required as
part of your job? Never received Training, 0 to 3 months ago, 4 to 6 months ago, 7 to
9 months ago, 10 to 12 months ago, 13 to 15 months ago, 16 to 18 months ago, and

® WESSS 16+ months ago.
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Table 36. Crosstabulation: When training was last received

Place sm-'veyed *When tfat'ning was tast received Crosstabulation

When training was last received .
Never
received 10to 12 | 131015 [ 1910 21

training 1 © 3 months 4 to 6 months |7 to @ months| months | months | months Total
Place surveye' Dublin Count 1 4 3 3 2 2 1 16
% within Place survey] 5.2% 250% 18.8% 18.8% 12.5% 12.5% 53% | 100.0%
:fa";"llz;r; g:;:;;am'" 74% |  1000% 500% | 100.0% | 68.7% | 667% | 1000% | 47.1%
% of Total 2.9% 11.8% 8.8% 8.8% 5.9% 58% 2.9% 47 1%
Siiicon Valey Count 13 3 1 1 18
% within Place survey| 72.2% 16.7% 5.6% 56% 100.0%
:«/:a:l::g: :2"2;: ;;a'n'” 92.9% 50.0% 333% | 133% 52.9%
% of Total 38.2% 8.8% 2.9% 2.9% 52.9%
Total Count 14 4 6 3 3 3 1 34
% within Place survey| 41.2% 11.8% 17.6% 8.8% 8.8% 8.8% 2.9% | 100.0%
:{j’a‘;"f:';; r‘g":;: =™ 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
% of Total 41.2% 11.8% 17.6% B8.8% 8.8% 8.8% 28% | 100.0%

Figure 20. Histogram: Pilot Study of when training was last received by IT Workers in Silicon

Valley, California, and Dublin, Ireland
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Q18. If you wish to pursue training or further qualifications is this funded by your

organisation?
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Table 37. Crosstabulation: Indicates if Training is funded

Place surveyed * Indicates if training is funded Crosstabulation

Indicates if training is funded
Don't Know | No Funding i Yes Funding Total

Place surveyed Dublin Count 1 1 13 2 17
% within Place surveye| 58% 5.9% 76.5% 11.8% 100.0%

:fa:::g"';”fﬂ'::;:s 'f 14.3% 14.3% 66.4% | 100.0% | 48.6%

% of Total 2.9% 2.9% 37.1% 5.7% 48.6%

Silicon Valey Count 8 8 € 18

% within Place surveye 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 100.0%

Z;::\I|tr:‘g;n| Indieaes it 85.7% 85.7% 316% 51.4%

% of Total 17.1% 17.1% 17.1% 51.4%

Total - Count . e 7 7 19 ©2 35
% within Place surveye| 20.0% 20.0% 54.3% 57% 100.0%

?ax'it:;”i;r}ifj;? i 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

% of Total 20.0% 20.0% 54.3% 5.7% 100.0%

Figure 21. Histogram: Pilot Study of Available Funding for IT Workers

in Silicon Valley, Cﬁlifornia, and Dublin, Ireland
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Appendix M

Dublin Union and Dublin Non-union Survey Analysis
Non-Union Questions

QL. Please tick your gender — male or female.
Table 38. Crosstabulation: Non-union questions - Gender

Union or non-union firm * Gender of worker Crosstabulation

Gender of waorker
F M Total
Union or non-union  Non-union firm  Count 5 12 17
firm % within Union or
nen-union firm 29.4% 70.6% 100.0%
% within Gender o o o
of worker 71.4% 50.0% 54.8%
% of Total 16.1% 38.7% 54.8%
Union firm Count 2 12 14
% within Union or o, o
non-union firm 14.3% 85.7% 100.0%
% within Gender
of worker 28.6% 50.0% 45.2%
% of Total 6.5% 38.7% 45.2%
Total Count 7 24 31
% within Union or o
neniunion firm 22.6% 77.4% 100.0%
% within Gender o 5 5
of worker 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
% of Total 22.6% 77.4% 100.0%

lreland

National College of
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Figure 22, Histogram: Pilot Study of Gender

For Dublin Non-union and Union IT Workers

Count

Q2. What is your job title?

Neon-union firm

Urien firm

Union or non-union firm

Gender of worker

Table 39. Crosstabulation: Job title

Union or non-union firm * Job Title Crosstabulation

Job Title )
Senior | Technical
Consultants{Directors [EngineersManagers| Others Programmer Positions | Writers Total

Union or non-unic Non-union fin Count 2 1 2 5 2 1 1 1 2 17

firm :‘/fmw'::;: g | 118% | 59% | 118% | 20.4% | 11.8% 59% | 59%| 59%| 118% |1000%

% within Job TH  100.0% | 50.0% | 100.0% 55.6% | 100.0% 50.0% 50.0% 125% | 100.0% | 54.8%

% of Total 6.5% 3.2% 6.5% | 16.1% 6.5% 3.2% 32% 3.2% 6.5% | 54.8%

Union firm Count 1 4 1 1 T 14

:‘;r&:g:;g 7% 28.6% 71% | 74% | 500% 100.0%

% within Job Ti 50.0% 44 4% 50.0% 50.0% 87.5% 45.2%

% of Total 3.2% 12.9% 3.2% 3.2% 22.6% 452%

Total Count 2 2 2 9 2 2 2 8 2 31
% within Union

fon-union firm 6.5%, 6.5% 6.5% | 25.0% 6.5% 6.5% £6.5% 25.8% 6.5% | 100.0%

% within Job Ti{* 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

% of Total 6.5% 6.5% 6.5% | 29.0% 6.5% 6.5% 6.5% 25.8% 6.5% | 100.0%

National College of Ireland

479




Figure 23. Histogram: Pilot Study of Job Title

For Dublin Non-union and Union IT Workers
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6 L |
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O 0} I 2 : Technical Writers

Non-union firm Union firm
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Q.’ymt is your highest level of education? Primary, Secondary, Third Level

C hird Level (Dip) Third Level (Degree), Other. If other please give details.
Table 40. Crosst;lbplﬂtion: Education Level

_—

Union or non-union firm * Level of education Crosstabulation

Level of education
Secondary/H | Third Level [Third Level | Third Level Post
igh Scheal (Cert) (Dip} {Degree) | Graduate Total

non-union Non-union firm Count 2 11 3 16
% within Union or]

non-union firm 12.5% 68.8% 18.8% 100.0%
% within Level of

education 66.7% 68.8% 75.0% 57.1%

% of Total 7.1% 39.3% 10.7% 57.1%

Union firm Count 1 1 4 5 1 12

% within Union of 8.3% % 33.3% 41.7% 8.3% | 100.0%

non-union firm i 8.3% o e = =
% within Level of

cneaton O 100.0% 33.3% | 100.0% 31.3% | 250% | 42.9%

% of Total 16% 3.6% 14.3% 17.9% 3.6% 42.9%

Total Count 1 3 4 16 4 28

% within Union of .

non-union firm 3.6% 10.7% 14.3% 57.1% 14.3% 100.0%
% within Level of

cdbration 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

% of Total 3.6% 10.7% 14.3% 57.1% 14.3% 100.0%

National College of
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‘Figure 24. Histogram: Pilot Study of Level of Education

For Dublin Non-union and Union IT Workers
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Union or non-union firm

Level of education
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S Third Level (Cert)

hird Level (Dip)

[E# Third Level (Degree)

Union firm

Q ere a staff association in your organisation?
Table 41. Crosstabulation: Staff association

Union or non-union firm * Indicates if staff association is in firm Crosstabulation

Indicates if staff association is in firm

No Staff Staff fAssoc
Ass0¢ in firm in firm Tota!
on or nen-unien Non-union firm  Count 11 4 2 17
% within Union or
non-union firm 64.7% 23.5% 11.8% 100.0%
% within Indicates if staff o
association fs in firm 61.1% 44.4% 50.0% 54.8%
% of Total 35.5% 12.9% 6.5% 54.8%
Union firm Count 7 5 2 14
% within Union or
non-union firm 50.0% 35.7% 14.3% 100.0%
% within Indicates if staff
association is in firm 38.9% 55.6% 50.0% 45.2%
% of Total 22.6% 16.1% 6.5% 45.2%
Total Count 18 9 4 31
% within Union or
non-unien firm 58.1% 29.0% 12.9% 100.0%
% within Indicates if staff
association is in fim 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 58.1% 29.0% 12.9% 100.0%

National College of
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Figure 25. Histogram: Pilot Study of Staff Association in Firms

For Dublin Non-union and Union IT Workers

12

Indicates if staff a

No Staff Assoc in fi

m

Count

[Staff fAssoc in firm

Nen-union fim Union firm

Union or non-union firm

Q5. If yes, please state any benefits that you derive from being a member of this

association.
Table 42. Crosstabulation: Benefits from staff association

Union or non-union firm ® Benefits of staff association Crosstabulation

Benefits of staff association
No Staff
. Benefits Staff Benefits Total
Union or non-union Non-union firm Count 2 91 14 17
firm % within Union or
hon-union firm 11.8% 5.9% 82.4% 100.0%
% within Benefits o 3 o o
of staff association 66.7% 50.0% 53.8% 54.8%
% of Total 6.5% 3.2% 45.2% 54.8%
Union firm Count 1 1 12 14
% within Union ar . o o
non-union firm 7.1% 71% 85.7% 100.0%
% within Benefits o o o o
of staff association 33.3% 50.0% 46.2% 45.2%
% of Total 3.2% 3.2% 38.7% 45.2%
Total Count 3 2 26 31
% within Union or g
hon-unien firm 9.7% 6.5% 83.9% 100.0%
% within Benefits 5 o o o
of staff association 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Tatal 9.7% 6.5% 83.9% 100.0%

National College of Ireland



Figure 26. Histogram: Pilot Study of Benefits of Staff Associations

f or Dublin Non-union and Union IT Workers

Benefits of staff as
[ENo statf Benetits

Count

[Staff Benefits

Non-union firm Unian firm

Union or non-union firm

Q9. Who would represent you if there were a problem at work?
Table 43. Crosstabulation: Work representation

Union or non-union firm * Indicate work representative if a problem arose at work Crosstabulation

Indicate work representative if a problem arose at work
Company | Don't Know | Myself Noone Union Total

Union or non-union  Non-union firm  Count 6 1 3 2 1 4 17

frm ,ﬁ:ﬁmﬂ:ﬂ or 35.3% 59% | 176% | 11.8% 59% | 235% | 1000%
% within Indicate work

representative if a 100.0% 50.0% 37.5% 100.0% 111% 100.0% 54.8%
problem arose at work

% of Total 19.4% 3.2% 9.7% 6.5% 3.2% 12.9% 54.8%

Union fiem Count 1 5 8 14

Zg:mg:{:ﬁ:’ or 7% | 35.7% 57.1% 100.0%
% within indicate work

representative if a 50.0% 62.5% 88.9% 45.2%
problem arose at work

) % of Total 3.2% 16,1% 25.8% 45.2%

Tolal Count 6 2 8 2 9 4 kXl

' :1/:,:'3:.2:;;: or 19.4% 65% | 258% 6.5% | 29.0% | 129% | 100.0%
% within Indicate work

representative if a 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
problem arose at work

% of Total 19.4% 6.5% 258% 6.5% 28.0% 12.9% 100.0%

National College of Ireland
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Figure 27. Histogram: Pilot Study of Representation if Problems at Work

e

Count

For Dublin Non-union and Union IT Workers

10

Non-union firm

Union or nen-union firm

Union firm

Indicate work repres

Company

Unicn

w important is professional development to you: Are you a member of a

nal body (please list in full)

Table 44. Crosstabulation: Importance of professional development

Union or non-union firm * Indicates membership of a professional body Crosstabulation

indicates membership of a professicnal
body
Not a member
ofa Member of
professional professional
body body Total
Union or non-union Non-union firm  Count 7 4 <] 17
firm :f;)nwf:::)r?;’::: or 41.2% 235% 353% | 100.0%
% within Indicates
membership of a 36.8% 80.0% 85.7% 54.8%
professional body
% of Total 226% 12.9% 19.4% 54.8%
Union firm Count 12 1 1 14
:’:):"ff:;:;:ﬁ:‘ er 85.7% 71% 71% | 100.0%
% within Indicates
membership of a 63.2% 20.0% 14.3% 45.2%
professional body
% of Total 38.7% 3.2% 3.2% 45.2%
Total Count 19 5 7 31
5 s .
rﬁﬂ""f::}:g;: o 61.3% 16.1% 226% | 100.0%
% within Indicates
membership of a 100.0% 100.0% . 100.0% 100.0%
professional body
%of Total 61.3% 16.1% 226% | 100.0%
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Figure 28. Histogram Pilot Study of Membership of Professional Organisations

ege of
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For Dublin Non-union and Union IT Workers
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Urtion or non-union firm

Indicates membership

Not a member of a pr

ofessional body

EMember of profession

al body

Union firm

e you undertaking (or plan to undertake) postgraduate study?
Tabie 45. Crosstabulation: Undertaking postgraduate study

gon or non-union firm * indiaces whether postgraduate study is being undertaken or planned Crosstabulation

Indiaces whether postgraduate study is
being undertaken or planned

|
|
U Undergradu Undergrad
ate study is uate study
not ptanned is planned Total
n or non-union Non-union firm  Count 8 4 5 17
m % within Union or
E non-union firm 47.1% 23.5% 29.4% 100.0%
% within Indiaces
whether postgraduate o o o N
! study is being 47 1% 44.4% 100.0% 54.8%
undertaken or planned
% of Total 25.8% 12.9% 16.1% 54.8%
Union firm Count 9 5 14
. ' % within Union or
0, 0, <,
- non-unien firm 64.3% 35.7% 100.0%
% within Indiaces
whether postgraduate o
study is being 52.9% 55.6% 45.2%
undertaken or planned
% of Total 29.0% 16.1% 45,2%
Total Count 17 9 5 31
% within Union or o o % 0 0%
non-union firm 54.8% 29.0% 16.1% 100.0%
% within Indiaces
whether postgraduate 5
study is being 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
undertaken or planned
% of Tatal 54.8% 29.0% 16.1% 100.0%




Figure 29. Histogram: Pilot Study of Plan for Post Graduate Study

For Dublin Non-union and Union IT Workers

Indiaces whether pos

Undergraduale study

is not planned

ndergraduate study

Count

is planned

Nen-union firm Union firm

Union or non-union firm

d

you have a professional development plan?
) Table 46. Crosstabulation: Professional development plan

Union or non-union firm * Indicates if there is a professional development plan Crosstabulation

National College of
af

Indicates if there is a professional
development plan
There is no There is a
professional professionat
development | development
plan plan Total
EEEEmEEAIR" OF NON-union  Non-union firm  Count 8 8 3 17
firm ZL:'L“;I';: oo er 47.1% 35.3% 176% | 100.0%
% within Indicates if
there is a professional 81.5% 42.9% 75.0% 54.8%
development plan
% of Total 25.8% 19.4% 9.7% 54.8%
Union firm Count 5 8 1 14
51 v .
rﬁ):‘"m::;#;’r: or 35.7% 57.1% 7.4% | 100.0%
% within Indicates if
there is a professional 38.5% 57.1% 25.0% 45.2%
development plan
% of Total 16.1% 25.8% 3.2% 45.2%
Total Count 13 14 4 c
:f;:”m;:’gm or 41.9% 452% $2.9% | 100.0%
% within Indicates if
there is a professional 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
development plan
% of Total . - 41.9% 45.2% 12.9% 100.0%
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Figure 30. Histogram: Pilot Study of Professional Development Plan

For Dublin Non-union and Union IT Workers
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Non-union firm Union firm
Union or non-union firm

Q13a. How important is personal development to you: What are your regular

hobbies/ pass-times?
Table 47, Crosstabulation: Personal development

Union or non-union firm * Personal Hobbies Crosstabulation

Personal Hobbies

Arts & |Home &
Literature | Famity |Keep Fit | Other | Sports [Saocialising Total
Union or non-uni Non-unien fir Count 5 1 1 1 7 2 6 23
fiem % within Union
non-unien firm
% within F’ersc:nI

217% 4.3% 4.3% 43% | 30.4% 8.7% | 26.1% | 100.0%

50.0% | 50.0% | 33.3% | 50.0% 1 46.7% 400% | 75.0% | 51.1%

Hobbies
% of Total 11.1% 2.2% 22% 2.2% | 15.6% 44% | 133% | 51.1%
Union firm  Count 5 1 2 1 8 3 2 22

% within Union
non-union firm

% within Persor]

22.7% 4.5% 9.1% 4.5% | 364% 13.6% 9.1% | 100.0%

50.0% | 50.0% | 66.7% | 50.0% | 53.3% 60.0% | 25.0% | 48.9%

Hobbies
% of Total 11.1% 2.2% 4.4% 22% | 17.8% 6.7% 4.4% | 48.9%
Total ’ Count 10 2 3 2 15 5 8 45

% within Union
non-union firm

% within Person
Hobbies

% of Total 22.2% 4.4% 67% 4.4% | 33.3% 111% | 17.8% [ 100.0%

22.2% 4.4% 6.7% 4.4% | 33.3% 11.1% | 17.8% | 100.0%

100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0%

National College of Ireland
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Figure 31, Histogram: Pilot Study of Personal Development and Hobbies

For Dublin Non-union and Union IT Workers

10

=] : Personal Hobbies

m E
=
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Non-union firm
Union or non-unian firm
hat components (themes) would you include in a personal development
pl
| i .
Table 48. Crosstabulation: Components in a personal development plan
O Union or non-union firm * Components that would be included in a personal development plan Crosstabulation
' i " |__Companents that would be included in a personal development plan
Leisure Non-career Wark-related
Don't Know | Pursuits Courses Courses Total
-union Non-union firm  Count 1 1 6 1 8 17
% within Unic
romunion e " 5.9% 59% 35.3% 5.9% 47.1% | 1000%
% within Cornponents
that |d be included
h e ;V;';On; nelude 500% |  50.0% 66.7% 12.5% 80.0% 54.8%
development plan
_ % of Total 3.2% 3.2% 19.4% 3.2% 25.8% 54.8%
Union firm Count 1 1 3 7 2 14
o, withi '
:;:LHI;,:JE:?: or 71% 7.1% 21.4% 50.0% 14.3% 100.0%
% within Components
e
‘ that wouid N included 50.0% 50.0% 33.3% 87.5% 20.0% 45.2%
[ — in a personal
development plan .
% of Tolal 3.2% 3.2% 8.7% 22.6% 8.5% 45,2%
Total Count 2 2 9 8 10 31
% within Union or 5
non-uriion firm 6.5% 6.5% 29.0% 25.8% 32.3% 100.0%
% within Components
that would be included
in a personal e 100.0% |  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
development plan
% of Total 6.5% 6.5% 29.0% 25.8% 32.3% 100.0%

Figure 32. Histogram: Pilot Study of Personal Development Plan
For Dublin Non-union and Union IT Workers

488




0

Components that woul

Count

ark-related Courses

Non-union firm Unijon firm

Union or non-union firm

Q15. How many hours do you spend at work per week, taking an approximate
average over the last three months? 30-34, 35-39, 40-44, 45-49, 50-54, 55-59, 60-64+?

Table 49. Crosstabulation: Hours worked per week

Union er non-union firm * Indicates number of hours worked each week Crosstabulation

Indicates number of hours worked each week

30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 Total

Union or non-unior Non-union firm Count 4 3 8 1 1 17
firm % within Union or|

n;n-union firm 23.5% 17.6% 47.1% 59% 5.9% 100.0%
% within Indicates

number of hours 80.0% 60.0% §1.5% 25.0% 50.0% 54.8%
worked each wee

% of Total 12.9% 8.7% 25.8% 3.2% 3.2% 54 6%

Union firm Count 1 2 5 3 1 2 14

% within Union or]
non-union firm
% within Indicateg
number of hours | 20.0% 40.0% 38.5% 75.0% 50.0% | 100.0% 45.2%
worked each wee
% of Total 3.2% 6.5% 16.1% 9.7% 32% 6.5% 45.2%
Total Count 3 5 13 4 2 2 31
% within Union of
non-union firm
% within indicateq
number of hours | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
wurked each wee

% of Total 16.1% 16.1% 41.8% 12.9% 6.5% 6.5% | 100.0%

Figure 33. Histogram: Pilot Study of Hours Worked

7.1% 14.3% 35.7% 21.4% 71% 14.3% | 100.0%

16.1% 16.1% 41.8% 12.9% 6.6% 6.5% | 100.0%

For Dublin Non-union and Union IT Workers
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Q16. How would you describe your work environment?
' Table 50. Crosstabulation: Type of environment

Union or non-unior firm * Type of work environment Crosstabulation

Type of work environment _|
Fair Good Poor  [Problematic| Great Total
Union or non-unier: Non-union firm Count 3 7 1 3 1 2 17
firm % within Union o
. 0, 0, o, 9,
non-union firm 17.6% 41.2% 5.8% 17.6% 5.9% 11.8% 100.0%
% within Type of o o N 5
work environmen 33.3% 58.3% 100.0% 60.0% 50.0% 100.0% 54.8%
% of Total 9.7% | 226% 3.2% 9.7% 3.2% 6.5% | 54.8%
Union firm Count 5] 5 2 1 14
% within Union o 5 o s
non-union firm 42.9% 35.7% 14.3% 7.1% 100.0%
% within Type of o N o
work environmen 66.7% 41.7% 40.0% 50.0% 45.2%
o of Total 19.4% 16.1% €.5% 3.2% 45.2%
Total : Count 9 12 1 5 2 2 31
% within Unien o o o 5 N 5
non-union firm 29.0% 38.7% 3.2% 18.1% 6.5% 6.5% 100.0%
% within Type of o N o o "
work environmen‘ 100.0% { 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 29.0% 38.7% 3.2% 16.1% 8.5% §.5% | 100.0%

Figure 34, Pilot Study of Work Environment

for Dublin Non-union and Union IT Workers

Type of work environ

Count

Non-unfon firm Union firm

Union or non-union firm

Q17. When did you last receive training at work for new skills that are required as
part of your job? Never received Training, 0 to 3 months ago, 4 to 6 months ago, 7 to
9 months ago, 10 to 12 months ago, 13 to 15 months ago, 16 to 18 months ago, and
18+ months ago.

490



Table 51. Crosstabulation: When training was last received

Union of nen-union firm * When training was last received Crosstabulation

When training was last received
Never
received 10to 12§13t 15(16to 18 |19 ta 21
training | to 3 monthg to & monthy to 8 months months | months | months | months | Total
Union or non-un Non-union fi Count 1 4 3 3 2 2 1 16
fim % within Union or o
0,
non-union Firm 6.3% 25.0% 18.8% 188% | 12.5% | 12.5% 6.3% |100.0%
% within When trai
was last received 100.0% 36.4% 50.0% 100.0% |100.0% | 66.7% 100.0% | 57.1%
% of Tofal 3.6% 14.3% 10.7% 10.7% 7.1% 71% 36% | 57.1%
Union firm  Count 7 3 1 1 12
% within Union or
non-union firm 58.3% 25.0% 8.3% 8.2% 100.0%
% within When tra
was last received 63.6% 50.0% 33.3% (100.0% 42.9%
- . . % of Total . . 25.0% 10.7% 3.6% 3.6% 42.9%
Total Count ! 1 11 6 3 2 3 1 1 28
% within Union or
non-union firm 3.6% 39.3% 21.4% 10.7% 71% | 10.7% 3.6% 3.6% [100.0%
% within When tra
0,
was last received 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% |100.0% |100.0% [100.0% [100.0% [100.0%
% of Total 3.6% 39.3% 21.4% 10.7% 71% | 10.7% 3.6% 3.6% |100.0%

Figure 35, Histogram Pilot Study Showing when Training was Last Received

For Dublin Non-union and Union IT Workers

8
7 When training was la
] ever received train
ing
5 31 to 3 months
. BN« 10 6 months
[E#7 10 9 months
3
=310 16 12 months
2
313 10 15 months
= 1 ']16 to 18 months
3
8 0 HE- 419 10 21 months

Non-union firm . N Union firm

al College of Ireland

Unicn or non-union firm

Q18. If you wish to pursue training or further qualifications is this funded by your
organisation?

Nation
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Table 52: Crosstabulation: Inidicates if training is funded

Union or nan-union firm * Indicates if training is funded Crosstabulation

Indicates if training is funded

No Funding |Yes Funding
Don't Know | Available Available Total
Union or non-union Non-union firm Count 1 1 13 2 17
firm % within Union or .
9, 0,
non-union firm 5.9% 5.9% 76.5% 11.8% | 100.0%
% within Indicates N
if trafning is funded 50.0% 50.0% 52.0% | 100.0% 54.8%
% of Total 3.2% 3.2% 41.9% 6.5% 54.8%
Union firm Count 1 1 12 14
% within Union or
non-union firm 7.1% 7% 85.7% 100.0%
% within Indicates o o
if training is funded 50.0% 50.0% 48.0% 45.2%
% of Total 3.2% 3.2% 38.7% 45.2%
Total Count 2 2 25 2 31
% within Union or o
non-union firm 6.5% 6.5% 80.6% 6.5% 100.0%
% within Indicates " o 5
if training is funded 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 6.5% 6.6% 80.6% 6.5% | 100.0%

lreland

Figure 36, Pilot Study of Funding Available for Training

Count

For Dublin Non-union and Union 1T Workers

Nan-union firm

Union or non-union firm
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Appendix N
Analysis of Preliminary Results for Professional and Personal Comparative

Study of IT Workers in Dublin Ireland, and Silicon valley, Californina, USA

Question 1. Please tick your gender. Male or Female

Table 533. Crosstabulations: Case Processing Summary for Gender

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent

Place where survey
was carried out * 7 100.0% 0 0% 37 100.0%
Gender of worker

Table 34, Crosstabulations: Place where survey was carried out with gender

Place where survey was carried out * Gender of worker Crosstabulation

Gender of worker
F M Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 3 12 15
was carried out % within Place where
survey was carried out 200% 80.0% 100.0%
% within Gender of
o 33.3% 429% 20.5%
% of Towal 8.1% 32.4% 40.5%
Dublin Count 6 16 22
% within Place where
survey was carried out 73% 72.7% 100.0%
% within Gender of
worker 66.7% 57.1% 59.5%
% of Total 16.2% 43.2% 59.5%
Total Count 9 28 37
% within Place where
survey was carried out 24.3% 75.7% 100.0%
% within Gender of
worker 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 24.3% 75.7% 100.0%




Figure 37. Histogram: Gender

Count

Silicon Valley

ublin

Place where survey was carried out

Gender of worker

Table 55. Frequencies: Statistics for Gender

Statistics
Place where
survey was | Gender of
carried out worker
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59
Median 2.00
Mode 2
Std. Deviation .50
Variance 25
Range 1
Minimum 1
Maximum 2
Sum 59

Table 56. Frequencies: Place where survey was carried out with gender

Place where survey was carried out

National College of
Ireland

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Silicon Valley 15 40.5 40.5 405
Dublin 22 59.5 59.5 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0
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Table 57. Frequencies: Gender of worker

Gender of worker

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid F 9 243 24.3 243
M 28 75.7 75.7 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Both Silicon Valley and Dublin respondents report a large majority of male 1T workers.
Silicon Valley respondents report 80 percent males, and 20 percent females. Dublin
respondents report 72.7 percent males, and 27.3 percent females. Thus females are

reported as being very underrepresented among IT respondents in both locations.

Question 2. Which of the following best describes your current position? (Program
Manager, Hardware/Software Engineer, Developer/Programmer, Customer
Support/Documentation).

Table 58. Frequencies: Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley

Statistics
Place where
survey was
carried out Job title
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 262
Median 2.00 3.00
Mode 2 4
Std. Deviation .50 1.21
Variance ) 25 1.46
Range ' ' 1 3
Minimum 1 1
Maximum 2 4
Sum 59 97

Table 59. Crosstabulations: Case Processing Summary

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Place where survey was
carried out * Job title 37 100.0% 0 0% 37 100.0%
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Table 60. Crosstabulations: Place where survey was carried out with Job Title

Place where survey was carried out * Job title Crosstabulation

Job title
Hardware Customer
Project | /Software |Developer/Pr | Support/Doc
Manager | Engineer | ogrammer | umentation Total

Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 4 2 1 8 15
was carried out % within Place where
0, O 0,
survey was carried o 26.7% 13.3% 6.7% 53.3% 100.0%
% within Job title 44.4% 22.2% 16.7% 61.5% 40.5%
% of Total 10.8% 5.4% 2.7% 21.6% 40.5%
Dublin Count 5 7 5 5 22
% within Place where S o
survey was carried ol 22.7% 31.8% 22.7% 22.7% 100.0%
% within Job title 55.6% 77.8% 83.3% 38.5% 59.5%
% of Total 13.5% 18.9% 13.5% 13.5% 59.5%
Total Count 9 9 6 13 37
% within Place where
O 0, 0, 0, o
survey was carried ol 24.3% 24.3% 16.2% 35.1% 100.0%
% within Job title 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total . 24.3% 24.3% 16.2% 35.1% 100.0%

Figure 38. Histogram: Job Title

Job titte

flProject Manager

Hardware/Soﬂware En

gineer
Developer/Programmer
g [E#]Customer Support/Doc
o .
Q umentation

Place where survey was carried out

Job descriptions are more evenly dispersed among Dublin respondents, compared to
Silicon Valley respondents. Dublin respondents report 31.8 per cent of engineers, 22,7
per cent of project mangers, 22.7 per cent of developers/programmers, and 22.7 per cent
of customer support/documentation.

- Silicon Valley respondents present a very different picture, with a majority of
53.3 per cent of customer support/documentation, 26.7 per cent of project managers, and

then only 13.3 per cent of engineers, and 6.7 per cent of developers/programmers.
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Question 3. What is your highest level of education? Primary, Secondary/High
School, Third Level Cert, Third Level Dip, Third Level Degree, Post Graduate. If

other please give details.

Table 61. Crosstabulation: Case Processing Summary for Education level

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
. . Percent . N Percent Percent
Place where survey
was carried out * 36 97.3% 1 2.7% 37 100.0%
Level of education
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Table 62. Crosstabulation: Place where survey was carried out with Level of Education

Place where survey was carried out * Level of education Crosstabulation

Level of education -
becondary/HThird Levellhird LevelThird Level| Post

igh School [ (Cert) {Dip)} {Degree) {Graduate| Total
Place where sun Silicon Valle Count 1 1 6 7 15

was carried out % within Place wh
survey was carried

% within Level of

6.7% 6.7% 40.0% | 46.7% | 100.0%

16.7% 50.0% 40.0% 58.3% | 41.7%

education
% of Total 2.8% 2.8% 16.7% 19.4% |- 41.7%
Dublin Count 1 s 1 9 5 21

% within Place wh
survey was carried
% within Level of

4.8% 23.8% 4.8% 42.9% | 23.8% { 100.0%

100.0% 83.3% 50.0% 60.0% ] 41.7% | 58.3%

education
% of Total 2.8% 13.9% 2.8% 25.0% 13.9% | 58.3%
Total Count 1 6 2 1% 12 36

% within Place wh
survey was carriad
% within Level of
education

% of Total 2.8% 16.7% 5.6% 41.7% | 33.3% | 100.0%

2.8% 16.7% 5.6% 41.7% 33.3% | 100.0%

100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

Table 63. Statistics for Level of Education

Statistics
Place where

survey was Level of
. . .- carried out education
N Valid 37 36
Missing 0 1
Mean 1.59 486
Median 2.00 5.00
Mode 2 5
Std. Deviation 50 1.15
Variance 25 1.32
Range 1 4
Minimum 1 2
Maximum 2 6
Sum 59 175

Table 64. Crosstabulation: Place where survey was carried out with Level of Education

Place where survey was carried out

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Silicon Valley 18 40.5 40.5 40.5
Dublin 22 59.5 59.5 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

National College of Ireland

498



National College of Ireland

Table 65. Crosstabulation; Level of Education

Level of education

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Secondary/High School 1 2.7 28 238
Third Level (Cert) 6 16.2 16.7 194
Third Level {Dip) 2 54 56 250
Third Level (Degree) 15 40.5 41.7 66.7
Post Graduate 12 324 33.3 100.0
Total 36 97.3 100.0

Missing  System 1 2.7

Total 37 100.0

Figure 39, Histogram: Level of education

Level of education

Secondary/High Schoo -
|

SN Third Level (Cert)
AThird Level (Dip}

Third Level (Degree)

Count

Post Graduate

Silicon Valley Dubtin

Place where survey was carried out

In terms of level of education, Silicon Valley respondents reported the highest level of
workers with post-graduate qualifications (46.7%), followed by a high level of degrees
(40%). Third level diplomas accounted for 6.7 percent of workers’ qualifications, and
third level certificates accounted for a further 6.7 percent. No secondary/high school level
of education was reported. Overall, 86.7 per cent reported having at least a third level
degree qualification.

Dublin respondents reported the highest level of degrees (42.9 per cent), followed
by post graduate qualifications (23.8 per cent), third level certificates (23.8 per cent),
third level diplomas (4.7 per cent), and secondary/high school (4.8 per cent). Overall,
66.7 percent reported having at least a third level degree qualification, compared with a

much higher level of 86.7 percent of Silicon Valley respondents.
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Question 4. -Taking your knowledge/skill base on graduation as 100%, please

indicate what is your current knowledgé/skill level in each subject listed? (A value of

more than 100% indicates new knowledge/skills acquired, while a value of less than

100% indicates that part of your knowledge acquired is not relevant to your

professional work).

Skill/Knowledge Area % Skill/Knowledge Area Yo
Algorithms & Data Structures Physics
Architecture Electronics

Artificial Intelligence & Robotics

Control Theory

atabase & Information Retrieval

Communications Hardware

uman Computer Interaction

Management Information Systems

Numerical & Symbolical Computing

Decision Support Systems

Operating Systems

Business Subjects

Programming Languages

Numerical Analysis

Statistics

Operations Research

Softyfarc Ylethodology/Engineering
Net Vi

Signal Processing

thematics

Computational Linguistics

heory

Machine Translation

Th@ency table and histogram below show the number of responses from Siticon Valley and Dublin

S

(combined frequencies) that were received.

Table 66. Frequencies of Skills/Knowledge area

Place where survey was carried out

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Silicon Valley 15 40.5 40.5 405
Dublin 22 58.5 59.5 100.0
. Total 37 100.0 100.0
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Figure 40. Frequency Chart: Skill/Knowledge area

30

20

Frequency

Place where survey was carried out

1.50

Place where survey was carried out

{combined Dublin and Silicon Valley frequencies)

Table 67. Table showing Standard Deviation, Mean, Median and Variance for Skill/Knowledge area

Nationa Coll

owledge Standard Mean Median Variance
Deviation
s and Data 91.11 92.03 100 8§300.64
ure 78.05 93.92 100 6091.85
AN Intelligence & | 53.52 39.36 5 2864.41
% & Information 91.40 113.65 100 8353.07
Re ’
HuSaaiek omputer 79.02 75.41 75 6243.58
Iigraggipn '
Numerical & Symbolical | 57.29 56.57 50 3282.02
Computing
Operating Systems 80.62 118.24 100 6498.91
Programming Languages | 95.2 127.62 110 9062.35
Software 92.25 105.81 100 8510.44
Methodology/Engineering
Networks 81.41 132.97 130 6627.03
Logic 74.78 95.41 100 5592.19
Discrete Mathematics 52.37 47.46 50 2742.70
Automata Theory 50.38 31.49 0 2538.43
Cryptography 67.01 57.22 50 4490.34
Physics 91.42 53.38 3 8358.41
Electronics 59.20 64.86 65 3504.98
Control Theory 4943 32.23 3 2443.53
Communications 77.14 90.81 100 5950.71
Hardware
Management Information | 65.01 97.59 100 4226.08
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Systems ]
Decision Support Systems | 69.18 64.50 50 4785.29
Business Subjects 103.6 90 100 10733.33
Numerical Analysis 73.30 62.22 50 5373.49
Statistics 62.28 61.17 77.50 3879.60
Operations Research 55.32 | 48.46 50 3060.31
Signal Processing 53.29 35.29 0 2833.74
Computational 47.38 35.06 20 2244.53
Linguistics

Machine Translation 42.65 39.39 17.5 1819.33 |

ege of Irelan

National Coll

machine translation (42.65), and Computational Linguistics (47.65).

From the table above, very high levels of standard deviation (from 50.38 to 103.6) occur
in 24 out of 27 responses to the skills’knowledge question. Thus data is not clustered near
to the mean and in many cases data can be found at the extremities. A large level of
variance is also discernible in each of the 24 cases where standard deviation is high.

Standard deviation is below 50 in just three cases: Control Theory (49.43) and

This question measured the current level of knowledge or skill of Silicon Valley

and Dublin respondents for each skill listed, taking an initial level of 100% for each skill

at graduation. An analysis of the responses received, particularly the standard deviation

and variance figures in 24 cases, indicate a very large level of variance between current

skill levels of respondents in Silicon Valley, California, and Dublin, Ireland.

A breakdown of the statistics for each skill’knowledge area is given below, along

with histograms showing standard deviation and data distribution.

Algorithms and Data Structures

Table 68. Statistics: Skills [evel for Algorithms and Data Structures

Statistics
Skills level:

Place where | Afgorithms &

survey was Data
carried out Structures (%)
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 92.03
Median 2.00 100.00
Std. Deviation .50 91.11
Variance 25 8300.64
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Table 69. Frequencies: Skills level for Algorithms and Data Structures

Architecture

National College of Ireland

Skills leve!: Algorithms & Data Structures (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid  -100 1 2.7 2.7 27
0 4] 16.2 16,2 18.9
5 1 2.7 2.7 21.6
20 1 27 2.7 24.3
40 1 2.7 27 27.0
50 4 10.8 10.8 378
75 1 2.7 27 40.5
80 3 8.1 8.1 48.6
100 7 18.9 18.9 67.6
110 1 27 27 70.3
120 3 8.1 8.1 78.4
130 1 27 27 81.1
150 1 2.7 27 83.8
175 1 27 2.7 886.5
200 3 8.1 8.1 946
300 1 27 2.7 97.3
400° 1 T 27 2.7 100.0
Total 37 1 100.0 100.0

Table 70. Histogram: Skills level for Algorithms and Data Structures

Skills level: Algorithms & Data Structures (%)

Std. Dev = 91.11
Mean = 92.0
N=137.00

Frequency

~100.0 0.0 . 200.0 .0 400
-50.0 50.0 150.0 250.0 350.0

Skills level; Algorithms & Data Structures (%)

Table 71. Statistics: Skills level for Architecture

Statistics
Place where Skills level:
survey was Architecture
carried out (%)
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 93.92
Median 2.00 100.00
Std. Deviation .50 78.05
Variance 25 6091.85
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Table 72. Frequencies: Skills level for Architecture

Skills level: Architecture (%)

Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Vald  -100 - 1 27 27 27
0 4 108 10.8 13.5
5 1 27 27 16.2
20 1 27 27 18.9
30 1 27 27 216
40 1 27 27 243
50 5 13.5 13.5 37.8
75 1 27 27 40.5
80 2 54 5.4 459
90 1 27 27 486
100 3 B.1 8.1 56.8
110 2 54 5.4 622
115 1 2.7 27 64.9
120 3 g1 8.1 73.0
150 3 8.1 8.1 B1.1
160 1 27 2.7 83.8
200 5 13.5 135 97.3
300 1 2.7 27 100.0
Totat 37 100.0 100.0

Figure 41. Histogram: Skills level for Architecture

Skills level: Architecture (%)

Nation

lreland

o)
5 ) Std, Dev = 76.05
3 Mean =839
2 N=37.00
-100.0 00 1000 200.0 300.0
500 50.0 180.0 250.0

Skills leve!: Architecture (%)

Artificial Intelligence & Robotics
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Table 73. Statistics: Skills level for Artificial Intelligence and Robotics

Statistics
Skills level:

Place where Artificial
survey was Intelligence &
carried out Robotics (%)
N Valid 37 36
Missing 0 1
Mean 1.59 39.36
Median 2.00 15.00
Std. Deviation 50 53.52
Variance .25 2864.41

Table 74,

Frequencies: SKills level for Artificial Intelligence and Robotics

Skills level: Artificial Intelligence & Robotics (%)

' Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid -100 1 2.7 28 28
0 15 40.5 417 44 4
2 1 27 2.8 47.2
10 1 2.7 2.8 50.0
20 1 2.7 2.8 52.8
50 4 10.8 11.1 63.9
60 2 54 5.6 69.4
75 1 2.7 2.8 722
80 1 27 2.8 75.0
100 5 13.5 13.9 88.9
110 2 54 56 94.4
140 o 2.7 2.8 97.2
150 1 2.7 2.8 100.0
Total 36 97.3 100.0

Missing  System 1 27

Total 37 100.0

Figure 42. Histogram: Skills level for Artificial Intelligence and Robotics

Skills level: Artificial Intelligence & Robotics (%)

20

Frequency

-100.0

-50.0

50.0 100.0

150.0

Skills level: Artificial Intelligence & Robotics (%)

Database & Information Retrieval

Sid. Dev =52.52
Mean=2394
N = 36,00
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Table 75. Statistics: Skills level for Databases and Information Retrieval

Statistics

Skills level:

Place where Database &

SuUrvey was Information
carried out Retrieval (%)
N ~ Valie 37 a7
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 113.65
Median 2.00 100.00
Std. Deviation .50 91.40
Variance .25 8353.07

Table 76. Frequencies: Skills level for Databases and Information Retrieval

Skills level: Database & Information Retrieval (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent [ Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 3 8.1 8.1 8.1
3 1 2.7 27 10.8
12 1 2.7 27 13.5
20 1 27 27 16.2
30 1 27 27 18.9
50 3 8.1 8.1 27.0
80 1 27 2.7 28.7
80 2 5.4 5.4 351
90 1 27 2.7 37.8
100 6 16.2 16.2 54.1
110 1 2.7 2.7 56.8
120 3 a1 8.1 54.9
125 1 2.7 2.7 67.6
150 4 10.8 10.8 78.4
185 1 2.7 2.7 81.1
200 6 16.2 16.2 97.3
500 1 2.7 2.7 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Frequency

00
50.0

National College of Ireland

160.0 200.0

150.0 250.0

300.0

400.0
3500

5000
450.0

Figure 43. Histogram: Skills level for Databases and Information Retrieval

Skills ievel: Database & Informaticn Retrieval ('

Std. Dev = 81.40
Mean = 1136

* Skills level; Database & Information Retrieval (%)




Human Computer Interaction

Table 77. Statistics: Skills level for Human Computer Interaction

Statistics
Skills level:
Human

Place where Computer
survey was Interaction

carried out (%)
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 75.41
Median 2.00 75.00
Std. Deviation 50 79.02
Variance .25 6243.58

Table 78. Frequencies: SKills level for Human Computer Interaction

Skills level: Human Computer Interaction (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid -100 1 2.7 27 27

27.0 27.0 28.7

1 2.7 2.7 324

20 1 2.7 2.7 351

30 1 2.7 2.7 378

50 2 5.4 5.4 43.2

60 2 5.4 5.4 . 48.6

75 1 2.7 2.7 51.4

80 2 54 54 . 56.8

100 3 8.1 8.1 64.9

120 4 10.8 10.8 75.7

130 1 2.7 2.7 78.4

150 3 8.1 8.1 86.5

160 2 5.4 54 91.9

200 2 5.4 54 97.3

300 1 27 27 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

National College of Ireland
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Figure 44. Histogram: Skills level for Human Computer Interaction

Skills level: Human Computer Interaction (%)

5td. Dev = 79.02
Mean =754

Frequency
~

2000 300.0
-50.0 500 500 250.0

Skilis level: Human Computer Interaction (%)

Numerical & Symbolic Computing

Table 79. Statistics; Skills level for Numerical and Symbolic Computing

Statistics

Skills level:
Numerical &

Place where Symbolic

survey was Computing

carried out (%)

N Valid 37 35
Missing 0 2
Mean 1.59 56.57
Median 2.00 50.00
Std. Deviation .50 57.29
Variance T 25 3282.02

Table 80. Frequencies: SKills level for Numerical and Symbolic Computing

Skills level: Numerical & Symbolic Computing (%)

National College of
Ireland

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid -100 1 2.7 2.9 2.9
0 10 27.0 28.6 314
10 1 2.7 29 343
20 1 2.7 2.8 37.1
50 5 13.5 143 51.4
80 4 10.8 11.4 62.9
100 9 243 257 886
120 1 2.7 2.9 91.4
150 2 54 5.7 97.1
160 1 2.7 29 100.0
Total 35 94.6 100.0
Missing  System 2 54
Total 37 100.0
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Figure 45. Histogram: Skills level for Numerical and Symbolic Computing

Skills levei: Numerical & Symbolic Computing
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Table 81. Statistics: Skills level for Operating Systems

Statistics
Place where Skills level:
survey was Operating
carried out Systems (%)
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 118.24
Median 2.00 100.00
Std. Deviation .50 80.62
Variance 25 6498.91

Table 82. Frequencies: Skills level for Operat

Skills level: Operating Systems (%)

ing Systems

National College of Ireland

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 3 8.1 8.1 8.1
5 1 2.7 27 10.8
30 2 5.4 54 16.2
50 1 2.7 27 18.9
75 1 2.7 2.7 216
80 3 81 8.1 29.7
80 1 27 27 32.4
100 8 216 216 54.1
110 1 27 2.7 56.8
120 3 8.1 8.1 64.9
150 5 13.5 13.5 784
160 1 27 27 81.1
175 1 2.7 27 83.8
200 4 10.8 10.8 946
300 1 2.7 27 97.3
400 1 27 27 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0




Figure 46. Histogram Skills level for Operating Systems
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Programming Languages

Table 83. Frequencies: Skills Level for Programming Languages

Skills level: Programming Languages (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid 0 3 8.1 8.1 8.1
2 1 2.7 27 10.8
20 2 54 54 16.2
30 1 2.7 27 18.9
50~ 2 54 5.4 243
60 1 2.7 2.7 27.0
75 1 27 27 29.7
80 2 5.4 54 35.1
100 4 10.8 10.8 459
110 2 54 5.4 51.4
115 1 2.7 2.7 54.1
120 2 54 54 59.5
140 1 27 27 62.2
150 3] 16.2 16.2 78.4
175 1 27 27 81.1
180 1 2.7 2.7 83.8
200 3 8.1 8.1 S 919
300 1 27 2.7 94 6
400 2 54 5.4 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Table 84. Histogram: Skills Level for Programming Languages

National College of Ireland
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Skills level: Programming Languages (%)
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Skills level: Programming Languages (%)

Software Methodology/Engineering
Table 85. Statistics: Skills Level for Methodology/Engineering

Statistics
Skills level:
Software

Place where | Methodolog
survey was y/Engineeri

carried out ng (%)
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 5
Mean 1.59 105.81
Median 2.00 100.00
Std. Deviation .50 92.25
Variance .25 8510.44

National College of Ireland



Table 86. Frequencies: SKills Level for Methodology/Engineering

Skills level: Software Methodology/Engineering (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid -100 1 2.7 27 27
0 4 10.8 10.8 13.5
10 1 27 2.7 16.2
20 2 5.4 54 2186
30 3 8.1 8.1 29.7
50 3 8.1 8.1 37.8
80 1 2.7 2.7 40.5
100 4 10.8 10.8 51.4
120 3 8.1 8.1 59.5
130 1 2.7 2.7 62.2
150 4 10.8 10.8 73.0
175 1 2.7 2.7 75.7
180 1 2.7 2.7 78.4
200 7 18.9 18.9 97.3
400 1 2.7 - 27 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Figure 47, Histogram: Skills Level for Methodology/Engineering
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Table 87. Statistics: Skills Level for Networks

Statistics
Place where
survey was Skills level:
carried out Networks {%)
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 132.97
Median 2.00 130.00
Std. Deviation 50 81.41
: + Variance 25 6627.03
i O Table 88. Frequencies: Skills Level for Networks
2 m Skills level: Networks (%)
it Cumulative
] Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
S Valid  -100 I 27 27 2.7
" 9 0 2 54 5.4 8.1
; 10 1 27 2.7 10.8
Y — 20 1 2.7 2.7 135
e U 50 1 2.7 2.7 16.2
| — 80 2 5.4 5.4 21.6
O 160 3 8.1 8.1 29.7
' 110 3 8.1 8.1 37.8
N 120 2 54 54 43,2
E 130 3 8.1 8.1 51.4
o 150 4 108 10.8 62.2
160 2 5.4 5.4 67.6
= 200 10 27.0 27.0 94.6
_&E 300 2 54 54 100.0
h Total 37 100.0 100.0
ke
,[ : —
-3 s Figure 48. Histogram Skills Level for Networks
e O Skills level: Networks (%)
12
1 m —
&
5 Std. Dev = 81.41
= Mean = 133.0
‘E B N=37.00
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-50.0 50.0 150.0 2500

Skills level: Networks (%)
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Table 89. Statistics: Skills Level for Logic

Discrete Mathematics

Statistics
U Place where
survey was Skills level:
carried out Logic (%)
' N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 95.41
Median 2.00 100.00
m Std. Deviation 50 74.78
' Variance 25 5592 19
-
- Table 90. Frequencies: Skills Level for Logic
* .
’ Skills level: Logic (%)
h Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid -100 1 2.7 2.7 2.7
O 0 5 13.5 13.5 16.2
10 2 54 54 216
20 1 2.7 27 24.3
’ 50 2 5.4 54 29.7°
80 1 2.7 2.7 324
. 100 9 243 24.3 56.8
110 1 27 27 59.5
120 4 10.8 10.8 70.3
150 7 18.9 | - 18.9 89.2
— 170 1 27 27 91.9
. 200 2 5.4 54 97.3
300 1 2.7 27 100.0
O Total 37 100.0 100.0
Figure 49. Histogram: Skills Level for Logic
U Skills level: Logic (%)
@ :
‘. § Std. Dev = 74.78
N E— % Mean = 95.4
H = ‘ N =37.00
-100.0 00 100.0 200.0 300.0
-50,0 500 150.0 2500
Z Skills levet: Logic (%)
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Figure 50. Statistics: Skills Level for Discrete Mathematics

Statistics
Skills level:
Place where Discrete
survey was Mathematics
carried out (%)
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 47.46
Median 2.00 50.00
Std. Deviation .50 52.37
Variance .25 2742.70

Table 91. Frequencies: SKills Level for Discrete Mathematics

Skills level: Discrete Mathematics (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid -100 1 27 2.7 2.7
0 10 27.0 27.0 29.7
1 1 2.7 2.7 324
5 1 2.7 2.7 35.1
10 1 2.7 2.7 37.8
20 3 8.1 8.1 45.9
50 5 13.5 135 59.5
80 1 2.7 2.7 62.2
90 2 54 5.4 67.6
100 9 243 243 91.9
120 1 2.7 2.7 94.6
125 2 54 5.4 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Figure 51, Histogram: Skills Level for Discrete Mathematics
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Table 92. Statistics: Skills Level for Automata Theory

Statistics

Place where | Skills level:

survey was Automata

carried out Theory (%)
N Valid 37 35
Missing 0 2
Mean 1.59 31.49
Median 2.00 00
Std. Deviation 50 50.38
Variance 25 2538.43

Table 93. Frequencies: Skills Level for Automata Theory

Skills level: Automata Theory (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid -100 1 2.7 29 29
0 17 45.9 48.6 51.4
2 1 2.7 2.9 54.3
10 1 27 2.8 571
20 2 5.4 5.7 62.9
50 3 8.1 86 71.4
70 1 2.7 2.9 74.3
80 1 2.7 29 771
100 6 16.2 17.1 94.3
120 1 27 29 97.4
130 1 27 29 100.0
Total 35 94.6 100.0
Missing Sys'tem 2 54
Total 37 100.0

Figure 52, Histogram: Skills Level for Automata Theory
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Cryptography

Table 94. Statistics: Skills Level for Cryptography

Statistics
Place where Skills level:
survey was Cryptography
carried out (%)
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 57.22
Median 2.00 50.00
Std. Deviation .50 67.01
Variance .25 4490.34

Table 95. Frequencies: Skills Level for Cryptography

Skills level: Cryptography (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid  -100 1 27 27 2.7
0 13 35.1 351 37.8
2 1 2.7 27 40.5
20 1 2.7 2.7 43.2
50 4 10.8 10.8 541
70 1 2.7 2.7 56.8
75 1 27 27 59.5
90 2 5.4 54 64.9
100 5 16.2 16.2 81.1
105 1 2.7 27 83.8
110 1 27 27 86.5
125 1 27 2.7 89.2
130 1 2.7 27 91.9
200 3 8.1 8.1 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Figure 53. Histogram: Skills Level for Cryptography
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Physics

Table 96. Statistics: Skills Level for Cryptography

U Statistics
Place where
: survey was Skills level:
carried out Physics (%)
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 53.38
Median 2.00 30.00
Std. Deviation .50 91.42
h Variance .25 8358.41
I
Table 97. Frequencies: Skills Level for Cryptography
h Skills level: Physics (%)
O Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid -100 1 27 2.7 2.7
m 0 13 351 351 378
5 1 27 2.7 40.5
10 2 5.4 54 459
20 1 2.7 2.7 48 6
30 1 2.7 2.7 51.4
50 4 10.8 10.8 622
—— 80 3 8.1 8.1 70.3
» 100 9 24.3 243 94'6.
160 - 1 27 27 97.3
O 500 1 27 2.7 1000
: : Total 37 100.0 100.0
Figure 54. Histogram: Skills Level for Physics
Skills level: Physics (%)
20
N 10
E oy
= Std. Dev = 91.42
> Mean =53 4
[i]
£ o 7_ =37.00
-1000 090 1000 2000 4000 5000

Skills level: Physics (%).
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Table 98. Statistics: Skills Level for Electronics

Statistics
Place where Skills level:
survey was Electronics
carried out (%)
N Valid 37 36
Missing 0 1
Mean 1.59 64.86
Median 2.00 65.00
Std. Deviation .50 59.20
Variance .25 3504.98

Table 99. Frequencies: Skills Level for Electronics

Skills level: Electronics (%)

. - Cumulative -
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid -100 1 27 28 2.8
0 6 16.2 16.7 19.4
10 1 2.7 2.8 222
20 2 5.4 586 278
30 1 2.7 2.8 306
40 2 54 56 36.1
50 5 13.5 13.9 50.0
80 3 8.1 83 58.3
90 1 27 28 61.1
100 9 243 250 86.1
125 1 2.7 2.8 88.9
150 1 2.7 2.8 91.7
160 2 54 5.6 97.2
200 1 2.7 2.8 100.0
Total 36 97.3 100.0
Missing  System 1 2.7
Total 37 100.0

Figure 55. Histogram: Skills Level for Electronics
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Control Theory

Table 100. Statistics: Skills Level for Control Theory

Statistics
Place where Skills level:
survey was Control
carried out Theory (%)
N Valid 37 35
Missing 0 2
Mean 1.59 32.23
Median 2.00 3.00
Std. Deviation 50 49.43
Variance 25 2443 53

Skills level: Control Theory (%)

Table 101. Frequencies: Skills Level for Control Theory

Cumulative
Frequenc Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid -100 1 2.7 2.9 2.9
0 16 43.2 45.7 48.6
3 1 27 28 51.4
5 1 2.7 29 54.3
10 1 27 2.9 571
20 1 2.7 2.9 60.0
50 4 10.8 11.4 71.4
80 1 2.7 29 74.3
90 - 1 27 29 77.7
100 7 18.9 20.0 97.1
120 1 2.7 2.9 100.0
Total 35 94.6 100.0
Missing  System 2 54
Total 37 100.0

National College of Ireland




Figure 56, Histogram SKkills Level for Control Theory
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Communications Hardware

Table 102. Statistics: Skills Leve! for Communications Hardware

U Statistics
Skills level:
Place where | Communicati
survey was on Hardware
carried out (%)
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 90.81
Median 2.00 100.00
Std. Deviation .50 77.14
h Variance 25 5950.71
]

National College of

L
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Table 103. Frequencies: Skills Level for Communications Hardware

Skills level: Communication Hardware (%)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid  -100 1 2.7 2.7 2.7
0 7 18.9 18.9 2186
5 1 2.7 2.7 243
20 1 2.7 2.7 27.0
50 2 54 54 324
60 1 2.7 2.7 351
90 1 27 27 37.8
100 7 18.9 18.9 56.8
110 1 2.7 27 59.5
120 5 13.5 13.5 73.0
125 1 2.7 2.7 75.7
150 5 13.5 135 | - 89.2
200 3 8.1 8.1 97.3
300 1 27 27 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Figure 57. Histogram Skills Level for Communications Hardware
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Table 104. Statistics: Skills Level for Management Information Systems

Statistics

Skills level:
Place where Management

survey was Information

carried out Systems (%)
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 97.59
Median 2.00 100.00
Std. Deviation .50 65.01
Variance .25 4226.08

Table 105. Frequencies: Skills Level for Management Information Systems

Skills level: Management Information Systems (%)

Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 0 3 - 81 8.1 8.1
5 1 27 2.7 10.8
15 1 2.7 2.7 13.5
20 1 27 2.7 16.2
30 2 5.4 5.4 21.6
33 2 5.4 5.4 27.0
60 1 27 27 29.7
75 1 2.7 2.7 32.4
90 2 54 5.4 37.8
100 8 21.8 21.6 59.5
110 1 2.7 27 62.2
120 4 10.8 10.8 73.0
140 2 5.4 54 78.4
150 4 10.8 10.8 89.2
160 1 2.7 2.7 919
200 2 5.4 54 97.3
300 1 2.7 2.7 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Figure 58. Histogram: Skills Level for Management Information Systems
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Decision Support Systems

Table 106. Frequencies: Skills Level for Decision Support Systems

National College of Ireland

Statistics
Skills level:

Place where Decision

survey was Suppont
carried out Systems (%)
N Valid 37 36
Missing 0 1
Mean 1.59 64.50
Median 2.00 50.00
Std. Deviation .50 69.18
Variance .25 4785.29

Table 107. Frequencies: Skills Level for Decision Support Systems

Skills levei: Decision Support Systems (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid -100 1 27 2.8 2.8
0 8 218 22.2 250
2 1 2.7 2.8 27.8
10 2 54 5.6 333
20 4 10.8 11.1 44.4
S50 3 8.1 8.3 52.8
90 2 54 5.6 58.3
100 5 13.5 13.9 72.2
110 1 2.7 2.8 75.0
120 . 2 5.4 56 80.6
125 1 2.7 28 83.3
140 1 27 2.8 86.1
150 2 54 5.6 91.7
175 1 27 28 94.4
200 2 54 56 100.0
Total 36 973 100.0
Missing  System 1 27
Total 37 100.0
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Business Subjects

Figure 59. Histogram: Skills Level for Decision Support Systems
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Table 108, Statistics Level for Business Subjects

Statistics
Place where | Skills level:
survey was Business
carried out Subjects (%)
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 o
Mean 1.59 90.00
Median 2.00 100.00
Std. Deviation .50 103.60
Variance .25 10733.33

Table 109, Frequencies: Skills Level for Business Subjects

Skills level: Business Subjects (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid  -100 1 2.7 2.7 2.7
¥ 10 27.0 27.0 29.7
10 1 2.7 27 324
20 2 5.4 54 37.8
40 1 27 2.7 405
50 1 2.7 27 432
8q 2 54 5.4 486
100 4 10.8 10.8 59.5
110 1 2.7 2.7 62.2
120 2 5.4 5.4 67.6
150 6 16.2 16.2 838
180 1 2.7 2.7 86.5
200 4 10.8 10.8 97.3
500 1 2.7 2.7 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0




Figure 60. Histogram: Skills Level for Business Subjects

Skills level: Business Subjects (%)

Std. Dev = 103.60
Mean = §0.0
=37.00

Frequency
N

41000 0.0 100.0 2000 3000 400.0 500.0

Skills level: Business Subjects (%)

ege of

Numerical Analysis

Table 110. Statistics: Skills Level for Numerical Analysis

Statistics

Place where Skills level;

survey was Numerical

carried out Analysis (%)
N Valid 37 36

m Missing 0 1
Mean 1.59 62.22
Median 2.00 50.00
' = ' S$td. Deviation C .50 73.30
Variance 25 5373.49

]

National Coll
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Table 111. Frequencies: Skills Level for Numerical Analysis

Skills level: Numerical Analysis (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid -100 1 2.7 2.8 2.8
0 10 27.0 27.8 30.6
5 1 2.7 2.8 33.3
10 2 54 5.6 38.9
20 1 2.7 2.8 417
50 4 10.8 11.1 52.8
75 1 2.7 2.8 55.6
80 1 2.7 2.8 58.3
80 1 2.7 2.8 61.1
100 7 18.9 19.4 806
110 2 5.4 56 86.1
120 1 27 2.8 88.9
150 1 2.7 2.8 91.7
160 1 27 2.8 94.4
200 1 2.7 2.8 97.2
300 1 2.7 2.8 100.0
Total 36 97.3 100.0

Missing  System 1 2.7

Total 37 100.0

Figure 61. Histogram: SKills Level for Numerical Analysis
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Table 112. Statistics: Skills Level for Statistics

Statistics
Place where
survey was Skills level:
carried out Statistics (%)
N Valid 37 36
Missing 0 1
Mean : 1.59 61.17
Median 2.00 77.50
Std. Deviation 50 62.28
Variance .25 3879.00
Table 113, Frequencies: Skills Level for Statistics
Skills level: Statistics (%)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
-100 1 2.7 2.8 2.8
0 9 243 250 27.8
2 1 27 2.8 30.6
5 1 27 2.8 33.3
10 1 2.7 2.8 36.1
50 4 10.8 111 47.2
75 1 27 2.8 50.0
80 2 54 5.6 55.6
90 1 2.7 28 58.3
100 10 27.0 278 86.1
110 2 54 56 91.7
140 1 2.7 28 94.4
200 2 5.4 56 100.0
Total 36 97.3 100.0
Missing  System 1 2.7
37 100.0

Figure 62. Histogram: Skills Level for Statistics
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Operations Research

Table 114. Statistics: Skills Level for Statistics

Statistics
Place where Skills level:
survey was Operations
carried out Research (%)
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 48.46
Median 2.00 50.00
Std. Deviation 50 55.32
Variance 25 3060.31
Table 115. Frequencies: Skills Level for Statistics
Skills level: Operations Research (%)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid -100 1 2.7 2.7 27
0 12 32.4 324 35.1
3 1 2.7 2.7 378
5 1 27 27 405
10 1 2.7 27 43.2
20 1 2.7 27 45.9
50 4 10.8 10.8 56.8
70 1 2.7 2.7 59.5
80 1 2.7 27 62.2
90 2 54 54 67.6
100 7 189 18.9 86.5
110 2 5.4 54 91.9
125 1 27 27 94.6
140 2 54 54 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0
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Figure 63. Histogram: Skills Level for Operations Research
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Table 116. Statistics: Skills Level for Signal Processing

Statistics
Skills level:

Signal Place where

Processing survey was

(%) carried out
N Valid 35 37
Missing 2 0
Mean 35.29 1.59
Median .00 2.00
Std. Deviation 53.23 .50
Variance 2833.74 .25
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Table 117. Frequencies: Skills Level for Signal Processing

Skills level: Signal Processing (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid -100 1 2.7 2.9 2.9
0 17 45.9 48.6 514
5 i 2.7 2.9 543
10 1 2.7 29 571
50 4 10.8 11.4 68.6
60 1 2.7 29 714
70 1 2.7 2.9 74.3
100 6 16.2 17.1 91.4
120 2 5.4 5.7 971
150 1 2.7 29 100.0
Total 35 946 100.0

Missing  System 2 5.4

Total 37 100.0

Figure 64. Histogram: Skills Level for Signal Processing
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Table 118. Statistics: Skills Level for Computational Linguistics

Statistics
Skills level:
Place where . Signal
survey was Processing
carried out (%)
N Valid 37 35
Missing 0 2
Mean ' ' 1.59 35.29
Median 2.00 .00
Std. Deviation .50 53.23
Variance .25 2833.74

Table 119. Frequencies: Skills Level for Computational Linguistics

Skills level: Signal Processing (%}

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent [ Valid Percent Percent

Valid -100 1 2.7 29 2.9
0 17 459 48.6 51.4
5 1 2.7 29 543
10 1 2.7 29 571
50 4 10.8 11.4 68.6
60 1 27 2.9 714
70 1 27 29 74.3
100 6 16.2 17.1 914
120 2 54 5.7 97.1
150 1 27 2.9 100.0
Total 35 94.6 100.0

Missing  System 2 54

Total 37. 100.0

Figure 65. Histogram: Skills Level for Computational Linguistics
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Table 120. Statistics: Skills Level for Machine Translation

Statistics
Skills level:
Place where Machine
survey was Transation
carried out (%)
N Valid 37 38
Missing 0 1
Mean 1.59 39.39
Median 2.00 17.50
Std. Deviation .50 42.65
Variance .25 1819.33

Table 121. Frequencies: Skills Level for Machine Translation

Skills level: Machine Transation (%)

- Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid 0 14 378 389 389
1 1 27 238 4.7
2 1 2.7 2.8 44.4
10 2 5.4 56 50.0
25 1 2.7 28 52.8
50 5 13.5 13.9 66.7
70 2 54 56 72.2
80 1 2.7 2.8 75.0
100 9 24.3 25.0 100.0
Total 36 97.3 100.0

Missing  System 1 2.7

Total 37 100.0

Figure 66. Histogram: Skills Level for Machine Translation
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Question 5. Can you suggest new immerging topic areas in which you have recently

acquired knowledge/skills? Please also score these on the same scale as Question 4.

Skill/Knowledge Area

Yo

Skill/Knowledge Area

%

Table 122. Place where survey was carried out showing New Skills Level — Crosstabulation

National College of Ireland

New Skill Skill Category | % Skill Dublin % Dublin | Silicon Silicon
Category New Skill % Skill | Valley New Valley
Level Skill % Skill
Level
Architecture Architecture 8.7 5.9 130
Hardware Architecture 59 100
Interfaces
Strategic Analysis Business 13.0 5.9 400
Subjects
Requirements Business 5.9 130
Analysis Subjects
Financing Business 16.7
Subjects
Video Media and 44 16.7 100
Editing/Compressio | Graphics
n
Inteiligent Networks 26.0 59 180
Networks '
Mobile Networks Networks 5.9 200
Fixed Networks Networks 5.9 180
Distributed Networks 5.9 100
Systems
Transmissions Networks 59 150
Systems
Routing Networks 16.7 50
New Programming | Programming 17.4 59 33.3 150,
Languages Languages 150
Web Design Programming 59 130
Languages
Project Project 44 59 150
Management Management
Messaging Technical 17.4 5.9 200 16.7 200
Documentation
Technical Technical 5.9 200
Documentation Documentation
Help Systems Technical 5.9 200
Documentation
Telecoms Telecommunic | 8.7 1.8 200,
ations 100
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Figure 67. New Skills As Reported By Silicon Valley and Dublin 1T Employecs

22

Survey Location

Silicon Valley

23 responses were received for question five: 6 by Silicon Valley, and 17 by Dublin IT
employees. There were 19 new skills reported in total. The skill, ‘Telecoms’, was
reported by two Dublin employees (11.8 percent). The skill, ‘New programming
languages’, was reported by two Silicon Valley workers (33.3 percent), and by one
Dublin worker (5.9 percent). The ‘Messageing’ skill was reported by one Dublin (3.9
percent) and one Silicon Valley employee (16.7 percent).

There .were a large variety of new skills reported by respondents. The largest
category of new skills reported was in the networks group, reported by 6 respondents in
total (26.0 percent): 5 Dublin and | Silicon Valley employee. Technical documentation
and new programming languages were the next largest categories reported by 4
respondents in each case (17.4 percent). Business subjects were the next largest category
reported by 3 respondents in total (13.0 percent). The following categories had two

respondents in each case (8.70 percent): architecture, telecommunications. The following
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categories had one respondent in each case (4.4 percent): media and graphics, project
management.

There was also a large variety in the level of new skills reported by respondents,
the largest being strategic analysis (400 percent skill level reported by a Dublin
respondent), and the smallest being routing (50 percent skill level reported by a Silicon

Valley respondent).

Question 6. Are you a member of any professional computer organisation? Yes

No

Table 123, Crosstabulation: Membership of professional organisations

Place where survey was carried out °® Indicates if member of professional organisation
Crosstabulation

Indicates if member of
professional
organisation
No Yes Total

Place where survey  Silicon Valley Gount 1" 4 16
was cafried out :/‘:in:‘u:':g;::; ot 73.3% 26.7% | 100.0%

% within Indicates if

member of professional 36.7% 57.1% 40,5%

organisation

% of Total 29.7% 10.8% 40.5%

Dublin Count 19 3 22

% within Indicates if

member of professional 63.3% 42.9% 59.5%

organisation

% of Total 51.4% 8.1% 59.5%
Total Count 30 7 37

o i

s/:: fiﬁ?,"&:l.agﬁrfﬁf ;eut 81.1% 189% | 100.0%

% within Indicates if

member of professional 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

organisation

% of Total 81.1% 18.9% 100.0%

National College of Ireland
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20

Co
unt

Silicon Valley

Dublin

Place where survey was carried out

Figure 68. Histogram: Membership of professional organisations

Indicates if member of
professional
organisation

Table 124. Statistics: Membership of professional organisations

Statistics
Indicates if
Place where member of
survey was professional
carried out organisation
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59
Median 2.00
Mode 2
Std. Deviation .50
Variance .25
Range 1
Minimum 1
Maximum 2
Sum 59

Table 125, Frequencies: Places where survey was carried out

with membership of professional organisations

Place where survey was carried out

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Silicon Valley 15 40.5 40.5 405
Dublin 22 585 58.5 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0
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Table 126. Frequencies: Indicates if member of professional organisation

Indicates if member of professional organisation

Cumuiative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Vaiid No 30 81.1 811 81.1
Yes 7 18.9 18.9 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

The résults show that professional computer organisation membership is very low among
both Dublin and Silicon Valley respondents. In Silicon Valley, 4 respondents (26.7
percent) reported that they were members. However, |1 Silicon Valley respondents (73.3
percent) reported that they were not members of any professional computer societies. In
Dublin, 3 respondents (13.6 percent) reported that they were members. However, 19
Dublin respondents (86.4 percent) reported that they were not members of any
professional computer organisation.

Although Silicon Valley respondents reported a slightly higher percentage of
professional computer organisation membership that Dublin respondents, there is a very
large majority of respondents in both locations (81.1 per cent of total responses) who are

not members of any computer organisation.

Quesion 7a. How do you currently acquire new skills? On the job training, night

courses, personal reading/research

‘Fable 127. Frequencies: How sKkills are currently acquired - Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley

National College of Ireland

Statistics

How new

Place where skills are

survey was currently

carried out acquired
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 1.84
Median 2.00 1.00
Mode 2 1
Std. Deviation .50 .89
Variance .25 897
Range 1 2
Minimum 1 1
Maximum 2 3
Sum 59 68

5
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Table 128. Crosstabulations: How skills are currently acquired

Place where survey was carried out * How new skilis are currently acquired Crosstabulation

How new skills are currently acquired

Personai
On the job Night reading/r
training Courses esearch Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 7 1 7 15
was carried out % within Place where
o Within "ace 46.7% 67% | 467% | 100.0%

survey was carried out

% within How new skills

0, 0, C, 0,
are currently acquired 33.3% 100.0% 46.7% 40.5%

% of Total 18.9% 27% 18.9% 40.5%
Dublin Count 14 8 22
% within Place where o N o
survey was carried out 83.6% 36.4% 100.0%
% within How new skills o o o
are currently acquired 66.7% 53.3% 59.5%
% of Total 37.8% 21.6% 59.5%
Total Count 21 1 15 37
o it
% within Place where 56.8% 27% | 405% | 100.0%

survey was carried out
% within How new skills
are currently acquired
% of Total . 56.8% 2.7% 40.5% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Figure 69. Histogram: How skills are currently acquired

i8
14 4
12 4
104
How new skifls are
8 currently acquired
5]
n the job training
4
ight Courses
2
C ersonal reading/res
O.U 0 earch

Silicon Valley Dublin

Place where survey was carried out

Respondents in both locations reported a high percentage of new skills being acquired
through on the job training: 14 Dublin respondents reported that they received on the
job training (63.6 per cent), while 7 Silicon Valley respondents reported receiving on the
job training (46.7 per cent). Personal reading/research was reported by 8 Dublin
respondents (36.4 per cent) and 7 Silicon Valley respondents (46.7 per cent). Only 1
Silicon Valley respondent (6.7 per cent) and no Dublin respondent reported receiving

training for new skills through night courses.
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Thus, results for acquiring new skills indicates that respondents most frequently
report on the job training (56.8 per cent of total respondents), followed by personal
reading and research (40.5 per cent of total respondents). Night courses are not a
common method of acquiring skills for respondents from either location (2.7 per cent of

total respondents).

Quesion 7b. How do you propose to reskill in emerging topics?
Table 129. Crosstabulations: Reskilling in emerging topics

Place where survey was carried out * How worker proposes to reskill in emerging topics Crosstabulation

How worker proposes to reskill in emerging topics
Personai Night n-house
Research Courses Training No Response Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley  Count 6 3 3] A5
was carmied out ﬁﬁ;’;’gfg::;fm 40.0% 20.0% 40.0% | 100.0%
% within How warker
proposes to reskill in 35.3% 50.0% 85.7% 40.5%
emerging topics
% of Total 16.2% 8.1% 16.2% 40.5%
Dublin Count 1 3 7 1 22
:f‘ng:' :‘v:fg n‘;?’eh: ot 50.0% 13.6% 31.8% 45% | 100.0%
% within How worker
proposes to reskill in 64.7% 50.0% 100.0% 14.3% 59.5%
emerging topics
% of Total 29.7% 81% 168.9% 2.7% 59.5%
Count 17 6 7 7 37
3:2:‘&:?2;:::& 45.9% 16.2% 18.9% 189% | 1000%
% within How worker
proposes to reskill in 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
emerging topics
% of Total 45.9% 16.2% 18.9% 18.9% 100.0%

Figure 70. Histogram: Reskilling in emerging topics
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How worker preposes
to reskili in emerging
topics

National College of
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EEINight Courses
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Co house Training
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Table 131:

Frequencies. Place where survey was carried out with reskilling in emerging topics

Table 130. Frequencies: Reskilling in emerging topics

Statistics

How worker
proposes to

Place where reskill in

survey was emerging

carried out topics

N Vaiid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 2.1
Median 2.00 2.00
Mode 2 1
Std. Deviation .50 1.20
Variance .25 1.43
Range 1 3
Minimum 1 1
Maximum 2 4
Sum 59 78

-Place where survey was carried out

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Silicon Valley 15 40.5 405 40.5
Dubtin 22 59.5 595 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Table 132, Frequencies: How worker proposes to reskill in emerging topics

How worker proposes to reskill in emerging topics

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Personal Research 17 459 459 459
Night Courses 6 16.2 16.2 622
In-house Training 7 18.9 18.9 81.1
No Response 7 18.9 18.9 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

A large percentage of Silicon Valley respondents did not answer this question (40
percent), compared to just 4.5 per cent of Dublin respondents. Respondents in both
loéatidns réported a high'p‘ercentage for reskilling in new emerging. topics througﬁ
personal research: |1 Dublin respondents (50 per cent), and 6 Silicon Valley
respondents (40 per cent). In the case of reskilling through in-house training, 7 Dublin
respondents (31.8 per cent) reported that they proposed to reskill through in-house

training, while no Silicon Valley respondent proposed this. With regard to reskilling
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through night courses: 3 Dublin respondents (13.6 per cent), and 3 Silicon Valley
respondents (20 per cent) proposed to reskill in this way.

Thus, results for proposing to reskill in emerging topics indicate that respondents
most frequently report personal research (45.9 per cent of total respondents). In both
locations respondents showed only minimal interest in reskill through night courses
(16.2 per cent of total respondents). The biggest difference between both groups in terms
of reskilling was in the case of. in-house training, where Silicon Valley respondents
showed no interest in this (0 percent), while Dublin respondents showed a keen interest

(31.8 per cent).

Quesion 7c. In your opinion which are the most important topic areas in which to

reskill?

ege of

Table 133. Crosstabulations: Important areas in which to reskill

Re%lopic Dublin Silicon Valley | Total

No. & % of No. & % of No. & % of
respondents | respondents respondents
ok 4,182 1, 6.7 5,13.5
ent Information 2,91 0,0 2,54
Sys
NeSmBewgramming 2,9.1 [, 6.7 3, 8.1
| Ladgages/ Tools : s ‘
Data Retrieval 1,4.5 0,0 1,2.7
Operating Systems 1, 4.5 1,6.7 2,54
Architecture 2.9.1 0.0 - 2,54
Web Services 1,4.5 0,0 1,2.7
Telecommunications 1,4.5 0,0 1,2.7
Mentoring 1,4.5 0,0 1,2.7
Financial Area 0.0 1,6.7 1,2.7
No Response 7,32 11,73.2 18, 48.7
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Figure 71. Histogram: Important areas in which to reskill
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A vel of no response was received from Silicon Valley employees surveyed (73.2
per as to new skills that they wished to reskill in, compared with a much lower lack
of se from Dublin employees surveyed (32 per cent). 10 skills that respondents felt
i portant to reskill in were reported in total: 4 by Silicon Valley, and 9 by Dublin
rmnts.

He skill, ‘networks’, was reported by 4 Dublin respondents (18.2 percent), and
bmilicon Valley respondent (6.7 percent). The skill, ‘New programming
languages/tools’, was reported by 2 Dublin respondents (9.1 percent), and by 1 Silicon
Valley respondent (6.7 percent). ‘Management information systems’ and
‘Architecture’ skills were each reported as important to reskill in by 2 Dublin
respondents (9.1 per cent in each case). ‘Operating systems’ was reported by one Dublin
respondent (4.5 percent) and and one Silicon Valley respondent (6.7 percent).

~ Other ékills reported by one Dublin employee surveyed (4.5 per cent in each case)
were: web services, telecommunications and mentoring. Financial area skills were

reported by one Silicon Valley employee surveyed (6.7 per cent).

Question 8. When did you last receive training for new skills that are required as

part of your job? Never received training, 1 to 3 months, 4 to 6 months, 7 to 9
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months.

Table 134. Crosstabulations: When last received training

Place where survey was carried out * When training was last received Crosstabulation

months, 10 to 12 months, 13 to 15 months, 16 to 18 months, 19 to 21 months, 22 to 24

When training was last received
Never
received 1010 12113 to 1516 to 1822 to 24

o Responsitraining Jto 3 monthito 8 monthite 9 monthimonths |months [months |months | Total
Place where s Silicon Va Count g1 - 5, 7 1 1 1 15

was caried ou % within Place w o o o o
survey was carf 33.3% 46.7% 67% | 6.7% 6.7% [100.0%

% within When t| o o, o o
was |ast receive 62.5% 636% | 100.0% | 50.0% 25.0% | 40.5%
% of Total 13.5% 18.9% 27% | 27% 2.7% | 40.5%
Dublin Count 1 3 <] 4 1 3 1 3 22

% within Place W o, o )
survey was carr 45% | 13.6% 27.3% 18.2% 4.5% | 13.6% | 4.5% | 13.6% [100.0%

% within When t . e . . .
was |ast receive 100.0% | 37.5% | 100.0% 36.4% 50.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 75.0% | 59.5%
% of Total 2.7% | 8.1% 16.2% 10.8% 27% 1 B81% | 2.7% | 8.1% | 59.5%
Total Count 1 8 6 1 1 2 3 1 4 7

% within Place w o o o o o o o o o
survey was carr 2.7% | 21.6% 16.2% 29.7% 27% | 54% | 81% | 2.7% | 10.8% (100.0%

% within When {|
v:a\:lltast receive 100.0% [100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% [100.0% [100.0% (100.0%
% of Total 2.7% | 21.6% 16.2% 29.7% 27% 1 54% ¢t 8.1% | 2.7% [ 10.8% (100.0%
Figure 72, Histogram: When last received training
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[E¥]Never received train

ing

ﬁ1 to 3 months
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Table 135, Statistics: When last received training

Statistics

Place where When
survey was training was
carried out last received
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 3.48
Median 2.00 3.00
Mode 2 3
Std. Deviation 50 . 2.56
Variance. 25 6.53
Range 1 9
Minimum 1 0
Maximum 2 9
Sum 59 128

Table 136. Frequencies: Place where survey was carried out

For when training was last received

Place where survey was carried out

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Silicon Valley 15 40.5 40.5 40.5
Dubiin 22 59.5 59.5 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Table 137: Frequencies: When training was last received

When training was last received

Cumulative
. Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid No Response 1 2.7 27 27
Never received training 8 216 2186 243
1 to 3 months [¢] 16.2 16.2 40.5
4 to 6 months 11 29.7 29.7 70.3
7 to 9 months 1 27 27 73.0
10 to 12 months 2 5.4 5.4 78.4
13 to 15 months 3 8.1 81 86.5
16 to 18 months 1 27 27 89.2
22 to 24 months - - 4 10.8 108 - 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0

Employees surveyed in both locations gave a high response level to the question of when
they last received training. Only | Dublin employee (4.5 percent) did not give any
response. The highest Silicon Valley response for having received training within 4 to 6

months was reported by 7 respondents (46.7 percent). However 5 Silicon Valley
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respondents (33.3 percent) said they had never received training. Overall 66.7 percent of
Silicon Valley respondents reported having received training within a 24-month period.

The highest Dublin response was for having received training within 1 to 3
months (6 respondents, 27.3 percent), followed by 4 respondents (18.2 percent) who
received training within 4 to 6 months. However, 3 respondents (13.6 per cent) reported
that they had' never received training. Overall 18 respondents (81.9 percent) reported
having received training within a 24-month period.

From the above results Dublin respondents report that they have received a
greater degree of training within a 24-month period. (81.9 per cent) than Silicon Valley

respondents (66.7 percent).

12.3.9 Question 9. How does your employer help you to acquire new skills? By
funding external courses, by providing on the job training, through mentoring by

fellow staff

Table 138. Crosstabulations: How employer helps you acquire new skills

Case Processing Summary

Cases
" Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Place where survey
:Z;fr:;jgy?rﬂ 37| 100.0% 0 0% 37 | 100.0%
helps worker reskill

Table 139. Place where survey was carried out -How employer helps you acquire new skills

Place where survey was carried out * How employer helps worker reskill Crosstabulation

How employer helps worker reskill
By funding | By providing Through
external onthe job |mentoring by
courses training fellow staff | No Response Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 4 4 7 15
was carried out % within Place where
survey was carried out 26.7% 26.7% 46.7% 100.0%
% within How employer|
helps worker reskill 36.4% 44.4% 46.7% 40.5%
% of Total 10.8% 10.8% 18.9% 40.5%
Dubtin Count 7 5 8 2 22
% within Place where
survey was carmied out 31.8% 22.7% 36.4% 9.1% | 100.0%
% within How employer|
helps worker reskill 63.6% 55.6% 53.3% 100.0% 59.5%
% of Total 18.9% 13.5% 21.6% 5.4% 58.5%
Total Count 11 9 15 2 37
% within Place where
survey was carried out 28.7% 24 3% 40.5% 5.4% 100.0%
% within How employer|
helps worker reskill 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 29.7% 24.3% 40.5% 5.4% 100.0%
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Figure 73. Histogram: How employer helps you acquire new skills
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140. Statistics: How employer helps you acquire new skills
Statistics
How
Place where employer
survey was | helps worker
carried out reskill
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 222
Median 2.00 2.00
Mode 2 3
Std. Deviation 50 .85
Variance .25 .90
Range 1 3
Minimum 1 1
Maximum 2 4
Sum 59 82

Table 141, Frequencies: How employer helps workers to reskill

How empioyer helps worker reskill

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid By funding external - ;
courses 11 297 29.7 297
By providing on the
job training 9 24.3 24.3 54.1
Through mentoring
by feliow staff 15 40.5 40.5 946
No Response 2 54 54 100.0
Total 37 100.0 100.0
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Respondents in both locations reported a high percentage of new skills being acquired
through mentoring my fellow staff: 8 Dublin respondents (36.4 per cent) and 7 Silicon
Valley respondents (46.7 per cent) reported receiving mentoring by fellow staff. Funding
of external courses was reported by 7 Dublin respondents (31.8 per cent) and 4 Silicon
Valley respondents (26.7 per cent). On the job training was reported by 5 Dublin
respondents (22.7 per cent) and 4 Silicon Valley respondents (26.7 per cent)

Thus, results for employers helplng respondents to acquire new skills 1ndlcates
that mentoring by fellow staff (40.5 per cent of total respondents) is the preferred choice
of employer training. This is followed by funding of external course (29.7 per cent of

total respondents), and by on the job training (24.3 per cent of total respondents).

Question 10. On a scale of 0 to 5 (with 0 being of no importance and 5 being of great
importance), please indicate the importance that you would place on the following

aspects of your life.

Aspects of Life 0-5

Scale

Successful work life

Happy family life

Fuifilling leisure pursuits
Satisfying friendships

Varied social life

Early retirement

Personal fulfilment through hobbies
Life-long learning '

Children’s academic success
Compatible relationship

Good prospects of promotion at work
Financially comfortable

Voluntary work in the community

Table 142. Frequencies for Aspects of Life for Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley

Statistics
1. 2. 3. 4. 3. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10 11. 12. 13.

N Valid a7 37 37 37 37 a7 37 37 a7 37 37 37 37

Missing 0 0 o] 0 0 0 o] o} 0 o} 0 o] o]
Mean 3.8784 | 47297 | 3.7095 | 3.8784 | 3.0541 | 3.2828 | 3.2638 | 3.5405 | 2.5811 | 4.4459 | 2.9730 | 4.2027 | 2.2027
Median 4.0000 | 5.0000 | 3.7500 | 4.0000 | 3.0000 | 3.0000 | 3.0000 | 4.0000 | 3.0000 | 5.0000 | 3.0000 | 4.0000 | 2,0000
Mode 4.00 5.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 3.00 500 3.00 5.00 3.00
Std. Deviation 1.2438 | 6078 | 1.0026 | .B772 |1.0787 | 1.2391 | 1.1817 | 1.2382 | 1.7140 | .8959 [ 1.4622 | .9388 | 1.2881
Variance 154731 .3694 | 1.0053 | .7695 | 1.1637 | 1.5353 | 1.3964 | 1.5330 | 2.9377 | .8026 | 2.1381 | .8814 | 1.6592
Range 5.00 3.00 3.00 200 4.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 5.00 4.00 5.00 3.00 4.00
Minimum .00 2.00 2.00 3.00 1.00 .00 1.00 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 2.00 00
Maximum 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00
Sum 143.50 [ 175.00 | 137.25 | 143.50 | 113.00 | 121.50 [ 121.50 | 131.00 | 95,50 | 164,50 | 110.00 | 1556.50 | 81.50

548



Table Key: 1. Successful work life, 2. Happy family life, 3. Fulfilling leisure pursuits, 4. Satisfving friendships, 3.
Varied social life, 6. Early retirement, 7. Personal fulfiliment through hobbies, 8. Life-long learning, 9. Children’s
academic success, 10. Compatible relationship, 11. Good prospects of promotion al work, 12, Financially comfortable,

13. Voluntary work in thc community

Table 143. Frequencies for Dublin: Aspects of Life

Statistics
1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10 11. 12, 13.

N Valid 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22

Missing 1] Q 0 1] 0 0 o] 0 0 0 o] 0 0
Mean 3.5000 {4.6364 |3.8864 [4.1136 |3.1364 |3.0682 |3.5682 |3.6816 |2.7955 |4.3636 |2.6636 |3.8636 |2.7500
Median 4.0000 (5.0000 |4.0000 |4.0000 {3.0000 |3.0000 |4.0000 |3.5000 (3.0000 (5.0000 |3.0000 |4.0000 (3.0000
Mode 4.00 5.00 5.00| 500 3.00| 300} 400 5.00 4.00 5.00 3.00 4.00 3.00
Std. Deviation 1.3363 | .7267 |1.0903 | .8988 | 9902 |1.3653 {1.1577 |1.2868 (1.7228 (1.0931 [1.6123 | .9902 (1.0206
Variance 1.7857 | 5281 {t.1889 | 8079 | 9805 |1.8642 |1.3404 |1.6558 |2.9681 |[1.1948 |2.5996 | 9805 |1.0417
Range 5.00 3.00 3.00| 200| 400| 500| 4.00 4.00 5.00 400} 5.00 3.00| 4.00
Minimum .00 2.00 200! 3.00 1.00 .00 1.00 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 2.00 .00
Maximum . 5,00 5.00 5.00 5.00 500 65.00 5.00 5,00 5.00 5.00 5.00 500 4.00
Sum 77.00 |102.00 | B5.50 | 90.50 [ 69.00 | 67.50 | 78.50 | 81.00 [ 61.50 | 96.00 | 63.00 | B5.00 | 60.50

-

Table Key: 1. Successful work life, 2. l'lafyp_v family life, 3. Fulfilling lcisure pursuits, 4. Satisfving friendships, 5.
Varied social life. 6. Early retirement, 7. Persenal fulfillinent through hobbies, 8. Life-long learning, 9. Children’s
academic success, 10. Compatible relationship, 11. Good prospects of promotion at work, 12. Financially comfortable,

13. Voluntary work in the community

Table 144. Frequencies for Silicon Valley Aspects of Life

Statistics
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 5. 10 11. 12. 13.

N Valid 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 4.4333 | 4.8667 | 3.4500 |3.5333 |2.9333 [3.6000 | 2.8667 | 3.3333 [2.2667 [4.5667 | 3.1333 | 4.7000 | 1.4000
Median 5.0600 [5.0000 | 3.0000 (3.0000 [3.0000 [3.0000 | 3.0000 | 4.0000 | 3.0000 |5.0000 | 3.0000 |5.0000 |1.0000
Mode 5.00 5.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.00 5.00 3.00 5.00 1.00
Std. Deviation 8633 | .3519 | .B248 | 7432 |1.222B | .9856 [1.1255 [1.175% [1.7099 | 4952 [1.2459 | 5916 |1.2421
Varlance 7452 | 1238 | .6804 | .5524 |1.4952 | .9714 | 1.2667 | 1.3810 | 2.9238 | .2452 | 1.5524 | .3500 |1.5429
Range 3.00 1.00 3.00 2.00 4.00 3.00 4.00 400 5.00 1.00 5.00 2.00 4.00
Minimum 2.00 4.00 2.00 3.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 .00 4.00 .00 3.00 .00
Maximum 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00
Sum 66.50 | 73.00) 51.75| 53.00[ 44.00 | 5400 43.00| 5000 | 34.00| 638350} 47.00| 70.50 | 21.00

Table Key: 1. Successful work life. 2. Happy family life, 3. Fulfilling leisure pursuits, 4. Satisfving {riendships, 5.
Varied social life. 6. Early retirement, 7. Personal fulfillment through hobbies. 8. Life-long learning. 9. Children’s
academic success, 10. Compatible relationship, 11. Good prospects of promotion at work, 12. Financially comfortable,

13. Voluntary work in the community

Activities

National College of Ireland

The activities in question four can be divided into three groups: work, home, and leisure.

The groups with their allotted activities are arranged as follows:
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Work: Successful work life, early retirement, good prospects of promotion at work,
financially comfortable
Home: Happy family life, children’s academic success, compatible relationship
Leisure: Fulfilling leisure pursuits, satisifying friendships, varied social life, personal
fulfillment through hobbies, life-long learning, voluntary work in the community

Some activities may fit into two or more groups, such as life-long learning may be
appropriate for both work and leisure; early retirement may impinge on work, home,

leisure, and community, as more time is freed up to become involved in other pursuits.

Frequencies for Aspects of Life

Both Dublin and Silicon Valley respondents reported that a happy family life was the
most important aspect of life (Dublin mean was 4.64, Silicon Valley mean was 4.87).
Compatible relationship also received a high degree of importance for both locations
(Dublin mean was 4.36, Silicon Valley mean was 4.57). Respondents from both locations
assigned medium importance to life long learning (Dublin mean: 3.68; Silicon Valley
mean: 3.33), and to fulfilling leisure pursuits (Dublin mean: 3.89; Silicon Valley mean:
3.45). Respondents from both locations assigned low level of importance to children’s
academic success {Dublin mean: 2.79; Silicon Valley mean: 2.27). Voluntary work in the
community was assigned the lowest rate of importance by respondents from both
locations (Dublin mean: 2.75; Silicon Valley mean: |.4).

* For Silicon Valley respondents successful work life was more important (mean:
4.43) than it was for Dublin respondents (mean: 3.50). Also Silicon Valley respondents
gave higher importance to being financially comfortable {mean: 4.7) than Dublin
respondents (mean: 3.86). Dublin respondents reported that satisfying friendships (mean:
4.11) was of high importance, compared to Silicon Valley respondents (mean: 3.53).

Overall, both Dublin and Silicon Valley respondents assigned a high level of
importance to aspects of life in the home: a happy family life and compatible relationship.
For Silicon Valley respondents work aspects of life also received high levels of

importance (financial security and successful work life), while for Dublin respondents

National College of Ireland

leisure aspects of life received higher levels of importance (satisfying friendships and

fulfilling pursuits).
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Correlations for Aspects of Life
Data received for Question 10 from Silicon Valley and Dublin respondents have been
analysed below, using the Pearson Correlation Bivariate statistic (two-tailed). A level of

significance of 0.01 (1%) is marked **. A level of significance of 0.05 (5%) is marked *.

Table 145. Correfation Coefficients for Aspects of Life: Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley

Correlatiofis

: . ) 1. 2. . 3. 4. 5. .| 86 7. 8. 9. 10 11, 12. 13.
1. Pearson Corrd 1.000 | -.045| -472* -307 | -.150 149 [ -458* 143 132 .019 754 7777 -.314
Sig. (2-tailed) . 793 .003 085 375 378 .004 .398 437 912 .000 .000 059
2. Pearson Corrd -.045 | 1.000 255 067 | -019| -.024 168 .089 222 .5634% 179 196 .019
Sig. (2-tailed) | .793 . 128 694 809 | .886 321 601 .187 .001 .289 245 .913
3, Pearson Corrd -.472* .255 [ 1.000 17 8817 -.016 7407 247 | -.255 361" -294 | -.353* 4297
Sié;, (2-tailed) | .003 128 . 000 | .000| .927 000 | 140 128 .028 077 .032 .008
4, Pearson Corrg -.307 .067 717" 1.000 682* -025 604 .382* -.280 371t -219| -.222 4107
Sig. (2-taited) .065 594 .000 . .000 .884 .000 .020 094 .024 192 186 012
5. Pearson Corrd -150 | -.019 5617 .682% 1.000 113 467* 082 | -423" 219 | -228| -.107 252
Sig. (2-tailed) 375 809 000 000 .| 508 004 832 009 1893 AT5 528 133
6. PearsonCorrg .149 | -024| -016| -.025| .113| 1.000 072 -166| -.201 008 112 .307 | -.050
Sig. (2-tailed) 378 .886 927 884 .506 . 674 326 .233 963 511 .064 768
7. Pearson Corrd -458* .168 740" 604" .48677 .072{ 1.000 149 | -.163 205 -253| -.316 3957
Sig. (2-tailed) .004 321 000 | .000| .004| .B874 . 380 | .336 223 131 .057 016
8. Pearson Corrd 143 088 247 .382*| .082] -166 1491 1.000 247 415% 254 130 .4957
Sig. (2-tailed) 388 801 140 020 632 326 .380 . 140 011 130 443 .002
9.  PearsonCorrd .132 222 | -255| -280| -4231 -.201]| -.163 247 | 1.000 .035 428% 106 118
Sig. (2-tailed) 437 .187 128 .094 .008 233 .336 140 . 839 .008 532 486
10 Pearson Corrd 019 534" 3617 371 218 .008 .205 415" .035 1.000 211 228 .256
Sig. (2-tailed) | 912 .001 028 | .024| 193] .963 223 011 B39 . 210 A75 125
11. Pearson Corrg . 754* 179 | -294| -219| -228| .112| -253| .254 4287 .211 ) 1.000 7027 032
Sig. (2-tailfed) | .000| .288 77| 92| 75| 511 131 130 .008 .210 .| .000 849
12. Pearson Corrd .777%| .196 | -.353"| -222| -107 307 | -.316 130 106 228 702% 1.000 | -.285
Sig. (2-tailed} | .000 .245 032 .186 528 | 064 057 443 532 175 .000 . 113
13. Pearson Corri -.314 .019 429*|  410* 252| -050| .395% 4854 .118 256 .032 | -265| 1.000
. Sig. (2-tailed) 059 913 | - .008 ..012 133 .768 016 002 .486 125 -.849 113

™ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*.Corretation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

a Listwise N=37
Table Key: 1. Successful work life, 2. Happy family life, 3. Fulfilling leisure pursuits, 4. Satisfying friendships, 5.
Varied social life, 6. Early retirement, 7. Personal fulfillment through hobbies, 8. Life-long learning. 9. Children’s
academic success, 10. Compatible relationship, 11, Good prospects of promotion at work, 12. Financially comfortable,

13. Voluntary work in the community
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Table 146. Correlation Coefficients for Aspects of Life: Dublin

Correlatiohs

1. 2. 3. 4, 5, 8. 7. 8. 9. 10 11. 12, 13, jl

1. Pearson Corrg 1.000 | - 147 | -466* -149] -018 | 098] -392] 318| 202] .000| 8519 .7027 113

Sig. (2-tailed) .| 514| .029| 500| .937| .665| .071| .149| .368| 1.000| .000| .000| .615

2. Pgarson Cord 147 [ 1,000 | 336| .176| 138 | -0a6| 286 125| 299| 5347 118| .193| .095|

Sig. (2-tailed)| 514 1261 434 53g| 840l 98| 579l 1ve| .010| 00| .394| .&70

3. PearsonCorrd -466* .336| 1.000| .682% .544* .077| .799% 211 | -209| .4767 -280| -280| .348

Sig. (2-tailed) | 028 | .126 .| .000( .008( .732| 000 .347| 350 .025{ 207 .207| .113

4. PearsonCorrg -149 | .176| .682% 1.000| 6779 .081| 679 .362| -238| .489" -055| .018| .305

Sig. (2-tailed) | 500 | .434| .000 | ©01| 786| 001| .098| 286| .021| 810| .936| .168

5. PearsonCorrd -018| .138| .544% 6774 1.000| -042| .552% .185| -178} .392| .102| .020| .365

Sig. (2-tailed) | 937 | 53g] .008| .001 851| Q08| 400| .427| 071| 653| 9301 095

6. PearsonCorre 098 | -046| 077 | .061| -042| 1.000| 057 | -041| -090| -017 | 284 .289[ .278

Sig. (2-tailed) | 85| .840| .732| .788| .B51 .| .801| .855| ..B91| .939| 235| .192| 211

7. PearsonCorrg -392{ 286 | 799 6797 552 057| 1.000) o031l .2550 243 -288| -178] 136

Sig. (2-tailed}| 071 | .198| .000| .001| .008| .801 .| 80| .252( .2v6| .193| .427| .546

8. PearsonCorrd 38| .125| 211 362| .185| -041| .031] 1.000| .206| 459 276 301| 6257

Sig. (2-tailed) | 149 | .579| 2347 | .098| .409| 855 .890 | | .3s59| .032| .213| .174| .002

9. PearsonCorrd 202 | 299 -209| -238| -178| -090 | -255| .208| 1.000| .041| .208| .206| .125

Sig. (2-tailed) [ 368 | 176 | .350| .286| .427| 691| 252 .359 | 855| 178 357 .579

10 Pearson Corrd 000 | .534* .476% 489 392 -017| .243] .459*] .041| 1.000| .246) .268| .427*

Sig. (2-tailed) | 1.000 | .010| 025| o021, .071| .93%| .276| .032| .855 | 271| -228| 048

11. Pearson Corrd .851* 118 -280| -055| .102| .264| -288| 276| 208 .246| 1.000| .853* .210

Sig. {(2-talled}| o00| &00) .207| 810 .£83| 235| 193 213 .178| 271 J] 000 349

12, Pearson Corrd 702*| .193| -280| .018( .020,| 289 | -178| .301| .206| .268| .853* 1.000{ .200

Sig. (2-tailed) [ 000 | .391| .207| .936| .930| .192| .427| 174 .357| .228| .000 | o.ar2

13. Pearson Corrd 113 | .096| .348| .305| .365| .278| .136| .625* .125| .427¢ .210| .200]| 1.000
Sig. {2-tailed)| 615| 670| .113| 168}, 095| 211| .546| Q02| 579| .048| 349 372

National College of Ireland

13. Voluntary work in the community

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level {2-tailed).
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
alistwise N=22

Table Key: 1. Successful work life, 2. Happy family life, 3. Fulfilling leisure pursuits, 4. Satistying friendships, 5.

Varied social life. 6. Early retirement, 7. Personal fulfilhment through hobbies, 8. Life-long learning, 9. Children’s

academic success, 10. Compatible relationship, 11. Good prospects of promotion at work, 12. Financially comfortable,
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Table 147. Correlation Coefficients for Aspects of Life: Silicon Valley

Correlatiofs

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10 11. 12. 13.

1. PearsenCorrd 1.000 | -031| -331| -386| -343| 008 | -414| -047 231 | -.158 573" 867 -.6737
Sig. (2-tailed) . 812 | .228| .155 211 976 125 868 408 579 | 025 .000 .006

2. PearscnCorrd -031 | 1.000| .221 018 | -.354 | -185 132 115 182 465 | 369} -206 .294
Sig. (2-tailed) | 912 . 428 | 949 195 | 557 .638 683 516 .081 176 462 .287

3. PearsonCorrg -331 221| 1.000 | .746% .616% -.092 589" 258 | -.484 006 | -288 | -344 457
Sig. (2-tailed)| .228 428 . Reloy] 014 | 744 021 353 .068 733 297 .208 087

4.  Pearson Corrd -.386 018 | .746 1.000 | .749* .020 347 354 | -570*f .285)] -545% -422 284
" Sig. (2-tailed) | 155 849 | ' 001 L .001°| 945 .205 195 .027 .304 036 17 287
5.  Pearson Corid -343( -354 .616" 749" 1.000| .450 356 | -.083 | -777 -110| -744% -276 113
Sig. (2-tailed} | .211 195 014 .0 .| 092 192 769 001 6961 .00 319 689

6. PearsonCorrd 008 | -165| -092 .020 | 450 1.000 335 | -370| -.356( -.015% -361 .086 | -.268
Sig. (2-tailed) | 976 557 744 .945 .092 . 222 175 193 859 | 187 .761 333

7. PearsonCorrd -414 132 | .5897 .347 356 | .335 | 1.000 252 | -.166 337 -139 -333 501
Sig. (2-tailed) | 125 638 | 021 205 92| 222 . 365 .655 21¢] 621 .228 057

8. Pearson Corrq -.047 115 258 | .354 | -083| -370 262 ( 1.000| .273 450 260 .000 343
Sig. (2-tailed) | .868 .683 353 85| 769 | 175 .365 . 326 092 | 349 | 1.000 .21

8. Pearson Corrd .231 182 | -484 | -570° -T77*| -356| -.166 273 | 1.000 104 753% 191 | -054
Sig. (2-taited) | 408 5161 068 .027 .001 193 555 .326 . 7127 .00 498 .849

10 Pearson Corrd -.156 465 086 | .285| -110| -015 337 450 104 [ 1.000 ] 042 -171 .360
W 2 -tailed) | 579 081 733 304 .696 | .959 .219 .092 712 . 881 .543 188
Pealon Corrd 573" 369 | -.288 | -545* -744* -361| -139 260 7537 042 | 1.000| .397| -083
“(2-tailed) | 025 476 297 | 036 .001 187 621 .349 001 .881 . 143 768
arson Corrd 867 -206| -344 | -422| -276| .086| -333 .000 91| 171 397 | 1.000 [ -.5547
2-tailed) | .000 462 | 209 | 117 319 | 761 .226 | 1.000 496 543 143 . .032

on Corrd -673% .294 457 | 294 13| -.268 501 343 | -.054 360 | -.083| -554% 1.000

2-tailed) | 006 .287 .087 | 287 688 | .333 0567 211 .849 188 768 032

*.Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
rrqation is significant at the 0.01 level {2-tailed).
i N=15

Tal!c Key: I. Successful work life, 2. Happy family lifc, 3. Fulfilling leisure pursuits, 4. Satisfying friendships, 3.
Varicd social life, 6. Early rctirement, 7. Personal fulfillment through hobbics, 8. Life-long learning, 9. Children’s
academic success, 10. Compatible relationship, 11. Good prospects of promotion at work, 12. Financially comfortable,

13. Voluntary work in the community

Positive Correlations

With regard to positive correlations, it is interesting to note that the majority of the
activities that are positively correlated belong to the same group. This can be seen in the
following cases:

Work group: Successful work life is positively correlated good prospects of promotion
at work (r=.754, p<.001),.financially comfortable (r=.777, p<.001). Good prospects of
promotion at work is positively correlated with financially comfortable (r=.702, p<.001).
Home group: Happy family life ts positively correlated with compatible relationship
(r=534, p<.001).
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Leisure Group: Fulfilling leisure pursuits is positively correlated with satisfying
friendships ((r=.717, p<.001), with varied social life (r=.561, p<.001), with personal
fulfillment through hobbies (r=.740, p<.001), with voluntary work in the community
(r=.429, p<.001). Satisfying friendships is positively correlated with varied social life
(r=.682, p<.001), with personal fulfillment through hobbies (r=.604, p<.001), and with
life-long learning (r=.382. p<.001), with voluntary work in the community (r=..410,
p<.001). Varied social life is positively correlated with personal fulfillment through
hobbies (r=.467, p<.001). Personal fulfillment through hobbies is positively correlated
with voluntary work in the community (r=.395, p<.001). Life-long learning is positively
cofreléted with voluntary work in the comﬁunity (r=.495, p<.001).

Positive correlations that do not belong to the same group are as follows:
Life-long learning (leisure) and compatible relationship (home), (r=.415, p<.001).
Children’s academic success (home) and good prospects of promotion at work (work),
(r=.428, p<.001). Fulfilling leisure pursuits (leisure) and compatible relationship (home),
(r=.361, p<.005). Satisfying friendships (leisure) and compatible relationship (home),
(r=.371, p<.005). The lack of positive correlation between the groups of work and home,

and leisure and work are particularly striking.

Results of Positive Correlations

Results indicate that the greatest positive correlations occur between aspects of life of the
same group, whether work, home, or leisure. There is also some positive correlation that
occurs between aspects of life in the groups of leisure and home (three positive
correlations noted). Just one positive correlation was found to occur between aspects of

iife in the groups of home and work.

Negative Correlations
With regard to negative correlations, it is interesting to note that in all cases, aspects of
life that are negatively correlated do not belong to the same group. This can be seen in the

following cases:

National College of Ireland
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Successful work life (work) is negatively correlated with fulfilling leisure pursuits
(leisure), (r= -.472, p<.001), and personal fulfillment through hobbies (leisure), (r=-.458,
p<.001).

Varied social life (leisure) is negatively correlated with children’s academie success
(home), (r=-.423, p<.001).

Fulfilling leisure pursuits (leisure) is negatively correlated with financially

comfortable (work), (r=-.353, p<.005). J

Results of Negative Correlations

Aspects of life were negatively correlated in four cases: work with leisure in three cases,
leisure with home in one case. These results imply that certain aspects of life pertaining

to work, and others pertaining to leisure, negatively affect the pursuit of each other.

Differences in Correlations Between Silicon Valley and Dublin

Major differences between correlations of aspects of life for Dublin and Silicon Valley
correlations were found in six cases. These are listed below:

Successful work life (work) and voluntary work in the community (leisure): combined
r= -314, p<.005; Dublin r=.113; Silicon Valley, r= -.673, p<.00l. This combined
correlation without significance shows a negative correlation of 99 percent significance
for Silicon Valley, and a positive correlation without significance for Dublin.

Varied social life (leisure), and early retirement {work): combined r=.113; Dubiin r= -
.042; Silicon Valley r=450. Dublin shows a negative correlation whereas Silicon Valley
shows a positive correlation, though neither is significant.

Varied social life (leisure), and good prospects of promotion at work (work):
combined r= -.228; Dublin r=.102; Silicon Valley r=-.744, p<.001. Silicon Valley shows
a hegétive correlation with a 99 per cent level of significance, whereas Dublin shows é
non-significant positive correlation.

Financially comfortable (work), and voluntary work in the community (leisure):

National College of Ireland

combined r=-.265; Dublin r=200; Silicon Valley r= -.554. p<.005. Silicon vatlley shows a
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negative correlation with a 95 per cent level of significance, whereas Dublin shows a

non-significant positive correlation.

Results of Differences in Correlations

Major differences between Silicon Valley and Dublin correlations occurred in four cases.
In. the case of successful work life (work) being correlated with voluntary work in the
community (leisure), varied social life (leisure) being correlated with good prospects of

promotion at work (work), and financially comfortable (work) being correlated with

e of

voluntary work in the community (leisure), Silicon Valley correlations were negative,
hile Dublin correlations were positive. In the case of varied social life (leisure)

correlated with early retirement (work), Silicon Valley correlation was positive, while

=Y

rrelation were negative.

d

Qu% 11. In the last month, please indicate the approximate number of hours
t

spe each of the following:

i | ; Activities Hours
Hobbies/Leisuretime/Socialising
—

Family time

Fulfilling leisure pursuits

) .| Training or academic pursuits
Work

National Coll
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Table 148. Frequencies for time spent at various activities: Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley

National College of

Statistics
Hours spent |, Hours spent | Hours spent
al various at various at various
activities per | Hours spent | activities per | activities per
month: at various month: month: Hours spent
Place where | Hobbies/Lei | activities per Fulfiliing Training or at various
survey was | suretime/So month: leisure academic activities per
carried out cialising Family time pursuits pursuits month: Work
N Valid 37 37 37 37 37 37
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 1.59 4462 48.43 23.11 10.78 161.05
Median 2.00 40.00 30.00 16.00 10.00 160.00
Mode 2 40 10 10 0 160
Std. Deviation .50 35.24 51.50 18.55 12.87 55.54
Variance 25 124219 2852.31 344.27 165.62 3085.00
Range 1 195 225 80 50 320
Minimum 1 5 0 0 0 a
Maximum 2 200 225 80 50 320
Sum 59 1651 1792 855 399 5959
U " Table 149, Frequencies for Dublin and Silicon Valley Activities
Activity | Mean | Median | Mode | Std, Dev. | Variance | Range | Mini Maxi
mum mum
Du\lu Hobbies | 48.68 | 44 50 41.29 1704.8 | 195 5 200
i Hobbies | 38.67 40 40 23.94 573.10 75 5 80
Y
D Family 50.77 21 10 45.06 2030.38 150 10 160
Time
Family 45 10 0 61.27 3753.57 225 0 225
Time
Dublin | Fulfilling { 23.86 18 10 14.68 215.36 50 0 50
Leisure
Pursuits
Silicon | Fulfilling 22 10 10 23.66 560 80 0 80
Valley Leisure
Pursuits
Dublin | Training/ | 13.36 10 0 15.29 233.86 50 0 50
Academic
Pursuits
Silicon | Training/ 7 10 0 7.02 49.29 40 0 40
Valley | Academic
, Pu rsuits ‘
Dublin Work 161.0 160 160 30.51 930.34 140 100 240
9
Silicon Work 161 170 2 80.85 6536.43 320 0 320
Valley
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Table 150. Crosstabulations for time spent at various activities

Case Processing Summary

Cases

Valid

Missing

Total

Percent N

Percent

Percent

Place where survey was
carried out * Hours spent
at various activities per
month:

alising

Place where survey was
carried out * Hours spent
at various activities per
month: Family time
Place where survey was
carried out * Hours spent
at various activities per
month: Fulfilling leisure
pursuits

Place where survey was
carried out * Hours spent
at various activilies per
month: Training or
academic pursuits

Place where survey was
carried out * Hours spent
various activities per
onth: Work

Hobbies/Leisuretime/Soci

37

37

37

7

37

100.0% 0

100,0% 0

100.0% 0

100.0% 0

100.0% 0

0%

<O°/U

0%

0%

0%

37

37 .

37

37

37

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Hobbies/Leisuretime/Socialising

151. Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent at various activities per month:

Crosstab
Hours spent at various activities per month: Hobbies/Leisuretime/Socialisin
8 10 15 20 30 32 40 48 50 60 70 75 80 100 | 200 | Total
Pl where Silicon V Count 1 3 2 4 1 1 2 15
WGL % within Plac
survey was cq 8.7% 20.0% |13.3% 26.7% 6.7% 6.7% |13.3% 00.0%
] ‘% within Hour]
at various acl . . i .
permonth:  50.0% 50.0% 00.0% [50.0% 57.1% 16.7% 00.0% 66.7% 40.5%
Hobbiesfl eisy
Socialising
% of Total 27% B8.1% | 5.4% 10.8% 2.7% 2.7% | 54% 40.5%
Dublin  Count 1 1 2 2 1 3 1 5 i 1 1 ] 1 22
% within Placy 45% | 4.5% | 9.1% 91% | 4.5% [13.6% | 4.5% [22.7% | 4.5% | 4.5% 45% | 45% | 4.5% [00.0%
survey was cg ’ : : . . ) : : . ' . ) '
% within Hour
at various act
per month:  150.0% 00.0% [50.0% |00.0% 50.0% |00.0% [42.9% [00.0% {83.3% [00.0% |00.0% 33.3% |00.0% |00.0% (59.5%
Hobbies/Leisy
Sacialising
% of Tatal 27% | 2.7% | 5.4% 54% | 2.7% | 81% | 27% |13.5% | 27% | 27% 27% | 2.7% | 2.7% [59.5%
Total Count 1 2 2 3 4 1 7 1 6 1 1 1 3 1 1 7
% within Plac 27% | 5.4% | 54% | 8.1% 10.8% | 2.7% |18.9% | 2.7% [162% | 2.7% | 2.7% | 2.7% | B.1% | 2.7% | 2.7% |00.0%
s“rvey was cq . . . . 8 . . . 0 0 . 0 . . o . . o . ]
% within Hour]
at various acty
permanth:  100.0% {00.0% |00.0% 00.0% |00.0% 100.0% {00.0% |00.0% |00.0% [00.0% [00.0% [00.0% [00.0% [00.0% {00.0% [00.0% |00.0%
Hobbies/Leisy
Sociaiising
% of Total 2.7% | 5.4% | 5.4% | 8.1% |10.8% | 2.7% [18.9% ! 27% |16.2% | 2.7% | 2.7% | 2.7% ]| 8.1% | 2.7% | 2.7% [00.0%
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Figure 74. Bar chart of place where shrvey was carried out showing hours spent at various activities

per month: Hobbies/Leisuretime/Socialising

s [ a0
a2

40

5

Silicon Valley

i)t..

Dublin

Count

Place where survey was carried out

Hours Spent on Hobbies/Leisuretime/Socialising

Data for hours spent at various activities per month for hobbies/leisuretime/socialising
showed a large variation in responses, especially from Dublin respondents. Variance was
1704.8 and standard deviation was 41.29. The range of Dublin replies was between 5 and
200 hours per month. The largest group of Dublin respondents (5: 22.7 per cent) reported
that they spent 50 hours each month on hobbies/leisuretime/socialising. 3 Dublin
respondents (13.6 percent) reported spending 40 hours each month on hobbies, while 2
(9.1 percent) respondents reported spending 30 hours on hobbies. A further 2 Dublin
respondents (9.1 percent) reported spending IS hours on hobbies. The most common
range of hours reported to be spent on hobbies, occurred within the 30 to 50 hour period,
reported by 12 (54.5 per cent) of Dublin respondents,

. In Silicon Valley, there was less-variation in reply. Variance was 570.20, and
standard deviation was 23.94. The range of hours spent on hobbies was from 5 to 80
hours per month. The largest group of Silicon Valley respondents (4, 26.7 per cent)
reported that they spent 40 hours each month on hobbies/leisuretime/socialising. 3 Silicon

Valley respondents (20 percent) reported spending 20 hours each month on hobbies,
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while 2 (13.3 percent) respondents reported spending 30 hours on hobbies. A further 2
Silicon Valley respondents (13.3 percent) reported spending 80 hours on hobbies. The
most common range of hours reported to be spent dn hobbies, occurred within the 20 to
40 hour period, reported by 9 Silicon Valley respondents (60 per cent). This compares
with 54.5 per cent of Dublin respondents spending between 30 and 50 hours each month
on hobbies. Results therefore indicate that Dublin respondents spend more hours on

hobbies each month than Silicon Valley respondents.

eland

Table 152. Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent at various activities per month:

Family time

Crosstab
Hours spent at various activities per month: Family time
0 J 10 | 15|20 |30 |32 |40 50 |60 80|90 [100]¢10]120] 150|160 | 225 |Total
Place wher Silicon ¥ Count 4 4 3 1 1 1 1 15
was camec Zﬂﬁg’;‘l:f 6.7% 6.7% 0.0% |8.7% [6.7% 8.7% 6.7% )0.0%
- % within Hao - . )
at various ad0.0% §0.0% 0.0% )0.0% §0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.5%
month: Fami
% of Total |0.8% [0.8% 8.1% (2.7% |2.7% 2.7% 2.7% 30.5%
Dublin  Count 4 1 3 3 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 22
o s
sleé:l:v:? 8.2% [4.9% |3.6% ]3.6% | 4.5% |4.5% 13.6% 4.5% |4.5% (4.5% [4.5% 4.5% (4.5% 0.0%
% within Ho L
at various ad 0.0% )0.0% 10.0% DD.0% D0.0% )0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 30.0% §0.0% p0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.5%
month: Fami
% of Total 08%|27% |B.1% |8.1%12.7% |2.7% [8.1% 27% |2.7%|27% |2.7% 27% |2.7% 59.5%
Total Count 4 8 1 3 3 1 1 6 1 2 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 i
% within Pla
survey was 0.8% 21.6% | 2.7% |8.1% [8.1% |2.7% |2.7% 16.2% [ 2.7% |5.4% |2.7% | 2.7% | 2.7% | 2.7% | 2.7% | 2.7% | 2.7% }0.0%
% within Ho
at various ag0.0% D0.0% )0.0% 90.0% )0.0% }0.0% 00.0% )0.0% )0.0% )0.0% 30.0% 30.0% pG.0% )0.0% )0.0% )0.0% 30.0% )0.0%
month: Fami R
% of Total |0.8% 21.6% [2.7% |B.1% [8.1% [2.7% |2.7% |6.2% |2.7% |5.4% | 2.7% | 2.7% | 2.7% { 2.7% | 2.7% [2.7% | 2.7% )0.0%
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Figure 75. Bar chart of place where survey was carried out showing hours spent

at various activities per month: Family Time
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Hours Spent at Family Time

Data for hours spent at various activities per month for family time showed a large
variation in responses for both Dublin and Silicon Valley respondents. In Dublin variance
was 2050.38 and standard deviation was 45.06. The range of Dublin replies was from 10
to 160 hours per month. The largest group of Dublin respondents (4, 18.2 per cent)
reported that they spent 10 hours each month on family time. 3 Dublin respondents (13.6
percent) reported spending 20 hours each month on family, while a further 3 (9.1 percent)
respondents reported spending 30 hours. 3 Dublin respondents (9.1 percent) also reported
spending 50 hours on family. The most common range of hours reported to be spent on
family time, occurred within the 10 to 50 hour period, reported by 16 (72.7 per cent) of
Dublin respondents.

" In Silicon Valley there was an immense variation in replies for hours spent on
family time, ranging from 0 to 225 hours per month. Variance was 3753.57, and standard
deviation was 61.27. The largest group of Silicon Valley respondents (4, 26.7 per cent)
reported that they spent 0 hours each month with family. A further 4 Silicon Valley

respondents (26.7 per cent) reported spending 10 hours with family per month. 3 Silicon
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Valley respondents (20 percent) reported spending 50 hours each month on family time.

The most common range of hours reported to be spent on family, occurred within the 10

to 50 hour period, reported by 7 (46.7 per cent) of Silicon Valley respondents. This

compares with 72.7 per cent of Dublin respondents spending between 10 and 50 hours

each month on family time. Results therefore indicate that Dublin respondents spend

more hours with family each month than Silicon Valley respondents.

Table 153. Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent at various activities per month:

Fulfilling leisure pursuits

Crosstab
Hours spent at various aclivities per month: Fulfilling feisure pursuits
0 8 10 15 16 20 30 40 50 70 80 Total

Place where surv Silicon Valle Count 2 6 4 1 1 1 15
was carried out % withi

% within Place why ., 4o 40.0% 26.7% 6.7% 87% | 67% [ 100.0%

survey was carmed|

% within Hours spg

at various activilieg

9 " o

per month: Fulilin 66.7% 60.0% 80.0% 20.0% 100.0% [ 100.0% 40.5%

leisure pursuits

% of Total 5.4% 16.2% 10.8% 2.7% 2.7% 2.7% | 40.5%

Dublin Count 1 1 4 3 2 1 4 4 2 22

% within Place whi N N N N N o o . o

survey was carded 4.5% 4,5% | 18.2% 13.6% 9.1% 4.5% 18.2% 18.2% 9.1% 100.0%

% within Hours sp4

al vanious activities

per month: Fulfiliin 33.3% | 100.0% | 40.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 20.0% | 100.0% | B80.0% | t00.0% 59.5%

leisure pursuits

% of Total 2.7% 2.7% | 108% 8.1% 5.4% 27% | 10.8% | 10.8% 54% 59.5%
Total Count 3 1 10 3 2 5 4 5 2 1 1 37

% within Place wh ,

survey was carried 8.1% 27% | 27.0% 8.1% 54% 1 13.5% 10.8% 13.5% 54% 27% 2.7% | 100.0%

% within Hours spd

at various activities 1o, nor | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% { 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

per month; Fulfillin

leisure pursuits

% of Total 8.1% 2.7% | 27.0% B.1% 54% | 13.5% 10.8% 13,5% 5.4% 2.7% 2.7% | 100.0%
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Figure 76. Bar chart of place where survey was-carried out showing hours spent at various activities

per month: Fulfilling Leisure Pursuits
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For Dublin respondents, data reported for hours spent at various activities per month for
fulfilling leisure pursuits was within the range 0 to 50 hours. Variance was 213.36, and
standard deviation was [4.68. The largest group of Dublin respondents (4: 18.2 per cent)
reported that they spent 10 hours each month on leisure pursuits. 4 Dublin respondents
(18.2 percent) reported spending 30 hours each month, while a further 4 respondents
(18.2 percent) reported spending 40 hours on teisure pursuits. The most common range of
hours reported being spent on leisure pursuits, occurred within the 10 to 40 hour period,
reported by 18 Dublin respondents (81.8 per cent).

In Silicon Valley data reported for hours spent at various activities per month for
fulfilling leisure pursuits was within the range 0 to 80 hours. Variance was greater than
for Dublin, 3753.57, and standard deviation was also greater at 23.66. The largest group
of Silicon Valley respondents (6: 40 per cent) reported that they spent 10 hours each
month on leisure pursuits. A further 4 Silicon Valley respondents (26.7 per cent) reported
spending 20 hours on leisure pursuits per month. The most common range of hours
reported to be spent on leisure pursuits, occurred within the 10 to 20 hour period, reported
by 10 (66.7 per cent) of Silicon Valley respondents. This compares with 81.8 per cent of

Dublin respondents spending between 10 and 40 hours each month on leisure pursuits.
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Results therefore indicate that Dublin respondents spend more hours on leisure pursuits

each month than Silicon Valley respondents.

Training or academic pursuits

Table 154. Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent at various activities per month:

Crosstab
Hours spent at various activities per month: Training or academic pursuits -
- 0 3 5 10 15 16 20 25 30 40 50 | Total
Place where su Silicon Val Count 6 1 6 2 15
was carried out o, withi : : :
:ix::'”\”:;af;m 40.0% 6.7% | 40.0% 13.3% 100.0%
% within Hours 3|
at various activiti
permlonlh‘Trainli 42.9% 50.0% | 66.7% 50.0% 40.5%
academic pursui
% of Total 16.2% 27% | 18.2% 5.4% 40.5%
Dublin Count 8 1 1 3 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 22
% within P}
S;r“\‘l’;y”v’va:;:rm 36.4% | 45% | 45% | 136% | 45% | 45% | 91% | 45%| 45% | 91% | 4.5% (100.0%
% within Hours s
t i tiviti
ge‘r’if:;,a%:’i:i 57.1% [100.0% | 50.0% | 33.3% |100.0% |100.0% | 50.0% [100.0% |100.0% [100.0% |100.0% | 53.5%
academic pursui
% of Total 216% | 27% | 27% | B1%m| 27%| 27%| 54%| 27%| 27%] 54%| 27% | 59.5%
Total Count 14 1 2 9 1 1 4 1 1 2 1 ay
% within Pl
::’Jx;y":vasagjrm 378% | 27% | 54% | 243% | 27% | 27% | 108% | 27% | 2.7% | 54% | 2.7% |100.0%
% within Hours s
t vari activiti
se:n:g’;; oo 1100.0% [100.0% 100.0% [100.0% 1100.0% |100.0% |100.0% |100.0% [100.0% [100.0% |100.0% [100.0%
academic pursui
% of Total 378% | 27%| 54% | 243%| 27% | 27% | 108% | 27%| 27% | 54%| 2.7% |100.0%

Count
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Silicon Valley

Place where survey was carried out

Hours Spent at Training or Academic Pursuits

per month: Training or Academic Pursuits

Figure 77. Bar chart of place where survey was carried out showing hours spent at various activities
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- For Dublin respondents, data reported for.-hours spent at various activities per month for
training or academic pursuits was within the range 0 to 50 hours. Variance was 233.86,
and standard deviation was 15.29. The largest group of Dublin respondents (8: 36.4 per
cent) reported that they spent O hours each month on academic pursuits. 3 Dublin
respondents {13.6 percent) reported spending 10 hours each month on academic pursuits.
The most common range of hours reported for academic pursuits, occurred within the 0 to
10 hour period, reported by 13 Dublin respondents (59 per cent).

In Silicon Valley data reported for hours spent at various activities per month for
training and academic pursuits was within the range ¢ to 20 hours. Variance was quite
low at 49.26, and standard deviation was 7.02. Silicon Valley respondents (6: 40 per cent)
reported that they spent 0 hours each month on academics, while a further 6 Silicon
Valley residents (40 per cent) reported spending 10 hours on academic pursuits per
month. The most common range of hours reported to be spent on training and academic
pursuits, ocpufred within the 0 to 10 hour period, reported by 11 (86.7 per cent) of Silicon
Valley respondents. Results show quite a high percentage of Dublin (36.4 percent) and
Silicon Valley respondents {40 percent) reported that they spent no time on academic
pursuits, although 22.6 per cent of Dublin and 46.7 per cent of Silicon Valley respondents

spent up to 10 hours on training and academic pursuits each month.

National College of Ireland
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Table 155, Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent

at various activities per month: Work

Crosstab
Hours spent at various activities per month: Work
0 100 140 150 180 170 180 | 184 200 225 240 320 | Total
Place where Silicon V Count 2 1 2 1 3 4 1 1 15
was carred. Z;ﬁg:'&:;a;m.a% 6.7% 13.3% | 6.7% [20.0% 06.7% | 6.7% 6.7% 00.0%
% within Hou
at various actpp0.0% 133.3% 50.0% J10.0% J00.0% b6.7% [00.0% 00.0% 40.5%
per month: W
% of Total 5.4% | 2.7% 54% | 27% | 81% 10.8% | 2.7% 2.7% ¥40.5%
Dublin  Count 2 3 -2 9 2 1 2 1 22|
erwvg:'a;'ag 9.1% [13.6% | 9.1% M0.9% 8.1% | 4.5% | 9.1% 4.5% 00.0%
% within Hou
at various acti 66.7% [00.0% 50.0% R0.0% 00.0% 00.0% [B3.3% 00.0% 59.5%
per month: W| .
% of Total 5.4% ) B.1% | 5.4% R4.3% 5.4% | 27% | 5.4% 2.7% 69.5%
Total Count 2 3 3 4 10 3 2 1 & 1 1 1 37
;/ervgg‘a;'aé 54% | 8.1% | 8.1% [10.8% [27.0% | 8.1% | 5.4% | 2.7% 16.2% | 2.7% | 2.7% | 2.7% [00.0%
% within Hou
at various actp0.0% (00.0% |00.0% 100.0% {00.0% 00.0% (00.0% {20.0% 00.0% [00.0% 00.0% [00.0% [00.0%
per month: W|
% of Total 54% | 8.1% | 8.1% [10.8% f2?.0% B1% | 5.4% | 2.7% [18.2% | 2.7%. | 27% | 2.7% ‘0040%
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Figure 78. Bar chart of place where survey was carried out showing
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For Dublin réspondents, data reported for hours spent at work per month was within the
range 100 to 240. Variance was 930.34, and standard deviation was 30.51. The largest
group of Dublin respondents (9: 40.9 per cent) reported that they spent 160 hours each
month at work. The most common range of hours reported for work, occurred within the
140 to 160 hour period, reported by 14 Dublin respondents (63.6 per cent).

In Silicon Valley data reported for hours spent at work was within the range 0 to
320 hours. Variance was very high at 6536.43, and standard deviation was 80.85. Silicon
Valley respondents (4: 26.7 per cent) reported that they spent 200 hours each month at
work, while 3 Silicon Valley respondents (20 per cent) reported spending 170 hours at
work. The most common range of hours reported to be spent at work, occurred within the
150 to 200 hour period, reported by 10 (66.6 per cent) of Silicon Valley respondents.
Results indicate that the majority of Dublin respondents (63.6 percent) work between 140
and 160 hours per month, while the majority of Silicon Valley respondents (66.6 percent)

report a higher number of hours spent working per month of between 150 and 200 hours.

Pearson Bivariate Correlations
Table 156, Total Correlation Coefficients for Time spent on various Activities

for Silicon Valley and Dublin

Correlations

Hours spent Hours spent Hours spent
at various at various at various
activities per Hours spent activities per activities per
month: at various month; month: Hours spent
Hobbies/Lei activities per Fulfilting Training or at various
suretime/So maonth: leisure academic activities per
cialising Family time pursuits pursuits month: Work
Hours speni at various Pearson Correlation 1.000 138 290 026 ..247
activities per month: . .
Sig. (2-
Hobbies/L sisuretime/Soci 0. (2-talled) : 418 082 877 141
alising N 37 37 37 37 37
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation 138 1.000 .001 075 -217
activities per month; Sig. {2-tailed) 418 995 658 197
Family ime ’ :
N k14 a7 37 37 a7
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation .290 001 1.000 .345¢ -113
activities per month: Sig. (2-tailed} 082 995 037 507
Fulfilling leisure pursuits N
kry 37 7 37 a7
Hours spent at various Pearson Comelation 026 075 .345* 1.000 1103
activities per manth: Sig. (2-tailed) 877 658 037 . 544
Training or academic N ar 27 37 17 37
Hours spent at various Pearson Carrelation -.247 =217 -.113 103 1.000
activittes per month: Work Sig. {2-tailed) 141 197 507 544 .
N 37 37 37 a7 37

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 157. Total Correlation Coefficients for time spent at various activities for Silicon Valley

Correlations

tHours spent Hours spent Hours spent
at various at various at various
activities per | Hours spent | activities per activities per
month: at various month; month: Hours spent
Hobbies/Lel | activities per Fulfiling Training or at various
suretime/So month: leisure academic activities per
cialising Family time pursuits pursuits maonth: Work
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation 1.000 425 835* -.004 -634*
activities per month: . A
Hobbies/Leisuretime/Soci Sig. (21aitec) 14 011 988 o
alising N 15 15 15 15 15
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation 425 1.000 =111 -.170 -.380
activities per month: Sig. (2-tailed) 114 694 544 162
Family time - ’ )
N 15 15 15 15 15
Hours spent at various Pearson Correiation 535" =111 1.000 168 -.150
activities per month: Sig. (2-tafled) 011 894 550 592
Fulfiling leisure pursuits N
15 15 15 15 15
Hours spent at various Pearson Carrelation -.004 -.170 168 1.000 .308
activities per month: Sig. (2-tailed) 988 544 550 ) 265
Training or academic N 15 15 15 15 15
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation -.634* -.380 -150 308 1.000
activities per month: Work  gjg (2-tailed) 011 162 592 .265 .
N 15 15 15 15 15

“. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level {2-tailed).

Table 158. Total Correlation Coefficients for time spent at various activities for Dublin

Correlations
Hours spent Hours spent | Hours spent
at various at various at various
activities per | Hours spent | activities per | activities per
month: at various month: month: Hours spent
Hobbies/Lel | aclivities per Fulfilling Training or at various
suretime/So month: leisure academic activities per
. cialising Family time pursuits pursuits month: Work
Hours spent at various Pearson Corretation 1.000 -.008 127 -010 -.009
activities per month: . I . -
Hobbies/Leisuretime/Soci Sig. (2-tailed) 978 574 -666 970
alising N 22 22 22 22 22
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation -.006 1.000 .158 A72 139
activities per month; Sig. (2-tailed) 979 482 443 536
Family time
N 22 22 22 22 22
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation 27 .158 1.000 524 -.016
activities per month: Sig. (2-tailed) 574 482 012 943
Fulfilling leisure pursuits N
22 22 22 22 22
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation -.010 72 524> 1.000 021
activities per month: Sig. (2-tailed) 966 443 012 . 927
Training or academic
g N 22 22 22 22 22
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation -.009 139 -.016 .021 1.000
activities per month: Work  Sig (2-tailed) 970 536 943 927 .
N 22 22 22 22 22

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Pearson bivariate correlation (two-tailed) tables for various activities indicate the
following positive correlations at 95 percent level of significance:

Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley table: Fulfilling leisure pursuits, and training/
academic pursuits (r=.345, p<.005). Dublin table: Fulfilling leisure pursuits, and training
and academic pursuits (r=.524, p<.005). Silicon Valley table: Fulfilling leisure pursuits,
and hobbies, leisuretime and socialising (r=.635, p<.005).

Pearson bivariate correlation (two-tailed) tables for various activities indicate the
following negative correlations at 0.05 (95 percent) level of significance: Silicon Valley
table: Hobbies and leisure, and work (r=-.635, p<.005).

Differences in correlaﬁons between Silicon Valley and Dublin indicate that, in the
case of Dublin, fulfilling leisure pursuits and training/academic pursuits are positively
correlated, while in the case of Silicon Valley, fulfilling leisure pursuits and hobbies,
leisuretime and socialising are positively correlated. In the case of Silicon Valley,

hobbies, leisuretime and socialising, and work are negatively correlated.

Question 12. Please indicate which of the following needs are adequately met by
your current employment, with 100% indicating needs are fully met, and 0

indicating that these needs are not met at all.

Needs Met by Current Employment Yo
Financial security
Sense of belonging
Feeling of contributing
Sense of achievement
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Table 159. Frequencies of Needs Met by Current Employment: Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley

Statistics

Needs met by | Needs met by
Needs met by | Needs metby | employment: employment:

Place where | employment: employment: Feeling of Sense of
sufvey was Financial Sense of contributing achievement

carried out security (%) belonging (%) (%) (%)

N Valid 37 37 37 37 37
Missing 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 1.59 57.43 51.49 50.68 45.84
Mode 2 50 402 50 50
Std. Deviation - .50 27.48 26.92 2421 2275
Variance ) o 25 . .755.03 724.81 586.34 517.75
Range 1 100 100 90 80
Minimum 1 Q 0 0 0
Maximum 2 100 100 90 80
Sum 59 2125 1905 1875 1733

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Table 160. Descriptive Statistics for Dublin: Needs Met by Current Employment

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N

Needs met by
employment: Financial 53.41 27.01 22
security (%)
Needs met by
employment: Sense of 54.09 29.14 22
belonging (%)
Needs met by
employment: Feeling 53.64 26.10 22
of contributing (%)
Needs met by
employment: Sense of 47 64 25.18 22
achievement (%) C

National College of Ireland
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Table 161. Correlations; Needs Met by Current Employment: Dublin

Corrglations

Needs met by | Needs met by
Needs met by | Needs met by | employment: employment:
employment: employment: Feeling of Sense of
Financial Sense of contributing achievemnent
security (%) | belonging (%) (%) (%)
Needs met by Pearson Correlation 1.000 .290 400 .468*
employment: Financial  Sig. (2-tailed) : 190 .065 .028
security (%) N 22 22 22 22
Needs met by Pearson Correlation 290 1.000 759*1 645
employment: Sense of  Sig. (2-tailed) 190 000 001
belonging (%) ' )
N 22 22 22 22
Needs met by Pearson Correlation 400 7591 1.000 539"
employment: Feeling  gig. (2-tailed) 065 .000 010
of contributing (%) N
22 22 22 22
Needs met by Pearson Correlation 468* .645%1 539 1.000
employment: Sense of  gig. (2-tailed) 028 001 010 )
achievement (%) N 22 29 57 22

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Descriptive Statistics: Dublin

571



Dublin respondents chose a sense of belonging (mean: 54.09) as the need that is most met
by current employment. This was closely followed by a feeling of contributing (mean:
53.64), and financial security (mean: 53.41). Sense of achievement was the need least met

by current employment (mean: 47.64).

Positive Correlations: Dublin

Pearson bivariate correlation (two-tailed) tables for needs met by current employment as
reported by Dublin residents indicate the following positive correlations: -

Financial security, and sense of achievement (r=.468, p<.005)

Sense of belonging, and feeling of contributing (r=.759, p<.001)

Sense of belonging, and sense of achievement (r=.645, p<.001)

Feeling of contributing, and sense of achievement (r=.539, p<.001)

Table 162. Descriptive Statistics: Needs Met by Current Employment: Silicon Valley

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N

Needs met by
employment: Financial 63.33 28.01 15
security (%)

Needs met by

employment: Sense of 47.67 23.74 15
belonging (%)
Needs mlet by
employment:; Feeling 46.33 21.25 15

of contributing (%)
Needs met by

employment: Sense of 45.67 19.44 15
achievement (%) )

National College of Ireland
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Table 163. Correlations: Needs Met by Current Employment: Silicon Valley

Correlations

Needs met by Needs met by
Needs met by Needs met by employment: employment;
employment: employment: Feeling of Sense of
Financial Sense of contributing achievement
security (%) belonging (%) (%) (%)
Needs met by Pearson Correlation 1.000 364 589" B32*
employment: Financial  sig. (2-tailed) . 182 .021 012
security (%) N 15 15 15 15
Needs met by Pearson Correlation 364 1.000 516" 785
employment: Sense of Sig. (2-tailed) 182 049 001
belonging (%) ' ’
N 15 15 15 15
Needs met by Pearson Correlation 589" 516" 1.000 B71*
empioyment: Feeling Sig. (2-tailed) .021 049 .000
of contributing (%) N
15 15 15 15
Needs met by Pearson Correlation 632% 785 871 1.000
employment: Sense of  gjg. (2-tailed) 012 .00 .000 .
achievement (%) N 15 15 15 15

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-taiied).

Descriptive Statistics: Silicon Valley

In contrast to Dublin, Silicon Valley respondents chose financial security (mean: 63.3) as
the need that is most met by current employment. This was followed by a sense of
belonging (mean: 47.67), and a feeling of contributing (mean: 46.33). A sense of
achievement was the need least met by current employment (mean: 45.67), which was

also the need that was least met by Dublin respondents.

Positive Correlations: Silicon Valley

Pearson bivariate correlation (two-tailed) tables for needs met by current employment as
reported by Silicon Valley residents indicate the following positive correlations:
Financial security, and feeling of contributing (r=.589, p<.005) -

Financial security, and sense of achievement (r=.632, p<.005)

Sense.of belonging, and feeling of contributing (¥=.516, p<.005)

Sense of belonging, and sense of achievement (r=.785, p<.001)

Feeling of contributing, and sense of achievement (r=.871, p<.005)
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Correlation Differences Between Dublin and Silicon Valley

With regard to Dublin results, financial security is not correlated with feeling of

contributing, as is the case with Silicon Valley results (r=.589, p<.005).

Question 13. On a scale of 0 to S (with 0 indicating no importance and 5 indicating

great importance), please indicate the importance of introducing the following to

your workplace. Please also indicate with an asterisk if this facility already exists in

your workplace.

Facilities 0-5 Scale

Créche facilities

Promotion of work-life balance

Encouragement of further academic training

Promotion based on seniority

Telecommuting

Job Sharing

Extended maternity leave

Paternity leave

Funded counselling

Unpaid leave option during family crisis

Table 164.

Frequency Statistics: Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley for introducing various

facilities to the workplace

Statistics
ncourage%
Promtion|nt of furthgPromotion

lace wherq Creche )f work-lif§academic |based on Extended Funded Unpaid leav

Eurvey wagfacilities palance (¢aining (0 téeniority (Oelecommujob sharing maternity | Paternity counsellingduring famil

parried out| (Qto 5)| o 5) 5} t05) |hg(0to5)| (0to5) lave (DtoJave (0to 5 (0tob) irisis (010§
N Valid 37 37 37 37 37 37 37 37 37 37 37

Missing 0 o] - 0 of - 0 0 0 0 -0 0 0

Mean 1.59 | 2.3243 | 3.3243 | 2.8378 | 13784 | 3.5270 | 2.0541 22432 | 2.6486 2.1892 3.6757
Median 2.00)3.0000| 4.0000 | 3.0000| 1.0000} 4.0000| 2.0000| 2.0000]| 3.0000| 2.0000 4.0000
Mode 2 .00 4.00 3.00 .00 3.00% .00 .00 2.009 3.00 4.00
Std. Deviation 50 (1.8266 | 1.5102} 15368 | 1.4211 1.2244 | 1.7472 1.8470| 1.6868 1.5427 1.1317
Variance .25|3.3363| 2.2808 | 23619 | 20195| 14992 | 3.0526| 3.4114 | 2.8453 2.3799 1.2808
Range 1 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 500 5.00 5.00
Minimum 1 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Maximum 2 5.00 5.00 5,00 4.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Sum 59 | 86.00 | 123.00 405.00 51.00 130.50 76.00 83.00 98.00 81,00 136.00

a.Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown
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Table 165. Frequency Statistics Silicon Valley: introducing various facilities to the workplace

" Statistics
jncourage
romotion ant of furthelPromoticn

Creche | work-life |academic | based on Extended Funded lnpaid leav

facilities |palance (Oraining (0 tesenierity {Ojelecommullob sharing maternity | Paternity counsetlingguring famil

{0 to 5) to 5) 5) to5) ing(0to5) (0Oto5) pave (Oto Save (0to 5 (0to5) }risis (Oto 5

N Valid 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Missing 0 0 o] 0 0 o] 0 0 0 0

Mean 2.7333 3.2667 2.7332 1.0667 3.8867 1.9333 2.BBBT 2.7333 2.2667 3.6000
Median 3.0000 3.0000 3.0000 1.0000 4.0000 | 2.0000 2.0000 3.0000 2.0000 4.0000
Mode 1.002 3.00 2.00 .00 3.00 2.008 1.002 2.60% 2.00 3.069
Std. Deviation 1.6242 1.1629 1.1629 1.2228 .B338 1.3345 1.4475 1.2799 1.6242 .8281
Variance 2.6381 1.3524 1.3524 1.4952 6952 1.7810 2.0952 1.8381 2.6381 .B857

a.Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Table 166. Frequency Statistics Dublin: introducing various facilities to the workplace

Statistics
Encouragem
Promotion oent of further] Promotion

Creche | work-life | academic | based on Extended Funded Mnpaid leave

facilities | batance (Q (raining (O taiseniority (0 Telecommutiiob sharing! maternity | Paternity |counselling [during family|

(0 to 5) to 5) 5) to 5) ng(Oto5)| (D1o5) pave(Oto5pave (Oto5] (0to5) krisis{0to5

N Valid 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22
Missing 0 Q o] 0 0 0 0 o] 0 0

Mean 2.0455 3.3636 2.9091 t.5909 3.2955 2.1364 1.9545 2.5909 2.1364 3.7273
Median 2.5000 4.0000 3.0000 1.5000 3.5000 2.0000 1.5000 3.0000 3.0000 4.0000
Mode . .00 4.00 | 3.007 - .00 4.00 .00 .00 00| - 3.00 4,00
Std. Deviation 1.9390 1.7333 1.7704 1.5325 1.4029 2.0070 2.0581% 1.9435 1.5211% 1.3159
Variance 3.7597 3.0043 3.1342 2.3485 1.9681 4.0281 4.2359 37771 2.3139 1.73186

a.Multiple modes exist.

The smallest value is shown

Scale Used to Rate Importance of Introducing Various Policies to the Workplace

The scale used to rate the importance of introducing various policies to the workplace

was from 0 to 5, where 0 indicated that the employee surveyed thought the policy to be of

no importance, while a rating of 5 indicated that the employee thought the policy was of

great importance. A rating of between 1 and 2 indicates a level of low importance; a

rating of 3 indicates average importance; a rating of 4 indicates a level of high

importance.
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Table 167, Crosstabulation: Creche Facilities

*lace where survey was carried out * importance of introducing various benefits to the workplace: Creche facilities (0 to 5) Crosstabulatior

portance of introducing various benefits to the workplace: Creche facilitig

{0 to 5)
.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 1 4 1 3 4 2 15
was carried out % within Place where
% withi w 67% | 26.7% 67% | 200% | 267% | 133% | 100.0%

survey was carried out
% within Importance of
introducing various
benefits to the workplace:
Creche facilities (0 to 5)
% of Total 2.7% 10.8% 2.7% 8.1% 10.8% 5.4% 40.5%
Dublin Count 9 1 1 4 5 2 22
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Importance of
introducing various
benefits to the workplace:
Creche facilities (0 to 5)
% of Total 24.3% 2.7% 2.7% 10.8% 13.5% 54% 59.5%
Total Count 10 5 2 7 g 4 37
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Importance of
introducing various
benefits to the workplace:
Creche facilities {0 to 5)
% of Total 27.0% 13.5% 5.4% 18.9% 24.3% 10.8% 100.0%

10.0% 80.0% 50.0% 42.9% 44.4% 50.0% 40.5%

40.9% 4.5% 4.5% 18.2% 22.7% 9.1% 100.0%

90.0% 20.0% 50.0% 57 1% 55.6% 50.0% 59.5%

27.0% 13.5% 5.4% 18.9% 24.3% 10.8% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Figure 79. Histogram: Importance of introducing créche facilities
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Importance of Introducing Creche Facilities

The importance of introducing créche facilities to the work place received a large variety
of responses (variance: 3.76) from Dublin respondents. A rating of 0 (no importance) was
given by 9 respondents (40.9 percent). A rating of | or 2 (low importance) was given by 2

respondents (9.0 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 4 respondents (18.2
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percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 5 respondents (22.7 percent).
A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 2 respondents (9.1 percent). Overall, the
level of importance of introducing créche facilities as reported by Dublin respondents
was found to be low (mean: 2.045; median: 2.5).

Silicon Valley respondents also reported a large variety of responses to the
question on the importance of introducing créche facilities to the work place (variance:
2.64). A rating of 0 (no importance) was given by | respondent (6.7 percent). A rating of
I or 2 (low importance) was given by 5 respondents (33.4 percent). A rating of 3

(average) was given by 3 respondents (20 percent), while a rating ot 4 (high importance)

e of

was given by 4 respondents (26.7 percent). A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by

respondents (13.3 percent). Overall, the level of importance of introducing créche

&

facilities as reported by Silicon Valley respondents was found to be of average

i ce (mean: 2.733; median: 3). Compared to Dublin respondents who
con ed the introduction of créche facilities to be of low importance, Silicon
Va spondents considered this policy to be of average importance.

Table 168, Crosstabulation: Promotion of Work-Life Balance

whe y was carried out * Importance of introducing various benefits to the workplace: Promtion of work-life balance {0 to 5) Crosstabul
_b Importance of introducing various benefits to the workplace: Promtion of
work-life balance (0 to 5)
I .00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 1 2 7 2 3 15
was carried out 9 within P
%o willin Place where 67% | 13.3% | 467% | 133% | 200% | 100.0%

survey was carried out
% within Importance of
infroducing various
benefits to the 100.0% 100.0% 70.0% 16.7% 37.5% 40.5%
workplace: Promtion of
work-life balance (0 to 5)
% of Total 2.1% 5.4% 18.9% 5.4% 8.1% 40.5%
Dublin Count 4 3 10 5 22
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Importance of
introducing various
benefits to the 100.0% 30.0% 83.3% 62.5% 59.5%
workplace: Promtion of
work-life balance (0 to 5}
% of Total 10.8% 8.1% 27.0% 13.5% 59.5%
Total Count 4 1 2 10 12 8 37
' % within Place where
survey was carried out
9% within tmportance of
introducing various

benefits to the 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
workplace: Promtion of

work-life balance (0 to 5)
% of Total 10.8% 2.7% 5.4% 27.0% 32.4% 21.6% 100.0%

18.2% 13.6% 45.5% 22.7% 100.0%

National Coll

10.8% 2.7% 54% 27.0% 32.4% 21.6% 100.0%
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Figure 80. Histogram: Promotion of work-life balance
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Importance of Introducing Work-Life Balance

The importance of introducing work-life balance received the following from Dublin
respondents: A rating of 0 (no importance) was given by 4 respondents (18.2 percent). A
rating of 3 (average) was given by 3 respondents (13.6 percent), while a rating of 4 (high
importance) was given by 10 respondents (45.5 percent). A rating of 5 (great importance)
was given by 5 respondents (22.7 percent). Overall, the level of importance of
introducing work-life balance as reported by Dublin respondents was found to be average
to high (mean: 3.363; median: 4.0).

S1llcon Valley respondents reported the following responses to the question on
the lmportance of introducing work-life balance to the work place. A rating of 1 or 2 (low
importance) was given by 3 respondents (20 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given
by 7 respondents (46.7 percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 2
respondents (13.3 percent). A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 3 respondents
(20 percent). Overall, the level of importance of introducing work-life balance as reported
by Silicon Valley respondents was found to be average (mean: 3.2667; median: 3).

Compared to Dublin respondents who considered the introduction of work-life

Nati onal College of Ireland

balance policies to be of average to high importance, Silicon Valley respondents

considered it to be of average importance.
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Table 169. Crosstabulation: Encouragement of Further Academic Training

‘where survey was carried out " Importance of introducing various benefits to the workplace: Encouragement of further academic training {(
: - Crosstabulation

portance of introducing various benefits to the workplace: Encouragemq
of further academic training (0 to 5}

.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 2 5 4 3 1 15
was carried out % within Place where

survey was carried out
% within Importance of
introducing various
benefits to the workplace; 50.0% 100.0% 40.0% 33.3% 20.0% 40.5%
Encouragement of further|
academic training (0 to 5)
% of Total 5.4% 13.5% 10.8% 8.1% 2.7% 40.5%
Dublin Count 4 2 6 [ 4 22
% within Place where
survey was carmied out
% within Importance of
introducing various
benefits to the workplace] 100.0% 50.0% £60.0% 66.7% 80.0% 59.5%
Encouragement of further|
academic training (0 to 5)
% of Total 10.8% 5.4% 18.2% 16.2% 10.8% 59.5%
Total Count 4 4 5 10 9 5 37
% within Flace where
survey was carried out
% within Importance of
introducing various
benelfits to the workplace] 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Encouragement of further
academic training (0 to 5)

% of Total 10.8% 10.8% 13.5% 27.0% 24.3% 13.5% 100.0%

13.3% 33.3% 26.7% 20.0% 6.7% 100.0%

18.2% 9.1% 27.3% 27.3% 18.2% 100.0%

10.8% 10.8% 13.5% 27.0% 24.3% 13.5% 100.0%

Figure 81.Histogram: Encouragement of further academic trainin.g
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Importance of Encouraging Academic Training

The importance of encouraging academic training in the work place received the

National College of Ireland

following responses from Dublin respondents: A rating of 0 was given by 4 respondents

(18.2 percent). A rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given by 2 respondents (9.1
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percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 6 respondents (27.3 percent), while a
rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 6 respondents (27.3 percent). A rating of 3
(great importance) was given by 4 respondents (18.2 percent). Overall, the level of
importance of encouraging academic training as reported by Dublin respondents was
found to be average (mean: 2.909; median: 3).

Silicon Valley respondents also reported a large variety of responses to the
question on the importance of encouraging academic training in the work place (variance:
2.64). A rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given by 7 respondents (46.6 percent). A
rating-of 3 (average) was given by 4 respondents (26.7 percent), while a rating of 4 (high
importance) was given by 3 respondents (20 percent). A rating of 5 (great importance)
was given by 1 respondents (6.7 percent). Overall, the level of importance of introducing
academic training as reported by Silicon Valley respondents was found to be low to
average (mean: 2.733; median: 3). Both Dublin and Silicon Valley respondents
considered the importance of introducing academic training to warrant an average
rating.

Table 170. Crosstabulation: Promotion Based on Seniority

ce where survey was carried out * Importance of introducing various benefits to the workplace: Promotion based on seniority (0 t¢
Crosstabulation

Importance of introducing various benefits to the workplace:
Promotion hased on seniority (0 to 5)

.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 Tota!
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 7 3 2 3 15
was carried out % within Place where

survey was carried out
% within Importance of
introducing various
benefits to the workplace: 43.8% 60.0% 50.0% 30.0% 40.5%
Promotion based on . ! |
seniority (0 to 5)
% of Total 18.9% 8.1% 5.4% 8.1% 40.5%
Dublin Count 9 2 2 7 2 22
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Importance of
introducing various
benefits to the workplace: 56.3% 40.0% 50.0% 70.0% 100.0% 59.5%
Promotion based on
seniority {0 to 5)
% of Total 24.3% 5.4% 5.4% 18.9% 5.4% 59.5%
Total Count 16 5 4 10 2 37
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Imporiance of
introducing various '
benefits to the workplace:| 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Promotion based on
seniority (0 to 5)
% of Total 43.2% 13.5% 10.8% 27.0% 5.4% 100.0%

46.7% 20.0% 13.3% 20.0% 100.0%

40.9% 9.1% 9.1% 31.8% 9.1% 100.0%

43.2% 13.5% 10.8% 27.0% 5.4% 100.0%

National College of Ireland
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Figure 82, Histogram: lmportance of seniority
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Importance of Promotion on the Basis of Seniority

The importance of introducing promotion based on seniority to the work place received
the following responses by Dublin respondents. A rating of 0 no importance) was given
by 9 fespondents (40.9 percent). A rating of | or 2 (low importance) was given by 4
respondents (18.2 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 7 respondents (31.8
percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 2 respondents (9.1). Overall,
the level of importance of introducing promotion based on seniority as reported by
Dublin respondents was found to be low .(mean: 1.59; median: 1.5).

Silicon Valley respondents reported the following responses as to the importance
of introducing promotion based on seniority to the work place. A rating of 0 (no
importance) was given by 7 respondent (46.7 percent). A rating of | or 2 (low
importance) was given by 5 respondents (33.3 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given
by 3 respondents (20 percent). Overall, the level of importance of introducing promotion
based on seniority as reported by Silicon Valley respondents was found to be low (mean:
1.06; median: 1). Both Dublin and Silicon Valley respondents considered the

importance of introducing promotion based on seniority to be low.

National College of Ireland

581



Table 171. Crosstabulation: Telecommuting

ace where survey was carried out * Importance of introducing various benefits to the workplace: Telecommuting (0 to 5} Crosstabulatio

portance of introducing various benefits to the workplace: Telecommuti
{0to 5)

.00 2.00 2.50 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total

Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 6 5 4 15

was carried out % within Place where
survey was carried out
% within imponance of
introducing various
benefits to the workplace
Telecommuting {0 to 5)
% of Total 16.2% 13.5% 10.8% 40.5%

Dublin Count 2 2 i 6 7 4 22

% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Importance of
introducing various
benefits to the workplace
Telecommuting (O to 5)
% of Total 5.4% 5.4% 2.7% 16.2% 18.9% 10.8% 59.5%

Total Count 2 2 1 12 12 8 37
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Importance of
infroducing various
benefits to the workplace
Telecommuting (O to 5)

% of Total 5.4% 5.4% 2.7% 32.4% 32.4% 21.6% 100.0%

40.0% 33.3% 26.7% 100.0%

50.0% 41.7% 50.0% 40.5%

9.1% 9.1% 4.5% 27.3% 31.8% 18.2% 100.0%

1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 50.0% 58.3% 50.0% 59.5%

54% 5.4% 2.7% 32.4% 32.4% 216% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Figure 83. Histogram: Telecommuting
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The importance of introducing telecommuting to the work place received the following

responses from Dublin respondents. A rating of 0 (no importance) was given by 2



respondents (9.1 percent). A rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given by 3
respondents (13.6 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 6 respondents (27.3
perceﬁt), wﬁile a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 7 respondents (31.8 percent).
A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 4 respondents (18.2 percent). Overall, the
level of importance of introducing telecommuting as reported by Dublin respondents was
found to be average (mean: 3.29; median: 3.5).

Silicon Valley respondents reported the following responses as to the importance
of introducing telecommuting to the work place. A rating of 3 (average) was given by 6
respondents (40 percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 5
respondents (33.3 percent). A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 4 respondents
(26.7 percent). Overall, the level of importance of introducing telecommuting as reported
by Silicon Valley respondents was found to be high {(mean: 3.86; median: 4). Compared
to Dublin respondents who considered the introduction of telecommuting to be of
average importance, Silicon Valley respondents considered this policy to be of high
importance. -

- ' Table 172. Crosstabulation: Job Sharing

ace where survey was carried out * Importance of Introducing various benefits to the workplace: Job sharing [0 to 5} Crosstabulatio

portance of introducing variaus benefits to the workplace: Job sharing|

to 5)
.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total

Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 4 5 5 1 18
was carried out % within Place where

survey was carried out 26.7% 33.3% 33.3% 6.7% 100.0%

% within Importance of

introducing varigus

benefits to the workplacs 33.3% 71.4% 62.5% 25.0% 40.5%

Jeb sharing (0 fo 5)

% of Total 10.8% 13.5% 13.5% 2.7% 40.5%

Dubtin Count 8 2 2 3 3 4 22

% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Importance of
introducing varigus
benefits to the workplacg
Job sharing (0 to 5)
% of Total 21.6% 5.4% 5.4% 8.1% 8.1% 10.8% 59.5%
Total Count 12 2 7 8 4 4 37
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Importance of
intraducing various
benefits to the workplacé
Jeb sharing (0 to 5)

% of Total - .32.4% 5.4% 18.9% 21.6% 10.8% | 10.8% | 100.0%

36.4% 9.1% 9.1% 13.6% 136% 18.2% | 100.0%

66.7% | 100.0% 28.6% 37.5% 75.0% | 100.0% 59.5%

32.4% 5.4% 18.9% 21.6% 10.8% 10.8% | 100.0%

100.0% | 100.0% } 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

National College of Ireland
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Figure 84, Histogram: Job Sharing
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Importance of Introducing Job Sharing
The importance of introducing job sharing to the workplace received the following
Dublin responses. A rating of 0 (no importance) was given by 8 respondents (36.4
percent). A rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given by 4 respondents (18.2 percent).
A rating of 3 (average) was given by 3 respondents (13.6 percent), while a rating of 4
(high importance) was given by 3 respondents (13.6 percent). A rating of 5 (great
importance) was given by 4 respondents (18.2 percent). Overall, the level of importance
of introducing job sharing as reported by Dublin respondents was found to be low (mean:
2.14; median:IZ). , _ _

| Si]iéon Valley resp>0ndents repérted the following responses to the question of
the importance of introducing job sharing to the workplace. A rating of 0 (no importance)
was given by 4 respondents (26.7 percent). A rating of | or 2 (low importance) was given
by 5 respondents (33.3 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 5 respondents (33.3
percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 1 respondents (6.7 percent).
Overall, the level of importance of introducing job sharing as reported by Silicon Valley
respondents was found to be low to average (mean: 1.93; median: 1). Both Dublin and

Silicon Valley respondents considered the importance of job sharing to be low.
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Table 173. Crosstabulation: Extended Maternity Leave

here survey was carried out ® Importance of introducing varlous benefits to the workplace: Extended maternity leave (0 to 5} Crosstab

Importance of intreducing various benefits to the workplace: Extended
maternity leave (O to 5)

.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 4 4 2 3 2 15
was carried out % within Place where

survey was carried ou
% within Importance of
introducing various
benefits to the 80.0% 80.0% 33.3% 60.0% 33.3% 40.5%
workplace: Extended
maternity leave (0 to 5§
% of Total 10.8% 10.8% 5.4% 8.1% 5.4% 40.5%
Dublin Count 10 1 1 4 2 4 22
% within Place where
survey was carried ou
% within importance 9|
introducing various
benefits to the 100.0% 20.0% 20.0% 66.7% 40.0% 66.7% 59.5%
workplace: Extended
matemity leave {0 1o
% of Total 27.0% 2.7% 2.7% 10.8% 5.4% 10.8% 59.5%
Total Count 10 5 5 6 5 8 37
% within Place where
survey was carried ou
% within Importance ¢
introducing various
benefits 1o the 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
workplace: Extended
maternity leave (0 to §
% of Total 27.0% 13.5% 13.5% 16.2% 13.5% 16.2% 100.0%

26.7% 26.7% 13.3% 20.0% 13.3% 100.0%

45.5% 4.5% 4.5% 18.2% 9.1% 18.2% 100.0%

27.0% 13.5% 13.5% 16.2% 13.5% 16.2% 100.0%

Figure 85. Histogram: Extended Maternity Leave
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Importance of Introducing Extended Maternity Leave
The importance of introducing extended maternity leave to the workplace received the

following responses from Dublin respondents. A rating of 0 (no importance) was given
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by 10 respondents (45.5 percent). A rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given by 2
respondents (9.1 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 4 respondents (18.2
percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 2 respondents (9.1 percent).
A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 4 respondents (18.2 percent). Overall, the
level of importance of introducing extended maternity leave as reported by Dublin
respondents was found to be low (mean: 1.95; median: 1.5).

Silicon Valley respondents reported the following responses as to the importance
of introducing extended maternity leave to the workplace. A rating of 1 or 2 (low
importance} was given by 8 respondents (53.4 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given
by 2 respondents (13.3 percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 3
respondents (20 percent). A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 2 respondents
(13.3 percent), Overall, the level of importance of introducing extended maternity leave
as reported by Silicon Valley respondents was found to be low (mean: 2.66; median: 2).
Both Dublin and Silicon Valley respondents considered the importance of extended

maternity leave to be low.

Table 174. Crosstabulations: Paternity Leave

Place where survey was carried out * Importance of introducing various benefits to the workplace: Paternity leave (0 to 5) Crosstabulation

hportance of introducing various benefits to the workplace: Paternity leav

(010 5)
.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 3 4 3 4 1 15
was carried out oz withi
% within Place where 20.0% 26.7% 20.0% 26.7% 6.7% 100.0%

survey was caried out

% within Importance of
introducing various
benefits to the workplace:|
Paternity leave (0 to 5)

100.0% 50.0% 37.5% 80.0% 14.3% 40.5%

% of Total 8.1% 10.8% 8.1% 10.8% 2.7% 40.5%
Dublin Count 6 4 5 1 6 22
% within Piace where o o o
survey was carried out 27.3% 18.2% 22.7% 4.5% 27.3% 100.0%
% within Importance of
introducing various
benefits to the workplace: 100.0% 50.0% 62.5% 20.0% 85.7% 59.5%
Patermnity feave (0 to 5)
% of Total 16.2% 10.8% 13.5% 2.7% 16.2% 59.5%
Total Count 6 3 8 8 5 7 37
% within P! by
b within Place where 16.2% 8% | 216% | 21.6% | 135% | 18.9% | 1000%

survey was carred out

% within [mportance of
introducing various
benefits to the workplace!|
Paternity leave (0 to 5)

% of Total 16.2% 8.1% 21.6% 21.6% 13.5% 18.9% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Figure 86. Histogram: Paternity Leave
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Importance of Introducing Paternity Leave

The importance of introducing paternity leave to the work place received the following
responses from Dublin employees surveyed. A rating of 0 (no importancjej was given by
6 respondents (27.3 percent). A rating of | or 2 (low importance) was given by 4
respondents (18.2 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 5 respondents (22.7
percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by | respondents (4.5 percent).
A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 6 respondents (27.3 percent). Overall, the
level of importance of introducing paternity leave as reported by Dublin respondents was
found to be low to average (mean: 2.59; median: 3).

Silicon Valley respondents reported the following responses on the importaﬁce of
introducing paternity leave to the work place. A rating of | or 2 (low importance) was
given by 7 respondents (46.7 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 3
respondents (20 percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 4
respondents (26.7 percent). A rating of 5 {great importance) was given by | respondent
(6.7 percent). Overall, the level of importance of introducing paternity leave as reported

by Silicon Valley respondents was found to be low {mean: 2.27; median: 2). Compared

to Dublin respondents who considered the introduction of paternity leave to be of
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low to average importance, Silicon Valley respondents considered it to be of low
importance.
Table 175, Crosstabulation: Funded Counselling

ce where survey was carried out * Importance of introducing various benefits to the workplace: Funded counselling (0 to 5) Crosstabulat

mportance of intraducing various benefits to the workplace: Funded
counselling (0 to 5)

.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 3 1 5 3 1 2 15
was carried out % within Place where

survey was carried ou
% within Importance
of introducing various
benefits to the 33.3% 50.0% 62.5% 27.3% 20.0% 100.0% 40.5%
workplace: Funded
counselling {0 {o 5)
% of Total 81% 2.7% 13.5% 8.1% 2.7% 5.4% 40.5%
Dublin Count . . .6 1 3 8 4 . 22
% within Place where
survey was carried ou
% within Importance
of introducing varicus
benefits to the 65.7% 50.0% 37.5% 72.7% 80.0% 59.5%
workplace: Furnded
counselling (0 to 5)
% of Total 16.2% 2.7% 8.1% 21.6% 10.8% 59.5%
Count 9 2 8 1" 5 2 37
% within Place where
survey was carried ou

% within Imponance

of ntroducing various

benefits to the 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

workplace: Funded

counselling {0 to 5)

% of Totat 24.3% 5.4% 21.6% 20.7% 13.5% 5.4% 100.0%
]

20.0% 6.7% 33.3% 20.0% 6.7% 13.3% 100.0%

27.3% 4.5% 13.6% 36.4% 18.2% 100.0%

24.3% 5.4% 21.68% 29.7% 13.5% 5.4% 100.0%

Figure 87. Histogram: Funded counselling
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Importance of Introducing Funded Counselling
The importance of introducing funded counselling to the work place received the

following responses from Dublin employees surveyed. A rating of 0 (no importance) was
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given by 6 respondents (27.3 percent). A rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given by 4
respondents (18.1 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 8 respondents (36.4
percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 4 respondents (18.2 percent).
Overall, the level of importance of introducing funded counselling as reported by Dublin
respondents was found to be low (mean: 2.14; median:3).

Silicon Valley respondents reported the following responses to the question on
the importance of introducing funded counselling to the work place. A rating of 0 (no
importance) was given by 3 respondents (20 percent). A rating of | or 2 (low importance)
was given by 6 respondents (40 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 3
respondents (20 percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by |
respondent (6.7 percent). A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 2 respondents
(13.3 percent). Overall, the level of importance of introducing funded counselling as
reported by Silicon Valley respondents was found to be low (mean: 2.27; median: 2).
Both Dublin and Silicon Valley respondents considered the importance of

introducing funded counselling to the workplace to be low.
Table 176, Crosstabulation: Unpaid Leave During Family Crisis.

where survey was carried out ® importance of introducing various benefits to the workplace: Unpaid leave during family crisis {
Crosstabulation

Importance of introducing various benefits to the workplace:
Unpaid leave during family crisis (0 to 5)

.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 1 B 6 2 15
was carried out % within Place where

survey was carried out
% within Importance of
introducing various
benefits to the workplace!| 20.0% 100.0% 35.3% 25.0% 40.5%
Unpaid leave during
family crisis (0 to 5}
% of Total 2.7% 16.2% 16.2% 5.4% 40.5%
Dublin Count 1 4 11 6 22
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Importance of
introducing various
benefits to the workplace:| 100.0% 80.0% 64.7% 75.0% 59.5%
Unpaid leave during
family crisis {0 to 5)
% of Total 2.7% 10.8% 29.7% 16.2% 59,5%
Total Count 1 5 6 17 8 37
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Importance of
introducing various
benefits to the workplace:{ 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0%
Unpaid leave during - '
family crisis {0 to 5)
% of Total 2.7% 13.5% 16.2% 45.9% 21.6% 100.0%

6.7% 40.0% 40.0% 13.3% 100.0%

4.5% 18.2% 50.0% 27.3% 100.0%

2.7% 13.5% 16.2% 45.9% 21.6% 100.0%
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Figure 88. Histogram: Unpaid leave during pregnancy
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Importance of Unpaid Leave During Family Crisis

The importance of introducing unpaid leave during crisis to the work place received the
following responses from Dublin employees surveyed. A rating of 0 (no importance) was
given by 1 respondents (4.5 percent). A rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given by
4respondents (18.2 percent). A rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 11 respondents
(50 percent). A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 6 respondents (27.3 percent).
Overall, the level of importance of introducing unpaid leave during crisis as reported by
Dublin respondents was found to be high (mean: 3.73; median: 4).

Silicon Valley respondents reported the following responses to the question on the
importance of introducing unbaid leave'during crisis to the work place. A rating of 1 or 2
(low importance) was given by | respondents (6.7 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was
given by 6 respondents (40 percent), while a rating of' 4 (high importance) was given by 6
respondents (40 percent). A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 2 respondents
(13.3 percent). Overall, the level of importance of introducing unpaid leave during crisis
as reported by Silicon Valley respondents was found to be high (mean: 3.6; median: 4).

Both Dublin and Silicon Valley respondents considered the importance of

Nationa College of Ireland

introducing unpaid leave during crisis to the workplace to be high.
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Question 14. Is there a staff association in your organisation? Yes or No

Table 177. Crosstabulations: Staff association

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Place where survey was
comecaman || weon| o) ew | ar | rooo
the workplace

Table 178. Place where survey was carried out — indicating if staff association

Place where survey was carried out * Indicate if staff association is in the workplace Crosstabulation

Indicate if staff association is
in the workplace
No Staff Yes Staff
association association Total
hgre survey  Silicon Valley  Count 12 3 15
oF e
prricd out ﬁjxg'&:;af:r:’eh;fm 80.0% 20.0% | 100.0%
% within Indicate if
staff association is in 42 9% 33.3% 40.5%
i i ; the workplace
1 % of Total 32.4% 8.1% 40.5%
Dublin Count 16 S] 22
% within Place wher
m survey wasagarriedeoeut 72.7% 27.3% 100.0%
: % within Indicate if )
staff association is in 57.1% 66.7% 59.5%
the workplace
% of Total 43.2% 16.2% 539.5%
Total Count 28 ] 37
% within Place where
survey was ccarried out 75.7% 24.3% 100.0%
% within Indicate if
staff association is in 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
the workplace
% of Total 75.7% 24.3% 100.0%
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Figure 89. Histogram: Staff association
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Table 179. Frequencies: Staff association

Statistics
Indicate if staft
Place where | association is
survey was in the
carried out workplace
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 ¥]
Mean 1.58
Mode 2
Std. Deviation .50
Variance .25
Range 1
Minimum 1
Maximum 2
Sum T o 59

Results for staff association membership indicates that both locations have very low
levels of membership. 16 Dublin respondents (72.7 percent) reported that they were not
members of any staff association. 6 respondents (27.3 percent) reported membership of a
staff association.

Membership levels in Silicon Valley were lower than those for Dublin. 12 Silicon
Valley respondents (80 percent) reported that they were not members of any staff

association. 3 respondents (20 percent) reported membership of a staff association.
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Question 15. If yes, please state any benefits that you derive from being a member of
this association

Table 180. Crosstabulation: Benefits of staff association

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Place where survey
ffssoi?;.fg ;:'mg;ftaﬁ 37 | 100.0% 0 0% 37 | 100.0%
indicate benefits

Table 181. Place where survey was carried out - benefits of staff association

Place where survey was carried out * f staff association member indicate benefits Crosstabulation

If staff association member indicate benefis
Protection
Social Financial if work
Benefils Benefits problems None | don't know | No Response Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 3 1 11 15
% within If staff
association member 75.0% 100.0% 40.7% 40.5%
indicate benefits
% of Total 8.1% 2.7% 29.7% 40.5%
Dublin Count 1 1 2 2 16 22
W :’:xg’;’&:;aszrx’:ff 4.5% 45% 91% 9.1% . T27% | 100.0% |
% within If staff
E association member 25.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 58.3% 59.5%
indicate benefits
% of Total 2.7% 27% 54% 5.4% 43.2% 59.5%
TR Caount 4 1 2 2 1 27 37
— % within If staff
assaciation member 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
indicate benefits
% of Total 10.8% 2.7% 5.4% 5.4% 2.7% 73.0% 100.0%
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Figure 90. Histogram: Benefits of staff association
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Table 182. Frequencies: Benefits of staff association

Statistics
If staff
association

Place where member

survey was indicate

carried out benefits
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 5.05
Mode 2 6
Std. Deviation .50 1.75
Variance 25 3.05
Range 1 5
Minimum 1 1
Maximum 2 8
Sum 59 187

The level of response for the question on whether there were any benefits in being a

member of a staff association was very low. 16 Dublin respondents (72.7 percent) did not

respond to this question. I Dublin respondent (4.5 percent) stated that there were social

benefits, 1 Dublin respondent (4.5 percent) stated that there were financial benefits, and 2

Dublin respondents (9.1 percent) stated that there was protection if work problems arose.
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11 Silicon Valley respondents (73.3 percent) did not respond to this question. 3

Silicon Valley respondents (20 percent) stated that there were social benefits in being a

organisation?

member of a staff association.

Case Processing Summary

Table 183, Crosstabulation for professional development promoted by staff association

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Place where survey was
carried out * If staff
;S;g:gt'lgcer:’;f“be’ 37 | 100.0% 0 0% 37 | 100.0%
professional
development promoted

Crosstabulation

Table 184. Crosstabulation for professional development promoted by staff association

Place where survey was carried out * If staff association member indicate level of professional development promoted

National College of Ireland

I staff association member indicate level of
professional development promoted -
Don't know if N - staff
staff assocoation
assaciation does not
promotes promote prof
prof dev dev No Response Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 2 13 15
was carried out % within Place where
survey was carried out 13.3% 86.7% 100.0%
% within If staff
association member
indicate level of 28.6% 44 8% 40.5%
professional
development promoted
% of Total 5.4% 35.1% 40.5%
Dubtin Count 1 5 16 22
o nithi
% within If staff
association member
indicate level of 100.0% 71.4% 55 2% 59.5%
professional
development promoted
% of Total 2.7% 13.5% 43.2% 59.5%
Total Count 1 7 29 37
o itk
Q:ﬁi'l:'fﬁ;fﬁffm 27% 18.9% 784% | 100.0%
% within If staff
association member
indicate level of 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
professional
development promoted
% of Total 2.7% 18.9% 78.4% 100.0%

Question 16. If yes, does your association promote professional development in your
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Figure 91. Histogram for professional development promoted by staff association
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Table 185. Frequencies for professional development promoted by staff association

Statistics
If staff
association
member
indicate level
of
Place where professional
survey was development
carried out promoted
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59
Mode 2
Std. Deviation .50
Variance .25
Range 1
Minimum C 1
Maximum ‘ 2
Sum 59

The level of response for the question on whether staff associations promoted
professional development was very low. No positive answer was received from either
Dublin or Silicon Valley respondents. 16 Dublin respondents (72.7 percent) did not
respond to this question. 5 Dublin respondents (22.7 percent) answered ‘no’, while 1

Dublin respondent (4.5 percent) answered ‘I don’t know’.

596



National College of Ireland

13 Silicon Valley respondents (86.7 percent) did not respond to this question.

2Silicon Valley respondents (13.3 percent) answered ‘no’ to the question of whether staff

associations promoted professional development.

Question 17. Who would r:'epresent you if there were a problem at work?

i
1

Table 186. Frequencies for work representation: Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley

Statistics

Indicate work
Place where | representafive

survey was if a problem
carried out arose at work
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 3.19
Median 2.00 2.00
Mode 2 1
Std. Deviation .50 2.48
Variance 25 6.16
Range 1 6
Minimum 1 1
Maximum 2 7
Sum 59 118

Table 187. Crosstabulation for work representation

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent Percent
Place where survey was
&f)rrr:(efeggse';'tgﬁfif . 37 | 100.0% 0 0% 37 | 100.0%
problem arose at work
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Table 188. Place where survey was carried out with work representation

Place where survey was carried out * Indicate work representative if a problem arose at work Crosstabulation

indicate work representative if a problem arese at work
Human Manager/Shttorney/S
Self |Resources |upervisor | oliciitor | Union | don't knowdo Responsg Total
Place where sun Silicon Valle Count EE] 1 1 1 1 15
was carmed out z:::':‘,gff:r:ﬁ’; 73.3% 6.7% | 67% | 6.7% 8.7% | 100.0%
% within Indicate
representative ifa | 61.1% 100.0% 25.0% | 100.0% 16.7% | 40.5%
problem arose at
% of Total 29.7% 27% 2.7% 2.7% 27% | 40.5%
Dublin Count 7 3 2 5 5 22
% within Place why oy g, 13.6% 91% | 22.7% 22.7% | 100.0%
survey was carried
% within Indicate W
representative ifa| 38.9% 75.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 83.3% | 59.5%
problem arose at
% of Total 18.9% 8.1% 5.4% 13.5% 13.5% | 59.5%
Total : Count - 18 : 1 4 1 2 5 6 37
Z:r‘:g;'&:fg:m“’eh; 48 6% 27% | 108% | 27% | 54% | 135% 16.2% | 100.0%
% within Indicate w
representative if a | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% |100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
problem arose at
% of Total 48.6% 2.7% 10.8% 2.7% 5.4% 13.5% 16.2% | 160.0%

Figure 92. Histogram for work representation
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Responses to the question of representation if there was a problem at work varied greatly
between both locations, although the majority in both cases favoured self-representation.

7 Dublin respondents (31.8 percent) reported that they would represent themselves, 3

National College of Ireland

Dublin respondents (13.6 percent) reported that a manager/supervisor would represent

them, while 2 respondents (9.1 percent) stated that a union would represent them. 5
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Dublin employees surveyed (22.7 percent) did not respond, and 5 respondents (22.7
percent) stated that they did not know who would represent them.

11 Silicon Valley respondents (73.3 percent} reported that they would represent
themselves, | Silicon Valley respondent (6.7 percent) reported that human resources
would represent them, 1 respondent (6.7 percent) stated that a manager/supervisor would
represent them, while 1 respondent (6.7 percent) stated that an aﬁorney would represent

them. 1 Silicon Valley employee surveyed (6.7 percent) did not respond.

12.3.18 Question 18. Please tick which of the following best describes your work
environment, with strongly agree indicating a strong agreement with the values

listed, and strongly disagree indicating a strong disagreement with the value listed

Work Environment Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

Stressful

Relaxed
Team-orientated
Competitive

Good core values
Promotes creativity
Authoritative
Pressurised
Promotes work-life balance
Critical

Supportive
Flexible
People-orientated
Appreciative

]

[

I

dacs

I

1

OO0 OOCOOO0Odn
CIEAL
N

I
CCC
a0

National College of Ireland
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Table 189. Crosstabulation: Stressful

Place where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Stressful (strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabulation

Work environment description: Stressful {strongly agree to strongly disagree

scale)
Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Uadecided | Disagree | Disagree | No Response Total
Ptace where survey Silicon Valley Count ’ 8 7 1 1 15
was carfied oul % within Ptace where
survey was carried out 40.0% 46.7% 6.7% 6.7% 100.0%
% within Work
environment
description: Stressful 66.7% 41.2% 100.0% 50.0% 40.5%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Tota) 16.2% 18.9% 2.7% 2.7% 40.5%
Dublin Count 3 10 7 1 1 22
% within Place whe
¢ Within 'ace where 136% | 455% a1.6% 4.5% 45% | 100.0%

survey was carried out
% within Work
environment

description: Stressful 33.3% 58.8% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 59.5%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)

% of Total 8.1% 27.0% 18.8% 2.7% 2.7% 59.5%

Total Count 9 17 1 7 2 1 37
% within Place where
survey was carried out 24.3% 45.9% 2.7% 18.9% 5.4% 2.7% 100.0%
% within Wark
environment
description: Stressful 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(strongly agres to .
strongly disagree scale),
% of Total 24.3% 45.9% 27% 18.9% 5.4% 2.7% 100.0%

Figure 93. Histogram: Stressful
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Work Environment: Stressful
A majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work environment

was stressful. 10 Dublin respondents (45.5 percent) agreed, while 3 (13.6 percent)
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strongly agreed, giving a total of 59.1 percent who agreed that work was stressful.
However a large minority disagreed with this statement: 7 respondents (31.8 percent)
disagreed, and 1 respondent (4.5 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 36.3 Dublin
respondents who disagreed that work was stressful. ;

_ A large majority of Silicbn Valley respondents also agreed that their work
environment was stressful. 7 Silicon Valley respondents (46.7 percent) agreed,-and 8 (40
peréent) strongly agreed, giving a tota] of 86.7 percent who agreed that work was
stressful. Only 1 respondent (6.7 percent) strongly disagreed with the statement that their

work environment was stressful. -

Table 190. Crosstabulation: Relaxed

1ce where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Relaxed {strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabulatic

envirenment description: Relaxed {strangly agree to strongly disagree s

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree |Undecided | Disagree | Disagree [No Response | Total
Place where surve: Silicon Valley Count 1 1 7 6 15
was carried out o withi
7 within Place where 6.7% 6.7% | 467% | 40.0% 100.0%

survey was carried ou
% within Work
environment
description: Relaxed 10.0% 33.3% 50.0% 85.7% 40.5%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scals
% of Total 27% 2.7% 18.9% 16.2% 40.5%
Dublin Count 2 9 2 7 1 1 22
% within Place where
survey was carried oul
% within Work
environment
description: Relaxed 100.0% 90.0% 66.7% 50.0% 14.3% 100.0% 59.5%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scald
% of Total 5.4% 24.3% 5.4% 18.9% 2.7% 2.7% 59.5%
Total Count 2 10 3 14 7 1 37
% within Place where
survey was carried ou
% within Work
environment
description: Relaxed 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% |- 100.0%
{strangly agree to
strongly disagree scald
% of Total 5.4% 27.0% 8.1% 37.8% 18.9% 2.7% | 100.0%

9.1% 40.9% 9.1% 31.8% 4.5% 4.5% | 100,0%

54% 27.0% 8.1% 37.8% 18.9% .. 27% | 100.0%
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Figure 94. Histogram: Relaxed
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A majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work environment
was relaxed. 9 Dublin respondents (40.9 percent) agreed, while 2 (9.1 percent) strongly
agreed, giving a total of 50 percent who agreed that work was relaxed. However a large
minority disagreed with this statement: 7 respondents (31.8 percent) disagreed, and |
respondent (4.5 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 36.3 Dublin respondents
who disagreed that work was relaxed.

In contrast to Dublin respondents, a large majority of Silicon Valley respondents
disagreed that their work environment was relaxed. 7 Silicon Valley respondents (46.7
percent) disagreed, and 6 (40 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 86.7 percent who
disagreed that work was relaxed. Only 1 respondent (6.7 percent) strongly agreed with

the statement that their work environment was relaxed.

National College of Ireland
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Table 191. Crosstabulation: Team-orientated

- where survey was carried out * Work envirocnment description: Team-orientated (strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabul

Work environment description: Team-orientated (strongly agree to strongly
disagree scale)
Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree | Undecided | Disagree | Disagree |No Response | Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count . 6 4 4 1 15
was carried out % within Place where
survey was carried out 40.0% 26.7% 26.7% 6.7% 100.0%
% within Waork
environment descriptiol]
Team-orientated 35.3% 57.1% 50.0% 50.0% 40.5%
h (strongly agree fo
strongly disagree scale
% of Total 16.2% 10.8% 10.8% 2.7% 40.5%
Dublin Caunt 2 11 3 4 1 1 22
% within Place where
survey was carried out 9.1% 50.0% 13.6% 18.2% 4.5% 4.5% 100.0%
% within Work
environment descriptio
Team-orientated 100.0% 64.7% 42.9% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 58.5%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale
% of Total 5.4% 29.7% 8.1% 10.8% 2.7% 2.7% 58.5%
Total Caount 2 17 7 8 2 1 37
% within Place where
survey was carried out 54% | 459% 18.9% 216% 5.4% 27% | 100.0%
— U % within Work
environment descriptior]
I— ‘ Team-orientated 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | +00.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
(strongly agree to .
strongly disagree scale!
% of Total 5.4% 45.8% 18.9% 21.6% 5.4% 2.7% 100.0%
U Figure 95. Histogram: Team-orientated
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A majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work environment
was team-orientated. 11 Dublin respondents (50 percent) agreed, while 2 (9.1 percent)
strongly agreed, giving a total of 59.1 percent who agreed that work was team-orientated.
A minority disagreed with this statement: 4 respondents (18.2 percent) disagreed, and 1
respondent (4.5 percent) strongly diségreed, giving a total of 22.7 percent of Dublin
respondents who disagreed that work was team-orientated. 3 Dublin respondents (13.6
percent) reported that they were undecided. .

| A émall majority- of Silicon. Valley respondents agreed that their work

environment was team-orientated. 6 Silicon Valley respondents (40 percent) agreed that

e of

work was team-orientated. A large minority of Silicon Valley respondents disagreed that
heir work environment was team-orientated. 4 Silicon Valley respondents (26.7 percent)

disagreed, and 1 respondent strongly disagreed, giving a total of 33.4 who disagreed that

€9

E— vﬁ team-orientated. 4 Silicon Valley respondents (26.7 percent) reported that they
] 1
we ecided.
O Table 192. Crosstabulation: Competitive
Jrvey was carried out " Work environment description: Competitive {strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabulatio
Work environment description: Competitive (strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided | Disagree | No Response Total
B survey  Silicon Valley Count 3 9 3 15
wig carried out % within Place where
L survey was carried out 20.0% 60.0% 20.0% 100.0%
% within Work
] environment
description: Competitive 80.0% 52.9% 33.3% 40.5%
] : (strongly agree to . !
strongly disagree scale}
% of Total 8.1% 24 3% 81% 40.5%
Dublin Count 2 8 6 5 1 22
% within Place where o
H survey was carried out 91% 36.4% 27.3% 22.7% 4.5% 100.0%
% within Work
environment
description: Competitive 40.0% 47.1% 66.7% 100.0% 100.0% 59.5%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 5.4% 21.6% 16.2% 13.5% 2.7% 59.5%
Total Count 5 17 9 5 1 37
% within Place where
survey was caried out 13.5% 45.9% 24.3% 13.5% 27% 100.0%
% within Work
environment
description: Competitive 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 13.5% 45.9% 24.3% 13.5% 2.7% 100.0%
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Figure 96. Histogram: Competitive
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A small majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work
environment was competitive. 8 Dublin respondents (36.4 percent) agreed, while 2 (9.1
percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 45.5 percent who agreed that work was
competitive. A minority disagreed with this statement: 5 respondents (22.7 percent)
disagreed. 6 respondents (27.3 percent) were undecided as to whether or not their work
environment was competitive,

A majority of Silicon Valley respondents agreed that their work environment was
competitive. 8 Silicon Valley respondents (60 percent) agreed, and 2 (20 percent)
strongly agreed, giving a total of 80 percent who agreed what work was competitive. No
respondents disagreed with this statement. 3 Silicon Valley respondents (20 percent) were

undecided as to whether or not their work environment was competitive

National College of Ireland
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Table 193. Crosstabulation: Good Core Values

Place where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Good core values {strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabulation

Work environment description: Good core values (strangly agree ta strongly
disagree scale)
Strangly Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided | Disagree | Disagree | No Response Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 5 3 4 3 15
was carried out % within Place where
survey was carried out 33.3% 20.0% 26.7% 20.0% 100.0%
% within Work
environment description:
Good core values 33.3% 42.9% 50.0% 60.0% 40.5%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scaie)
% of Total 13.5% 8.1% 10.8% 8.1% 40.5%
Dublin Ceount . 1 10 4 4 2 1 22
% within Place where
survey was carried out 4.5% 45.5% 18.2% 18.2% 9.1% 45% | 100.0%
% within \Work
environment description:
Good core values 100.0% 66.7% 57.1% 50.0% 40.0% 100.0% 59.5%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale}
% of Total 2.7% 27.0% 10.8% 10.8% 5.4% 2.7% 59.5%
Total Count 1 15 7 8 5 il 37
% within Place where
survey was carried out 2.7% 40.5% 18.9% 21.6% 13.5% 2.7% 100.0%
% within Work
N environment description:
Good core values 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 2.7% 40.5% 18.9% 21.6% 13.5% 2.7% 100.0%
i i é Figure 97. Histogram: Good Core Values
12
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A majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work environment

had good core values. 10 Dublin respondents (45.5 percent) agreed, while | (4.5 percent)
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strongly agreed, giving a total of 50 percent who agreed what their work organisation

contained good core values. A minority disagreed with this statement: 4 respondents

(18.2 percent) disagreed, and 2 respondent (9.1 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total

of 27.3 percent of Dublin respondents who disagreed that their work environment

contained good core values. 4 Dublin respondents (18.2 percent) were undecided.

In contrast to Dublin respondents, a small majority of Silicon Valley respondents

Table 194. Crosstabulation: Promotes Creativity

disagreed that their work environment had good core values. 4 Silicon Valley respondents
(26.7 percent) disagreed, and 3 (20 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 46.7
percent who disagreed that their work organisation had good core values. 5 Silicon
Valley respondents (33.3 percent) agreed with the statement that their work environment

had good core values. 3 Silicon Valley respondents (20 percent) were undecided.

was carried out * Work environment description: Promotes creativity (strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabt

§S]

|
I ork environment description: Promotes creativity (strongly agree to strong
. . disagree scale)
O ’ ) Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree | Undecided | Disagree | Disagree |No Response | Total
Pt survey Silicon Valley Count 1 3 5 5 1 15
wif C out o, withi
* :gt'r;;ag:r::;i: 67% | 200% | 33.3% | 33.3% 6.7% 100.0%
% within Work
environment description
Promotes creativity 33.3% 42.9% 41.7% 41.7% 50.0% 40.5%
m (strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale
h % of Total 2.7% 8.1% 13.5% 13.5% 2.7% 40.5%
Dublin Count 2 4 7 7 1 1 22
% within Place where 91% | 182% |  31.8% | 31.8% 5% 4.5% | 100.0%
C I— survey was carried out s o e o 4.5% o i
% within Work
. environment description
O Promotes creativity 66.7% 57.1% 58.3% 58.3% 50.0% 100.0% 59.5%
(strongly agree 1o
strongly disagree scale
[ — % of Total 5.4% 10.8% 18.9% 18.9% 2.7% 2.7% 59.5%
Total Count 3 7 12 12 2 1 37
of s
::xg:’:v:éagjr::(ffm 81% | 18.9% | 324% | 324% |  54% 2.7% | 100.0%
% within Work
environment description
Promotes creativity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale
Z ' % of Total B.1% 18.9% 32.4% 32.4% 5.4% 2.7% | 100.0%
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Figure 98. Histogram: Promotes Creativity
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Work Environment: Promotes Creativity
A’small majority of Dublin respondents” disagreed with the statement that their work
environment promotes creativity. 7 Dublin respondents (31.8 percent) disagreed, while |
(4.5 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 36.3 percent who disagreed that their
work promotes creativity. The following Dublin respondents agreed with this statement:
4 respondents (18.2 percent) agreed, and 2 respondents (9.1 percent} strongly agreed,
giving a total of 27.3 Dublin respondents who agreed that work promoted creativity. 7
Dublin respondents (31.8 percent) were undecided

A small majority of Silicon Valley respondents also disagreed that their work
environment promoted creativity. 5 Silicon Valley respondents (33.3 percent) disagreed,
and 1 (6.7 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 40 percent who disagreed that work
promotes creativity. 3 Silicon Valley respondents (20 percent) agreed, and 1 respondent
(6.7 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 26.7 per sent who agreed that their work

place promoted creativity. 5 Silicon Valley respondents (33.3 percent) were undecided.
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Table 195. Crosstabulation: Authoritative

ere survey was carried out * Work environment description: Authoritative {strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosst;

Environment description: Authoritative (strongly agree to strongly dis

scale)
Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree  |Undecided|Disagree | Disagree [No Responsel Totai
Place where surve Silicon Valle Count 2 5 5 3 15
was carried out % withi '
% within Place wherel 5 o | 3330 | 33.3% | 20.0% 100.0%

survey was carried oy
% within Work
environment descripti
Authoritative {strongly 66.7% | 50.0% 33.3% 42.9% 40.5%
agree to strongly
disagree scale)
% of Total 5.4% 13.5% 13.5% 8.1% 40.5%
. Dublin Count 1 5 10 4 1 1 22
% within Place where|
survey was carried ol
% within Wark
environment descripti
Authoritative (strongly  33.3% 50.0% 66.7% 57.1% | 100.0% 100.0% 59.5%
agree to strongly
disagree scale)

% of Total 2.7% 13.5% 27.0% 10.8% 2.7% 27% 59.5%

Total Count 3 10 15 7 1 1 37

% within Place where
0, <,

survey was carried of 8.1% | 27.0% 40.5% 18.9% 2.7% 2.7% | 100.0%
% within Work
envirenment descripti
Authoritative (strongly 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 160.0%
agree to strongly
disagree scale) .
% of Total BA1% | 27.0% | 40.5% | 18.9% 2.7% 2.7% | 100.0%

a 5 Figure 99.Histogram: Authoritative
—

45% | 227% 45.5% 18.2% 4.5% . 4.5% | 100.0%
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A majority of Dublin respondents were undecided as to whether or not their work place
was authoritative: 10 respondents (45.5 percent). The following Dublin respondents
agreed that work was authoritative: 5 (22.7 percent) agreed, and | (4.5 percent) strongly
agreed, giving a total of 27.2 percent agreed with the statement that their work
environment was authoritative. The following Dublin respondents disagreed with this
statement: 4 (18.2 percent) disagreed, while 1 (4.5 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a
total of 22.7 percent who disagreed that work was authoritative.

In contrast to Dublin respondents, a small of Silicon Valley respondents agreed
that their work environment was authoritative. 5 Silicon Valley respondents (33.3
percent) agreed, and 2 (13.3 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 46.6 percent who
agreed what work was authoritative. 3 respondents (20 percent) disagreed with the
statement that their work environment was authoritative. 5 Silicon Valley respondents

(33.3 percent) were undecided as to whether or not their workplace was authoritative.

Table 196. Crosstabulation: Pressurised

where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Pressurised (strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabu

Work environment description: Pressurised {strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)

Strongly
Agree Agree | Undecided | Disagree |No Response | Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 5 9 1 16
was carried out %, withi hi
% within Place where 333% | 60.0% 6.7% 100.0%

survey was carried out
% within Work
environment description
Pressurised (strongly 71.4% 45.0% 25.0% 40.5%
agree to strongly
disagree scale)
% of Total 13.5% 24.3% 2.7% 40.5%
Dublin Count 2 11 3 5 1 22
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Work
environment description .
Pressurised (strongly 28.6% 55.0% 75.0% 100.0% 100.0% $9.5%
agree to strongly
disagree scale)
% of Total 54% 29.7% 8.1% 13.5% 2.7% 59.5%
Total Count 7 20 4 5 1 37
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Work
environment description

Pressurised (strongly 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
agree to strongly
disagree scale)

% of Total 18.9% 54.1% 10.8% 13.5% 2.7% 100.0%

9.1% 50.0% 13.6% 22.7% 4.5% 100.0%

18.9% 54.1% 10.8% 13.5% 2.7% 100.0%
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Figure 100. Histogram: Pressurised
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A large majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work
environment was pressurised. 11 Dublin respondents (50 percent) agreed, and 2
respondents (9.1 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 59.1 percent who agreed that
the work environment was pressurized. 5 Dublin respondents (22.7 percent) disagreed
with this statement. 3 Dublin respondents (13.6 percent) were undecided.

A large majority of Silicon Valley respondents also agreed that their work
environment was pressurized. 9 Silicon Valley respondents (60 percent) agreed, and 5
(33.3 ‘percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 93.3 percent who agreed with the
statement that their work was pressurized. No Silicon Valley respondent disagreed with

this statement. | respondent (6.7 percent) was undecided.

National College of Ireland
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Table 197. Crosstabulation: Promotes Work-life Balance

*where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Promotes work-life balance (strongly agree to strongly disagree s
Crosstabulation

agree to strongly disagree scale}

“York environment description: Promotes work-life bafance {strong

Strongly
Agree Undecided | Disagree | Disagree |No Response Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 2 3 5 5 15
was carried out % within Place where
survey was carried out 13.3% 20.0% 33.3% 33.3% 100.0%
% within Work
environment description:
h Promotes work-iife 33.3% 37.5% 33.3% 83.3% 40.5%
balance (strongly agree 1
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 5.4% 8.1% 13.5% 13.5% 40.5%
Dublin Count 4 5 10 1 2 22
% within Place where
survey was carried out 18.2% 22.7% 45,5% 4.5% 91% 100.0%
% within Work
environment description:
Promotes work-life 66.7% 62.5% 66.7% 16.7% 100.0% 59.5%
balance (strongly agree t
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 10.8% 13.5% 27.0% 2.7% 5.4% 59.5%
Total Count [ 8 15 6 2 37
— % within Piace witere 16.2% 216% | 405% | 16.2% 5.4% | 100.0%
survey was carried out Balad o 2 2% 4% 0%
I % within Work
environment description:
Promotes work-life 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
balance (strongiy agree t
strongly disagree scale}
% of Total 16.2% 21.6% 40.5% 16.2% 5.4% 100.0%
- Figure 101. Histogram: Promotes Work-life Balance
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A majority of Dublin respondents disagreed with the statement that their work
environment promoted work-life balance. 10 Dublin respondents (45.5 percent) disagreed
that work promoted work-life balance. 4 Dublin respondents (18.2 percent) agreed, while
1 respondent (4.5 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 22.7 percent who agreed that
wofk promoted work-life balance. 5 Dublin respondents (22.7 percent) were undecided.
A large majority of Silicon Valley respondents also disagreed that their work
environment promoted work-life balance. 5 Silicon Valley respondents (33.3 percent)
disagreed, and 5 (33.3 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 66.6 percent who
disagreed with the statement that work promoted work-life balance. Only 2 Silicon
Valley respondents (13.3 percent) agreed with this statement. 3 respondents (20 percent‘)

were undecided.

Table 198. Crosstabulation: Critical

there survey was carried out ® Work environment description: Critical {strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstab

nvironment description: Critical (strongly agree to strongly disagreg

Strongly Strongly
Agree | Agree |Undecided|Disagree | Disagree No Response| Total
Place where surv Silicon Valie Count 3 4 4 4 15
was carried out % within Place wherd
survey was carried o 20.0% | 26.7% 26.7% | 26.7% 100.0%
% within Work
enviranment descript] o 5 o o
Critical (strongly agrd 100.0% 36.4% 50.0% 30.8% 40.5%
strangly disagree sca
% of Total 8.1% 10.8% 10.8% 10.8% 40.5%
Dublin Count 7 4 E] 1 1 22
% within PI wherg
iy ace 31.8% | 182% | 40.8% | 4.5% 45% | 100.0%

survey was carried ol
% within Work

environment descript
Critical (strongly agred
strongly disagree sci

63.6% 50.0% | 69.2% | 100.0% 100.0% | 59.5%

% of Total 189% | 108% | 243% | 27% [  27%| 59.5%
Total Count 3 11 8 13 ] ] 37

oo

% within Place wherg g 1o\ oo 200 | 216% | 35.1% |  2.7% 27% | 100.0%

survey was carried ol
% within Work
environment descript]
Critical (strongly agr:
strangly disagree sci
% of Total 8.1% | 29.7% 21.8% | 35.1% 2.7% 2.7% | 100.0%

100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%




Figure 102, Histogram: Critical
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Work Environment: Critical
A majority of Dublin respondents disagreed with the statement that their work

environment was critical. 9 Dublin respondents (40.9 percent) disagreed, while I

National College of Ireland

respondent (4.5 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 45.4 percent who disagreed
what work was critical. 7 Dublin respondents (31.8 percent) agreed that work was
critical. 4 Dublin respondents (18.2 percent) were undecided.

[n contrast to Dublin respondents, a small majority of Silicon Valley respondents
agreed that their work environment was critical. 4 Silicon Valley respondents (26.7
percent) agreed, and 3 (20 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 46.7 percent who
agreed what work was critical. 4 respondents (26.7 percent) disagreed with the statement
that their work environment was critical. 4 Silicon Valley respondents (26.7 percent)

were undecided.
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Table 199. Crosstabulation: Supportive

ace where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Supportive (strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabulatic

ork environment description: Supporlive (strongly agree to strongly disagre
scale)
Strongly Strongly
Agree Adree | Undecided | Disagree | Disagree |No Response Total
Ptace where survey Silicon Valley Count 1 3] 3 3 2 15
was carried out % within Place where N
survey was carried ot 8.7% 40.0% 20.0% 20.0% 13.3% 100.0%
% within Work
environment
description: Supportivel . 33.3% 37.5% 50.0% 33.3% 100.0% 40.5%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scalJ
% of Total 2.7% 16.2% 8.1% 8.1% 5.4% 40.5%
Dublin Count 2 10 3 5] 1 22
% within Place where .
survey was carried out 9.1% 45.5% 13.6% 27.3% 4.5% [ 100.0%
% within Waork
environment
description: Supportivg  66.7% 62.5% 50.0% 66.7% 100.0% 59.5%
(strongly agree o
strongly disagree scalg
% of Total 5.4% 27.0% 8.1% 16.2% 2.7% 59.5%
Total Count 3 16 6 9 2 1 37
% within Place where ’ o
survey was carried oul 8.1% 43.2% 16.2% 24.3% 5.4% 2.7% | 100.0%
% within Work
environment
descriplion: Supportivey 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
{strongly agree to
strongly disagree scald
% of Total 8.1% | 43.2% 16.2% | 24.3% 5.4% 2.7% | 100.0%

Figure 103. Histogram: Supportive
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A majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work environment

was supportive. 10 Dublin respondents (45.5 percent) agreed, while 2 respondents (9.1
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percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 54.6 percent who agreed what work was
supportive. However 6 respondents (27.3 percent) disagreed that work was supportive. 3
Dublin respondents (13.6 percent) were undecided.

A small majority of Silicon Valley respondents also agreed that their work
environment was supportive. 6 Silicon Valley reSpondenlts (40 percent) agreed, and 1 (6.7
percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 46.7 percent who agreed that work was
supportive. 3 Silicon Valley respondents (20 percent) disagreed, and 2 respondents (13.3
percent) strongly disagreed with the statement that their work environment was

supportive. 3 Silicon Valley respondents (20 percent) were undecided.

Table 200. Crosstabulation: Flexible

se where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Flexible {strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabula

Nationa College of Ireland

environment description: Flexible (strongly agree to strongly disagree
Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree |Undecided | Disagree | Disagree |No Response| Total

Place where surve Silicon Valley Count 7 5 2 1 1%
was carried out % within Place where

survey was carfied out 46.7% 33.3% 13.3% 6.7% 100.0%

% within Work

environment descriptio

Flexible (strongly agred 33.3% 62.5% 40.0% | 100.0% 40.5%

strongly.disagree scalg] .

% of Total 18.9% 13.5% 5.4% 27% 40.5%

Dublin Count 1 14 3 3 B 1 22

% within Place where

survey was carried out 4.5% 1 636% 136% | 1386% 4.5% | 100.0%

% within Work

environment descriptio

Flexible (strongly agred 100.0% | 66.7% 37.5% 60.0% 100.0% 59.5%

strongly disagree scale

% of Total 2.7% | 37.8% 8.1% 8.1% 27% 59.5%
Total Count 1 21 8 5 1 1 37

% within Place where

survey was carried out 27% | 56.8% 21.6% 13.5% 2.7% 27% | 100.0%

% within Work

environment descriptic!

Flexible (strangly agred 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

strongly disagree scale

% of Tatal 2.7% 56.8% 21.6% 13.5% 2.7% 2.7% | 100.0%
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Figure 104. Histogram: Flexible
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Work Environment: Flexible
A large majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work

environment was flexible. 14 Dublin respondents (63.6 percent)_agreed, while 1 (4.5

Nationa College of Ireland

percent) strongly agreed. giving a total of 68.1 percent who agreed what work was
flexible. 3 Dublin respondents (13.6 percent) disagreed that work was flexible. 3 Dublin
respondents (13.6 percent) were undecided.

A majority of Silicon Valley respondents also agreed that their work environment
was flexible. 7 Silicon Valley respondents (46.7 percent) agreed that work was flexible. 2
Silicon Valley respondents (13.3 percent) disagreed, and 1 respondent (6.7) strongly
disagreed, giving a total of 20 percent who disagreed with the statement that their work

environment was flexible. 5 Silicon Valley respondents (33.3 percent) were undecided.
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re survey was carried out * Work environment description: People-crientated {strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Cross:

Table 201. Crosstabulation: People-orientated

k environment description: People-crientated {strongly agree to stron

disagree scale)

Strongly | . Strongly .
Agree Agree {Undecided |Disagree | Disagree [No Response| Total

Place where surve Silicon Valle Count 1 6 5 2 1 15

oh writhi
was carried out 5/ ;r‘:’g:'cv:;acc;;zez 67% | 40.0% | 33.3% | 133% | 67% 100.0%

% within Work

environment descriptig

People-crientated 20.0% 60.0% 55.6% 20.0% 50.0% 40.5%

{strongly agree to

strongly disagree scall

% of Total 2.7% 16.2% 13.5% 5.4% 2.7% 40.5%

Dublin Count 4 4 4 8 1 1 22

0 i

S/z‘jxg:';gaf: rr‘:‘g:f;i 182% | 18.2% | 18.2% | 364% | 45% 45% | 100.0%

% within Work

environment descripti

People-orientated 80.0% | 40.0% 44 4% 80.0% 50.0% 100.0% 59.5%

(strongly agree to

strongly disagree scall

% of Total 10.8% 10.8% 10.8% 21.6% 2.7% 2.7% 59.5%
Total Count 5 10 9 10 2 1 37

within Place where| 5 oo | 270 | 24.3% | 270% | 54% 2.7% | 100.0%

survey was carried oul R e i e e e i

% within Work

environment descripti

People-orientated 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

{strongly agree to

strongly disagree scal

% of Total 13.5% 27.0% 24.3% 27.0% 5.4% 2.7% | 100.0%

Figure 105. Histogram: People-orientated
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A small majority of Dublin respondents disagreed with the statement that their work
environment was people-orientated. 8 Dublin respondents (36.4 percent) disagreed, while
1 respondent (4.5 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 40.9 percent who
disagreed with the statement that their workplace was people-orientated. However a large
minority agreed with this statement: 4 respondents (18.2 percent) agreed, and 4
respondents (18.2 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 36.4 Dublin respondents who
agreed that work was people-orientated. 4 Dublin respondents (18.2 percent) were
undecided.
In contrast to Dublin respondents, a majority of Silicon Valley respondents agreed that
their work enVironment was people-orientated. 6 Silicon Valley respondents (40 percent).
agreed, and | (6.7 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 46.7 percent who agreed that
work was people-orientated. 2 Silicon Valley respondents (13.3 percent) disagreed, while
1 resident (6.7 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 21 per cent who disagreed
with the statement that their work environment was people-orientated. S Silicon Valley
respondents (33.3 percent) were undecided.

Table 202.Crosstabulation: Appreciative

where survey was carried out * Wark environment description: Appreciative (strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabu

i environment description: Appreciative {strongly agree to strongly disag
scale)
Strengly Strongly
Agree Agree |Undecided | Disagree | Disagree [No Response | Total
Place where surve Silicon Valley Count 1 5 5 3 1 15
was carried out % within Place where
(+ 0, 0, 3 11

survey was cared out 6.7% 33.3% 33.3% 20.0% 6.7% 100.0%

% within Work

environment descriptiol

Appreciative {strongly 33.3% 45.5% 50.0% 37.5% 25.0% 40.5%

agree to strongly

disagree scale)

% of Total 23% 13.5% 13.5% 8.1% 27% 40.5%

Dublin Count 2 [ 5 5 3 1 22

% within Place where .

survéy was camied out ‘9.1% 27.3% 22.7% 22.7% 13.6% 4.5% | 100.0%

% within Work

environment descriptio,

Appreciative (strongly | 66.7% 54.5% 50.0% 62.5% 75.0% 100.0% 59.5%

agree to strongly -

disagree scale)

% of Total 5.4% 16.2% 13.5% 13.5% 8.1% 2.7% 59.5%
Totaf Count 3 11 10 8 4 1 37

% within Place where o o, y

survey was carried out 8.1% 29.7% 27.0% 21.6% 10.8% 27% | 100.0%

% within Work

environment descriptio|

Appreciative (strongly | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

agree to strongly

disagree scale)

% of Total 8.1% 290.7% 27.0% 21.6% 10.8% 2.7% | 100.0%

National College of Ireland
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Figure 106. Histogram: Appreciative
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Work Environment: Appreciative

Results were evenly divided for Dublin respondents as to whether their work
environment was appreciative. 6 Dublin respondents (27.3 percent) agreed, while 2 (9.1
percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 36.4 percent who agreed that work was
appreciative. 5 respondents (22.7 percent) disagreed, and 3 respondents (13.6 percent)
strongly disagreed, giving a total of 36.3 Dublin respondents who disagreed that work
was appreciative. S Dublin Valley respondents (22.7 percent) were undecided.

A small majority of Silicon Valley respondents agreed that their work
environment was appreciative. 5 Silicon Valley respondents (33.3 percent) agreed, and 1
(6.7 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 40 percent who agreed that work was
appreciative. 3 Silicon Valley respondents (20 percent) disagreed, while | respondent
(6.7) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 26.7 percent who disagreed with the statement
that their work environment was appreciative. 5 Silicon Valley respondents (33.3 percent)

were undecided.

National College of Ireland

Question 19a. How long have you been in your current employment?
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Table 203. Crosstabulation: Time in current employment

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Place where survey
was carried out * Time 37 100.0% 0 0% 37 100.0%
in current employment

Table 204. Crosstabulation: Place where survey was carried out — Time in current employment

Place where survey was carried out * Time in current employment Crosstabulation

Time in current employment
© Responsqd <1 1<2 | 2<3 | 3<4 | 4<5 | 5<6 | 61010 |1110 20|20 to 40| Total
Place where sur Silicon Vall Count . 1 .2 5 3 1 1 2 15
was carried out ithin Pk
:tr‘:’l'é:'ua:g:r;"‘ 6.7% | 13.3% | 333% | 200% | 6.7% 67% | 13.3% 100.0%
L/ athi TA i
::J:::t";n:;}:;; 333% | 66.7% | 55.6% | 60.0% | 50.0% 12.5% [100.0% 40.5%
% of Total 27% | 54% | 13.5% | 8% | 27% 27% | 54% 405%
Dublin  Count 2 2 1 3 2 1 2 7 T 22
% within P!
ﬁ :Jxl.;:":.,a:,f;:( 9.1% | 9.1%| 45% | 182% | 9.1% | 4.5%| g.1% | 31.8% 4.5% {100.0%
% within Time i
c:{‘;’::;ln:;:;; 100.0% | 66.7% | 333% | 44.4% | 40.0% | 50.0% |100.0% | 87.5% 100.0% | 59.5%
% of Total 54% | 54%| 2.7% | 108% | 54% | 2.7% | 54% | 18.9% 2.7% | 59.5%
Tot Count 2 3 3 9 5 2 2 8 2 1 37
% within PI
Sﬁxir;'sva:s:m‘?’e 54% | BA% | B.1% | 24.3% | 135% | 54% | 54% | 216% | 54% | 2.7% |100.0%
ithin Ti i
Z‘L:"n'm;r;r;;g;; 100.0% |100.0% |100.0% |100.0% [100.0% |100.0% |100.0% |100.0% {100.0% |100.0% {100.0%
% of Total 54% ) 81%) 8.1% | 24.3% | 13.5% | 54% | 54% | 216% | 54% | 27% [100.0%

8

Ired

Co
unt

Silicon Valley

Dublin

Place where survey was carried out

Figure 107, Histogram: How long in current employment
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Table 205. Frequencies for Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley: Time in Current Employment

National College of
Ireland

Statistics

Place where Time in

survey was current
R . carried out employment
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 5.3108
Median 2.00 3.0000
Mode 2 2.00
Std. Deviation .50 5.6867
Variance .25 32.3382
Range 1 21.00
Minimum 1 .00
Maximum 2 21.00
Sum 59 196.50

Table 207.

Statistics

Time in current employment

N Valid
Missing

Mean

Median

Maode

Std. Deviation

Variance

Range

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

22
0
59055
3.7500
002
8.2500
68.0626
40.00
.00
40.00
128.92

Tabie 206. Frequencies for Dublin Time in Current Employment

2. Muttiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Statistics

Time in current employment

Frequencies for Silicon Valley Time in Current Employment

N Valid

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation
Variance
Range
Minimum
Maximum
Sum

Missing

3.7600
2.0000
2.00
3.6849
13.5783
11.60

12.00
56.40

16
0

40

622



Dublin results for length of time in employment show a range from less than 1 year, to
between 20 and 40 years. Variance is 68.06, and standard deviation is 8.25. 7 Dublin
respondents (31.8 per cent) reported a length of time employed less than 3 years. 5
Dublin respondents (22.7 per cent) reported a length of time employed between 3 years
and less than 6 years. 7 Dublin respondents (31.8 per cent) reported a length of time
employed between 6 to less than 10 years. Just 1 Dublin respondent (4.5 percent)
reported being employed for more than 20 years.

Silicon Valley results for length of time of employment show a range from less
than | year, to between 10 and 20 years. Variance is 13.58, and standard deviation is
3.68. 8 Silicon Valley respondents (53.3 per cent) reported a length of time employed
between less than 3 years, compared with 31.8 percent of Dublin respondents. 4 Silicon
Valley respondents (26.7 per cent) reported a length of time employed between 3 years
and less than 6 years, compared with 22.7 percent of Dublin respondents. 1 Silicon
Valley respondent (6.7 per cent) reported a length of time employed between 6 to less
than 10 years, compared with 31.8 percent of Dublin respondents. 2 Silicon Valley
respondents (13.3 percent) reported being employed for between 10 and less than 20
years.

Overall these results indicate that Dublin respondents (with a mean of 5.9 years)
are employed for longer pertods of time compared to Silicon Valley respondents (with a

mean of 3.76 years employed).

Question 19b. How long were you in your last employment?

National College of Ireland
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Table 208. Crosstabulation: Time in last employment

Place where survey was carried out ™ Timé in last employment Crosstabulation

Time in ast employment
- . . FirstJob| <1. 11«2 | 2<3 3<4 | 4<5 5<6 [61010 lo Responst Total -
Place where su Silicon Val' Count 1 1 7 3 1 1 1 15
was carried out % within Place W
0, 10
survey was carrid 5:7% | 67% | 467% | 200% | 67% | 67% | 67% 100.0%
% within Time in| 14 o | 50.0% | 635% | 50.0% | 50.0% | 25.0% | 50.0% 40.5%
employment : A 00 e e e e o
% of Total 27% | 27% | 18.9% | 8.1% | 27%| 27%| 27% 40.5%
Count 8 1 4 3 1 3 1 2 i 22
% within Place
S:r":'ey':as o] 27.3% | 4.6% | 18.2% | 138% | 4.5% | 13.6% | 4.5% | 9.1% 4.5% {100,0%
% within Time in
fm‘;'lg‘;”m;t " 85.7% | 50.0% | 38.4% | 50.0% | 50.0% | 75.0% | 50.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 59.5%
% of Totat 16.2% | 27% | 108% | 8.1% | 27% | 81%| 27%| sau 27% | 58.5%
Total Count 7 2 11 6 2 4 2 2 1 37
% within Place w o N o 5
curvey was carid 18-9% | 5.4% | 297% | 16.2% | 5.4% | 10.8% | 5.4% 5.4% 2.7% [100.0%
% within Time i
e;q";'lo;;e:t" "1100.0% {100.0% 1100.0% |100.0% [100.0% [100.0% [100.0% |100.0% | 100.0% [100.0%
% of Total 18.9% | 5.4% | 26.7% | 16.2% | 5.4% | 10.8% | 54% | 54% 2.7% [100.0%

Figure 108. Histogram: Time in last employment

Time in last employment
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Table 209. Frequencies for Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley Time in Last Employment

lreland

Statistics
Place where
survey was Time in last
carried out | "employment
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 2.0541
Mode 2 1.00
Std. Deviation 50 24232
Variance .25 58720
Range 1 10.00
Minimum 1 .00
Maximum 2 10.00
Sum 58 76.00

Table 210. Frequencies for Dublin Time in Last Employment

Statistics
Time in last employment
N Valid 21

Missing 1
Mean 2.2976
Median 1.5000
Mode .00
5td. Deviation 2.6072
Variance 6.7976
Range 10.00
Minimum .00
Maximum 10.00
Sum 48.25

Statistics

Time in last employment

Table 211. Frequencies for Silicon Valley Time in Last Employment

N Valid
Missing

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation

Variance

Range

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

15

1.7267
1.0000
1.00
1.3546
1.8350
5.00
.00
5.00
25.90
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Dublin results for length of time in last employment show a range from less than | year,
to 10 years. Variance is 6.798, and standard deviation is 2.607. 6 Dublin respondents
(27.3 per cent) reported that the current job was their first job. 8 Dublin respondents (36.4
per cent) reported a length of time employed in their last job as less than 3 years. 5
Dublin respondents (22.7 per cent) reported a length of time employed in last job between
3 and less than 6 years. 2 | Dublin respondent (9.1 percent) reported being employed in
last job between 6 and less than 10 years.
Silicon Valley results for length of time of last employment show a range from
less than | year to 5 years. Variance is very low at 1.835, and standard deviation is 1.355.
I Silicon Valley respondent (6.7 per cent) reported that this was a first job, compared
with 27.3 per cent of Dublin respondents. 11 Silicon Valley respondents (73.3 per cent)
reported a length of time in last employment of less than 3 years, compared with 36.4
percent of Dublin respondents. 3 Silicon Valley respondents (20 per cent) reported a
length of time in last employment of 3 years or more but less than 6 years, compared with
22.7 per cent of Dublin respondents.
} Ove;-aIAl these results indicate that Dublin respondents (with a mean of 2.30 years)
were employed for longer periods of time in their last employment compared to Silicon

Valley respondents (with a mean of 1.73 years employed).

Question 19¢. What is the optimum time you consider to be in employment in any

firm?

Table 212. Crosstabulation: Optimum time in employment

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent

Ptace where survey was

carried out * Optimum 37 100.0% 0 0% 37 100.0%
time in any employment

National College of Ireland

626



Table 213. Crosstabulation: Place where survey was carried out - optimum time in employment

Place where survey was carried out * Optimum time in any employment Crosstabulation

Optimum time in any employment

<1 2<3 | 250 | 3<4 |4<5 | 5<6 |6to10011to20p0 to 40o Respong Total
Place where ¢ Silicon Ve Count 2 5 5 2 1 15

was carried ol % within Place
survey was cari]
% within Optimy
in any employm
% of Total 5.4% 13.5% [13.5% | 5.4% | 2.7% 40.5%
DOublin  Count 1 1 1 2 5 5 1 6 22
% within Place
survey was cari
Y% within Optim
in any employm
. % of Total 27% | 2.7% | 27% | 5.4% [13.5% |13.5% 2.7% 16.2% |59.5%
Total Count 1 3 1 2 10 10 2 1 1 ] 37
% within Place
survey was carf
% within Qptim
in any employm
% of Total 27% | 81% | 2.7% | 54% [27.0% |27.0% | 54% | 27% | 2.7% 16.2% 100.0%

13.3% 33.3% |33.3% [13.3% | 6.7% 00.0%

66.7% 50.0% |50.0% ]00.0% ]00.0% 40.5%

4.5% | 4.5% | 45%| 9.1% |22.7% (227% 4.5% 27.3% |00.0%

00.0% | 33.3% |00.0% J00.0% [50.0% |50.0% 00.0% | 100.0% |59.5%

27% | B.1% | 2.7% | 54% |27.0% |27.0% | 54% | 2.7% | 2.7% 16.2% |00.0%

00.0% )00.0% ]00.0% J00.0% §00.0% }00.0% }00.0% }00.0% |00.0% | 100.0% |00.0%

Figure 109. Histogram: Optimum time in employment
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Table 214, Frequencies for Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley: Optimum Time in Employment

National College of
Ireland

Statistics
Place where Optimum
survey was time in any
N carried out employment
N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.59 4.4865
Mode 2 4,008
Std. Deviation 50 45422
Variance 25 20.6318
Range 1 21.00
Minimum 1 .00
Maximum 2 21.00
Sum 59 166.00

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Table 215. Frequencies for Dublin: Optimum Time in Employment

Statistics

Optimum time in any employment

N Valid 22
Missing 0

Mean 48182
Median 3.5000
Mode .00
Std. Deviation 10.2882
’| variance 105.8463
Range 50.00
Minimum .00
Maximum 50.00
Sum 106.00

Table 216. Frequencies for Silicon Valley: Optimum Time in Employment

Statistics

Optimum time in any employment

N Valid 15
Missing [
Mean 5.1333
Median 5.0000
Mode 4.002
Std. Deviation 3.0206
Variance 9.1238
Minimum 2.00
Maximum 15.00
Sum 77.00

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Both sets of results for optimum time employed from Dublin and Silicon Valley show a

majority of respondents who favoured length of employment of between 3 years and less
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than 6 years: 12 Dublin respondents (54.5 per cent), and 10 Silicon Valley respondents
(66.6 per cent). 6 Dublin embloyees surveyed (27.3 percent) did not respond to this
question.

Overall these results indicate that both Dublin respondents (with a mean of 4.82
years) and Silicon Valley respondents (with a mean of 5.13 years employed), prefer

length of employment to be at least 3 years and less than 6 years.

Question 20. How many hours do you spend at work per week, taking an
approximate average over the last three months? < 30, 31 — 35, 36 — 40, 41 — 45, 46 —
50, 51 - 55,56 — 60, 61 — 65,66 - 70,> 70

Table 217. Crosstabulation: Hours at work per week

Place where survey was carried out * Hours worked per week Crosstabulation

Hours worked per week
0 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 <30 Total
Place where surve Silicon Valle Count 2 4 7 1 1 15
was carried out % within Place whe
survey was carried
% within Hours
worked per week

13.3% 26.7% 46.7% 6.7% 6.7% | 100.0%

22.2% 40.0% 58.3% | 100.0% 50.0% 40.5%

% of Total 5.4% 10.8% 18.9% 2.7% 2.7% 40.5%
Dublin Count 1 2 7 <] 5 1 22
% within Piace whe
survey was carried 4.5% 9.1% 31.8% 27.3% 22.7% 4.5% | 100.0%
% within Hours
v:orked per:veek 100.0% | 100.0% 77.8% 60.0% 41.7% 50.0% 59.6%
% of Total 2.7% 5.4% 18.9% 16.2% 13.5% 2.7% 59.5%
Total Count 1 2 9 10 12 1 2 37

% within Place whe
survey was carried
% within Hours
worked per week

% of Total 2.7% 5.4% 24.3% 27.0% 32.4% 2.7% 5.4% | 100.0%

2.7% 5.4% 24.3% 27.0% 32.4% 2.7% 5.4% | 100.0%

100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
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Figure 110. Histogram: Hours worked per week
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Table 218. Frequencies: Hours worked per week

(Frequencies have been calculated using the mid-point range of hours worked.)

Statistics

Place where

survey was Hours worked
carried out per week

N Valid 37 37
Missing 0 "0
Mean 1.59 40.46
Median 2.00 43.00
Mode 2 . 48
Std. Deviation .50 10.55
Variance .25 111.20
Range 1 53
Minimum 1 0
Maximum 2 53
Sum 59 1497

The largest response from Dublin employees surveyed as to hours worker per week was
as follows: 36 to 40 hours: 7 respondents (31.8 percent); 41 to 45 hours: 6 respondents

(27.3 per cent); 46 to 50 hours: 5 respondents (22.7 percent).

National College of Ireland
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The largest response from Silicon Valley employees surveyed as to hours worker
per week was as follows: 46 to 50: 7 respondents (46.7 percent); 41 to 45 hours: 4
respondents (26.7 per cent); 36 to 40 hours: 2 respondents (13.3 percent).

Overall, these results indicate that a large percentage of both Silicon Valley and
Dublin respondents tend to work more than a 40 hour week. However, a greater
percentage of Silicon Valley respondents tend to work more than forty hours per week

(73.4 percent) compared to Dublin respondents (50 percent).
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Appendix O

Analysis of Main Study Results for Professional and Personal Comparative

d

Statistics and analysis of main study results are given below.

m Question 1. Please tick your gender. Male or Female

Table 219: Crosstabulations: Case Processing Summary — Final Results for Main Study

Case Processing Summary

National College of Ir

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Place where survey .
was carried out * 54 100.0% Q 0% 54 100.0%
Gender of worker

Table 220: Crosstabulations: Place where survey was carried out — Gender Main Study Final

Results

Place where survey was carried out * Gender of worker Crosstabulation

Gender of worker
F M Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 4 16 20
was carried out % within Place where
survey was carried out 20.0% 80.0% 100.0%
% within Gender of
woor 26.7% 41.0% 37.0%
% of Total 7.4% 296% 37.0%
Dublin Count 11 23 34
% within Place where
survey was carried out 32.4% 67.6% 100.0%
% within Gender of
oy 73.3% 59.0% 63.0%
% of Total 20.4% 42 6% 63.0%
Total Count 15 39 54
% within Place where
survey was carried out 27.8% 72.2% 100.0%
% within Gen
o within Gender of 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
worker
% of Total 27 8% 72.2% 100.0%

Study of IT Workers in Dublin Ireland, and Silicon Valley, Californina, USA

6
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Figure 111: Histogram: Gender for Final Results for Main Study
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Table 221: Frequencies for Gender — Final Results Main Study

Statistics
Place where
survey was | Gender of
carried out worker
N Valid 54 54
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.63
Median 2.00
Mode 2
Std. Deviation 49
Variance .24
Range 1
Minimum
Maximum 2
Sum 88

Table 222: Frequency Table for Gender — Final Results for Main Study

Place where survey was carried out

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Silicon Valley 20 37.0 37.0 37.0
Dublin 34 63.0 63.0 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

6
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Table 223: Frequencies — Gender of Worker For Final Results for Main Study

Gender of worker

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid F 15 27.8 27.8 27.8
Mo 39 72.2 . 722 100.0-
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Both Silicon Valley and Dublin respondents report a large majority of male I'T workers.
Silicon Valley respondents report 80 percent males, and 20 percent females. Dublin
respondents report 67.6 percent males, and 32.4 percent females. Thus females are

reported as being very underrepresented among I'T respondents in both locations.

Question 2. Which of the following best describes your current position? (Program

Manager, Hardware/Software Engineer, Developer/Programmer, Customer

Support/Documentation).

Table 224: Crosstabs — Case Processing Summary for Job Title — Final Results for Main Study

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Place where survey was
Carried OUt * JOb tltle 54 1000% O .OOAJ 54 10000/0

National College of Ireland
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Table 225: Crosstabulation — Place where survey was carried out with Job Title for Final Results for

Main Study

Place where survey was carried out * Job title Crosstabulation

Job title
Hardware Customer
Project ISoftware | Developer/Pr | Support/Doc
Manager | Engirteer ogrammer umentation Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley  Count 7 2 2 9 20
was carried out mg;’a:fgm“gezt 35.0% 10.0% 10.0% 450% | 100.0%
% within Job title 43.8% 15.4% 25.0% 52.8% 37.0%
% of Total 13.0% 3.7% 37% 18.7% 370%
Dublin Count 9 11 6 8 34
ZL:Q;'Q:S“::”}";E;; 265% | 32.4% 17.6% 235% | 100.0%
% within Job title 56.3% 84.6% 75.0% 47 1% 63.0%
% of Total 16.7% 20.4% 11.1% 14.8% 63.0%
Total Count 186 13 8 17 54
Z‘;,“JQC'CVS;T;;Q;;; 206% | 24.1% 14.8% 315% | 1000%
% within Job title 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
. % of Total .. 29.6% 24.1% 14.8% 31.5% 100.0%

Figure 112. Histogram of Job Title — Final Results for Main Study
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Job descriptions are more evenly dispersed among Dublin respondents, compared to
Silicon Valley respondents. Dublin respondents report 32.4 per cent of Hardware and
software engineers, 26.5 per cent of project mangers, 17.6 per cent of
developers/programmers, and 23.5 per cent of customer support/documentation.

Silicon Valiey respondents present a very different picture, with a majority of 45

per cent of customer support/documentation, 35 per cent of project managers, and then

National College of Ireland

only 10 per cent of hardware and software engineers, and 10 per cent of

developers/programmers.
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Question 3. What is your highest level of education? Primary, Secondary/High
School, Third Level Cert, Third Level Dip, Third Level Degree, Post Graduate. If

other please give details.

Table 226: Crosstabulation: Case Processing Summary for Education Level - Final Results Main

Study

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent

Place where survey

was carried out * 53 98.1% 1 1.9% 54 100.0%
Level of education

Table 227: Crosstabulation: Place where survey was carried out with Education Level — Final Results

for Main Study

Place where survey was carried out * Leve! of aducation Crosstabulation

Level of education J
Becondary/H|Third Levet [Third Level|Third Level| Post
igh School {Cert) (Dip} (Degree) |Graduate | Total
Place where surve Silicon Valle: Count 2 1 8 9 20
was camed out o withi
% wilhin Place whe 100% | 50% | 40.0% | 450% | 100.0%

survey was casried

% within Level of 25 0% 20.0% 42.1% 474% | 37.7%

education
% of Total 3.8% 1.9% 15.1% | . 17.0% 37.7%
Dubtin - Count - 2 [ 4 11 10 33

% within Place whe
survey was carried
% within Level of

6.1% 18.2% 12.1% 33.3% 30.3% | 100.0%

100.0% 75.0% 80.0% 57.9% 526% | 62.3%

education
- % of Total 3.8% 11.3% 7.5% 20.8% 18.9% 62.3%
Total Count 2 8 5 19 19 53

% within Place whe
survey was carried
% within Level of
education

% of Total 3.8% 151% 9.4% 35.8% 35.8% { 100.0%

3.8% 15.1% 9.4% 35.8% 35.8% | 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

National College of Ireland
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Table 228: Statistics for Level of Education — Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Place where

survey was Level of

carried out education
N Valid 54 53

Missing o] 1

Mean 163 4.85
Median 2.00 5.00
Mode 2 52
Std. Deviation .49 1.18
Variance .24 1.40
Range 1 4
Minimum 1 2
Maximum 2 3]
Sum 88 257

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Table 229: Frequency Table for Level of Education — Final Results for Main Study

Level of education

Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Secondary/High School 2 37 38 38
Third Level (Cert) 8 14.8 151 18.9
Third Level (Dip) 5 9.3 94 28.3
Third Level (Degree} 19 35.2 358 64.2
Post Graduate 19 352 358 100.0
Total 53 98.1 100.0
Missing  System 1 19
Total 54 100.0

Figure 113: Histogram: Level of Education for Final Results for Main Study
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In terms of level of education, Silicon Valley respondents reported the highest level of
workers with post-graduate qualifications (45%), followed by a high level of degrees

(40%). Third level diplomas accounted for just 5 percent of workers’ qualifications, and



third level certificates accounted for a further 10 percent. No response for secondary/high
school level of education was reported. Overall, 85 per cent reported having at least a
third level degree qualification.

Dublin respondents reported the highest level of degrees (33.3 per cent), followed
by post gra_ddate qualifications (30.3 per cent), third level certificates (18.2 per cent),
third level diplomas (12.1 per cént), and secondary/high school (6.1 per cent). Overall,
63.6 percent of Dublin respondents reported having at least a third level degree

qualification, compared with a higher level of 85 per cent of Silicon Valley respondents.

Question 4. Taking your knowledge/skill base on graduation as 100%, please
indicate what is your current knowledge/skill level in each subject listed? (A value of
more than 100% indicates new knowledge/skills acquired, while a value of less than
100% indicates that part of your knowledge acquired is not relevant to your

professional work).

Skill/Knowledge Area % Skill/Knowledge Area Y%
Algorithms & Data Structures Physics

Architecture Electronics

Artificial Intelligence & Robotics Control Theory

Database & Information Retrieval Communications Hardware

Human Computer Interaction Management Information Systems

Numerical & Symbolical Computing Decision Support Systems

Operating Systems Business Subjects

Programming Languages Numerical Analysis

Software Methodology/Engineering Statistics

Networks Operations Research

Logic Signal Processing

Discrete Mathematics Computational Linguistics

Automata Theory Machine Transiation

Cryptography

National College of Ireland
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The frequency tables and histograms below show the number of responses from Siticon Valley and Dublin

Table 230: Frequencies: Skills/Knowledge Area with Place where survey was carried out for Final

(combined frequencies) that were received.

Results for Main Study

Place where survey was carried out

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Silicon Valley 20 37.0 37.0 37.0
Dublin 34 63.0 63.0 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

al College of
Ireland

Freguency

Study

Place where survey was carried out

40y

a0

20

Place where survey was carried out

area (combined Dublin and Silicon Valley frequencies) for Final Results for Main Study

Nation

Skill’/Knowledge Standard Mean Median Variance
Deviation

Algorithms and Data 84.49 79.44 80 7139.31

Structures

Architecture 76.29 68.33 50 5819.81

Artificial Intelligence & 48.73 29.02 0 2374.66

Robotics

Database & Information 85.35 102.96 100 7284.04

Retrieval

Human Computer Interaction | 73.46 64.81 53 5396.19

Numerical & Symbolical 53.25 39.62 10 2835.14

Computing ]

Operating Systems 83.33 96.94 100 6949.62

Programming Languages 89.31 110.52 105 7975.95

Software 84.66 95.83 100 7167.69

Methodology/Engineering

6

Figure 114: Histogram: Place where survey was carried out for Skills Level - Final Results for Main

Table 231: Table showing Standard Deviation, Mean, and Median, and Variance for Skill/Knowledge

9



Skill’Knowledge Standard Mean Median Yariance
Deviation .

Networks 81.15 113.33 120 6584.91
Logic 73.59 74.54 90 5415.35
Discrete Mathematics 48.56 32.52 0 2357.99
Automata Theory 43.83 22.15 0 1921.23
Cryptography 62.35 43.28 0 3887.53
Physics 78.89 38.52 2.50 6223.24
Electronics 57.41 | 48.02 40 1329648
Control Theory 43.06 22.27 0 1853.85
Communications Hardware 75.01 77.96 100 5626.90
Management Information 64.46 84.65 100 4155.21
Systems

Decision Support Systems 64.12 51.26 20 4111.43
Business Subjects 95.53 74.07 50 9126.48
Numerical Analysis 68.87 52.88 35 4743 .48
Statistics 59.62 49.66 50 3554.77
Operations Research 5118 36.69 7.50 2613.24
Signal Processing 49.27 28.56 0 2427.78
Computational Linguistics 41.83 24.37 0 1750.16
Machine Translation 39.61 26.75 0 1569.07

From the table above, high levels of standard deviation {from 39.61 to 95.53) occur in the
27 responses to the skills’knowledge question, with standard deviation of greater than 50
occurring in 20 of these cases. Thus data is not clustered near to the mean and ivn many
cases data can be found at the extremities. A large level of variance is also discernible in
each of the 27 cases. _
- Thié question meaéuréd the curfeﬁt level of knowledge or skill 6f Silicon Valley
and Dublin respondents for each skill listed, taking an initial level of 100% for each skill
at graduation. An analysis of the responses received, particularly the standard deviation
and variance figures in all cases, indicate a very large level of variance between current
skill levels of respondents in Silicon Valley, California, and Dublin, Ireland. (Variance in
all 27 cases is very high, between 1,569.07 and 9,126.48).
A breakdown of the statistics for each skill’knowledge area is given below, along

with histograms showing standard deviation and data distribution.

Algorithms and Data Structures

National College of Ireland
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Table 232: Statistics: Skills level: Algorithms & Data Structures (%) for Final Results for Main

Study

Statistics

Skills leve!l: Algorithms & Data Structures (%)

N Valid
Missing

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation

Variance

Range

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

54

0
79.44
80.00
0
84.49
7139.31
500
-100
400
4290

Table 233: Frequencies: Skills level: Algorithms & Data Structures (%) for Final Results Main Study

. Skills tevel: Algorithms & Data Structures (%)

Cumuiative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid -100 1 1.9 1.9 i9
0 14 259 259 27.8
5 1 1.9 1.9 206
20 3 56 56 352
40 1 1.9 1.9 37.0
50 4 7.4 7.4 44.4
75 1 1.9 1.9 463
80 4 7.4 7.4 537
100 8 14.8 14.8 68.5
110 2 3.7 37 722
120 3 56 56 77.8
125 1 1.9 1.9 79.6
130 2 3.7 37 833
140 1 1.9 19 85.2
150 1 1.9 1.9 87.0
160 1 1.9 1.9 88.9
176 1 1.9 19 90.7
200 3 5.6 5.6 96.3
300 1 1.9 19 98.1
400 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0
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Figure 115: Histogram: Skills level: Algorithms & Data Structures (%) for Final Results for Main
Study

Skills level: Algorithms & Data Structures (%)

20

oy
g Std. Dev = 84.49
= Mean = 70.4
£ lmm D A FRE N - 54.00
-100. 00 1000 2000 | 3000  400.0

50,0 1500 250.0 3500

Skills level: Algorithms & Data Structures (%)

ege of

Architecture

able 234: Statistics: Skills level: Architecture (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Architecture (%)
N Valid 54
Missing 0
m Mean 68.33
Median 50.00
Mode o]
h Std. Deviation : 76.29
- Variance o 5819.81
Range 400
Minimum -100
Maximum 300
Sum 3690

National Coll



Table 235: Frequencies: Skills level for Architecture for Final Resutlts for Main Study

Skills level: Architecture {%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid  -100 1 1.9 1.9 1.8
0 16 2986 298 315
S 1 1.9 1.9 333
10 1 1.9 1.9 35.2
20 2 37 37 389
30 2 37 37 428
40 1 1.9 1.9 44.4
50 [3) 1.1 11.1 556
75 1 1.9 1.9 57.4
80 2 37 a7 61.%
90 1. 1.9 1.9 63.0
100 3 56 56 68.5
105 1 1.9 19 70.4
110 2 37 37 74.1
115 1 19 19 75.9
120 3 58 56 81.5
150 3 58 56 87.0
160 1 1.9 19 889
200 5 9.3 93 98.1
300 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Figure 116: Histogram of Skills Level — Architecture for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Architecture (%)

3g

20

)
3 Sta. Dev = 76.20
% Mean =883
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Skills level: Architecture (%)

Artificial Intelligence & Robotics
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Table 236: Statistics for Skills level: Artificial Intelligence & Robotics (%) Final Results Main Study

Skills level: Artificial tntelligence & Robotics (%)

Statistics

N

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation
Variance
Range
Minimum
Maxirnum
Sum

Valid 54
Missing a
29.02
.00

0

48.73
2374.66
250
-100
150
1567

Table 237: Frequencies for Skills level: Artificial Intelligence & Robotics (%) for Final Results for

Main Study

Skills level: Artificial Intelligence & Robotics (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid  -100 1 1.9 19 1.9
0 3 57.4 57.4 59.3
2 1 19 1.9 81.1
10 1 1.9 1.9 83.0
20 1 1.8 1.9 64.8
30 1 1.9 1.9 66.7
. 50 4. 74 7.4 7414
60 2 37 37 778
75 1 19 1.8 79.6
80 1 1.8 1.9 815
100 5 93 93 90.7
110 2 37 37 94.4
120 1 1.8 18 96.3
140 1 1.9 19 98.1
150 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Figure 117: Histogram: Skills Level for Artificial Intelligence & Robotics Final Results for Main

National College of
Ireland

Frequency

Study

Skills level: Artificial Intelligence & Rabotics (%

40

Skills levet: Astificial Intelligence & Rabotics (%}

Data & Information Retrieval

Std. Dev = 48.73
Mean =290
N = 54.00
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Table 238: Statistics for Skills level: Database & Information Retrieval (%) Final Results Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Database & Information Retrieval (%)

N Valid 54

Missing 0
Mean 102.96
Median 100.00
Mode o}
Std. Deviation 85.35
Variance 7284.04
Range 500
Minimurm T 0
Maximum 500
Sum 5560

Table 239: Frequencies for Skills level: Database & Information Retrieval (%) Final Results Main

Study
Skills tevel: Database & Information Retrieval (%)
Cumulative
Frequegncy | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

valid 0 g 18.7 16.7 167
1 19 1.9 18.5
12 1 1.9 19 20.4
20 1 1.9 1.9 222
30 1 19 1.9 241
50 4 7.4 7.4 315
60 1 19 19 333
80 3 56 56 8.9
90 1 19 19 40.7
100 7 13.0 13.0 53.7
110 2 3.7 37 57.4
120 4 7.4 7.4 64.8
125 2 3.7 37 68.5
150 3 148 148 83.3
170 1 1.9 1.9 852
185 1 1.9 1.9 a7.0
. 200 6. 1.1 1.1 98.1
500 1 19 19 100.0

Total 54 100.0 100.0

National College of Ireland
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Figure 118: Histogram of Skills level: Database & Information Retrieval (%) Final Results Main
Study

Skills level: Database & Information Retrieval |

20

Std. Dev = 86,35
Mean = 103.0
§ N = 5400

Frequency

Skills level; Database & Information Retrieval (%)

Skills level: Human Computer Interaction (%)

@ A0: Statistics for Skills Level - Human Computer Interaction for Final Results for Main
Study

. Statistics

Skills level: Human Computer Interaction (%)

Ireland

N Valid 54

Missing 0
Mean 64.81
Median 55.00
Mode 0
Std. Deviation 73.46
Variance 5396.19
Range 400
Minimum -100
Maximum 300
Sum 3500

National College of
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Table 241: Frequencies for Skills Level - Human Computer Interaction Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Human Computer Interaction (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid  -100 1 1.9 1.9 19
0 19 35.2 352 37.0
5 1 1.9 19 389
20 2 37 37 426
30 2 37 37 46.3
50 2 37 37 50.0
60 2 3.7 37 537
75 1 1.9 1.9 55.6
80 2 37 37 59.3
90 1 19 19 61.1
100 7 13.0 13.0 74.1
120 4 74 74 815
140 1 1.9 19 B33
150 3 586 56 88.9
160 3 58 5.6 94.4
200 2 7 37 98.1
300 1 1.9 19 100.0
Tolal 54 100.0 100.0

Figure 119: Histogram of Skills Level - Human Computer Interaction for Final Results for Main

Study

Skills level: Human Computer Interaction (%)
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Table 242: Statistics for Skills level: Numerical & Symbolic Computing (%) Final Results Main

Study

Statistics
Skills teve!l: Numerical & Symbolic Computing (%)
N Valid 52

Missing 2
Mean 39.62
Median 10.00
Mcde 0
Std. Deviation 53.25
Variance 2835.14
Range 260
Minimum -100
Maximum 160
Sum 2060

Table 243: Frequencies for Skills level: Numerical & Symbolic Computing (%) Final Results Main

Study
Skills level: Numerical & Symbolic Computing (%)
Cumulative
Fregquency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid -100 1 1.8 1.9 1.9
0 24 44.4 46.2 48.1
10 2 3.7 3.8 51.9
20 - ) 1.9 1.8 53.8
30 1 1.9 1.9 55.8
40 1 1.9 1.9 57.7
50 5 9.3 96 67.3
80 4 7.4 7.7 75.0
100 9 16.7 17.3 923
120 1 1.9 1.9 94.2
130 2 37 38 98.1
160 1 1.8 1.9 100.0
Total 52 96.3 100.0
Missing  System 2 3.7
Total 54 100.0

Figure 120: Histogram of Skills [evel: Numerical & Syntbolic Computing (%) Final Results Main

National College of Ireland

Study
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Skilis level: Operating Systems (%)

Table 244: Statistics for Skills level: Operating Systems (%) Final Results for Main Study

Statistics
Skills Jevel: Operating Systems (%)
N Valid 54

Missing 0
Mean 96.94
Median 100.00
Mode 0
Std. Deviation 83.35
Variance 6946.62
Range 400
Minimum ] Q
Maximum ' 400
Sum 5235

Table 245: Frequencies for Skills level: Operating Systems (%) Final Results Main Study

Skills level: Operating Systems {%}

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valia 0 i3 241 241 241
S 1 1.9 19 259
20 1 19 19 X 278
kY 2 3.7 37 315
50 t 19 1.9 333
75 1 1.9 1.9 35.2
80 3 56 56 40.7
S0 1 1.9 1.9 428
100 9 16.7 1867 59.3
110 2 37 37 63.0
120 3 58 58 6B.5
130 1 19 19 704
150 7 13.0 13.0 833
160 1 19 19 85.2
175 1 1.9 1.9 87.0
200 5 93 9.3 96.3
300 1 1.9 1.9 98.1
400 1 1.9 19 100,0
Total 54 100.0 100,0

Figure 121: Histogram of Skills level: Operating Systems (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Operating Systems (%)
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Table 246: Statistics Skills level: Programming Languages (%) Final Results Main Study

Statistics

Skills level. Programming Languages (%)

N Valid
' " Missing

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation

Variance

Range

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

54

0
110.52
105.00
150
89.31
7975.95
400

0

400
5968

Table 247: Frequencies for Skills level: Programming Languages (%) Final Results Main Study

Skiils level: Programming Languages (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0O 3 14.8 148 14.8
2 1 1.9 198 16.7
11 ] 19 1.9 18.5
20 2 37 37 22.2
30 1 19 1.9 241
50 3 56 586 29.8
80 1 19 19 31.5
75 1 1.9 19 333
80 2 37 37 37.0
100 7 13.0 13.0 50.0
110 2 37 a7 537
15 1 1.9 19 . 558
120 3 56 56 61.1
140 2 37 37 64.8
150 g9 18.7 18.7 81.5
180 1 1.9 1.9 833
175 1 19 1.9 852
180 1 19 19 87.0
200 4 7.4 7.4 94.4
300 1 19 19 96.3
400 2 37 37 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Figure 122: Histogram of Skills level: Programming Languages (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Skills level: Software Methodology/Engineering (%)

Table 248: Statistics for Skills level: SoftwareMethodology/Engineering (%) Final Results Main

Study

Statistics
Skills level: Software Methodology/Engineering (%)
N Valid 54

Missing 0
Mean 985.83
Median 100.00
Mode 0
Std. Deviation 84.66
Variance 7167.69
Range 500
Minimum -100
Maximum 400
Sum ) 5175

Skills level: Software Methodology/Engineering (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

valid  -100 1 1.9 1.9 19
0 10 18.5 18.5 204
10 1 1.9 1.9 22.2
20 2 37 37 259
30 3 5.6 5.6 315
50 4 74 7.4 389
80 2 37 a7 42 6
100 8 1.1 111 537
110 1 1.9 1.9 55.6
120 6 1.4 11 66.7
130 1 1.9 19 68.5
140 1 18 1.9 70.4
150 5 93 93 796
170 1 1.9 19 81.5
175 1 1.9 1.9 833
180 1 19 19 85.2
200 7 13.0 130 98.1
400 1 19 1.9 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

National College of Ireland

Figure 123: Histogram of Skills level:

Results Main Study
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Table 249: Frequencies for Skills level: Software Methodology/Engincering (%) Final Results Main Study

Software Methodology/Engineering (%) Final
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Skills level: Networks (%)

Table 250: Statistics for Skills level: Networks (%) for Final Results for Main Study

e
S
[

National College of

" Statistics

Skills level: Networks (%)

N Valid
Missing

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation

Variance

Range

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

54

0
113.33
120.00
200
81.15
6584.91
400
-100
300
8120

Skills level: Networks (%)

le 251: Frequencies for Skills level: Networks (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent [ Valid Percent Percent
Vaiid  -100 1 1.9 1.9 1.9
0 7 13.0 13.0 14.8
10 2 3.7 a7 18.5
20 2 3.7 37 222
50 2 3.7 37 25.9
60 1 1.9 1.9 27.8
. B0 2. 3.7 37 31.5
100 4 74 7.4 389
110 q 7.4 74 46.3
120 3 586 56 519
130 3 5.6 5.6 57.4
140 2 3.7 3.7 61.1
150 7 13.0 13.0 741
160 2 37 37 778
200 10 18.5 18.5 96.3
300 2 37 3.7 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Frequency

Skills level: Networks (%)

Figure 124: Histogram of Skills level: Networks (%) for Final Results for Main Study

- Skills level: Networks (%)

Std. Dav = 81,15
q Mean=113.3
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Skills level: Logic (%)

Table 252: Statisties for Skills level: Logic (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level; Logic (%)

N Valid
Missing

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation

Variance

Range

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

54

0
74.54
90.00
0
73.59
5415.35
400
-100
300
4025

Table 253: Frequencies for Skills level: Logic (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Logic (%)
ﬁ Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent

valid -100 1 1.9 1.9 19
0 15 27.8 27.8 296
10 2 3.7 37 333
20 2 3.7 37 37.0
25 1 19 1.9 38.9
50 4 7.4 7.4 46.3
8o 2 3.7 3.7 50.0
100 9 16.7 18.7 66.7
110 1 19 1.9 685
= 120 4 7.4 7.4 75.9
130 1 19 1.9 778
EE— 140 1 1.9 1.9 796
150 7 13.0 13.0 926
170 1 1.9 1.9 94.4
200 2 37 37 98.1
300 1 1.9 18 100.0

Total 54 100.0 100.0

Skills level: Logic (%)

20

Figure 125: Histogram of SKkills level: Logic (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Discrete Mathematics

National College of Ireland

Table 254: Statistics for Skills level: Discrete Mathematics (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics
Skills level;

Place where Discrete

survey was Mathematics
carried out (%}

N Valid 54 54
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.63 3252
Median 2.00 .00
Mode 2 0
Std. Deviation 49 48.56
Varnance .24 2357.99
Range 1 225
Minimum 1 -100
Maximum 2 128
Sum 88 1756

Table 255: Frequencies for SKills level: Discrete Mathematics (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Discrete Mathematics (%)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid -100 1 1.9 1.9 1.9
0 27 50.0 50.0 519
1 1 1.9 1.9 53.7
5 1 1.9 1.9 55.8
10 1 1.9 1.9 57.4
20 3 56 5.6 63.0
50 5 9.3 9.3 72.2
80 1 1.9 19 741
90. 2 3.7 37 77.8
100 9 16.7 186.7 94 4
120 1 1.9 19 96.3
125 2 3.7 3.7 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Figure 126: Histogram of SKills level: Discrete Mathematics (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Skills level: Automata Theory (%)

National College of

Table 256: Statistics for SKills level: Automata Theory (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level. Automata Theory (%)

N Valid
Missing

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation

Variance

Range

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

52

22.15
.00

0

43.83
1921.23
230
-100
130
1152

Table 257: Frequencies for Skills level: Automata Theory (%) for Final Results for Main Study

lreland

Figure 127; Histogram of SKills level: Automata Theory (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Automata Theory (%)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid -100 1 1.9 1.9 1.9
0 33 61.1 63.5 65.4
2 1 1.9 1.9 67.3
10 1 1.9 1.9 69.2
20 2 3.7 3.8 73.1
50 4 7.4 7.7 808
70 1 19 1.9 827
80 1 19 1.9 846
100 6 11.1 11.5 96.2
120 1 1.9 1.9 98.1
130 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 52 96.3 100.0
Missing  System 2 3.7
Total 54 100.0

Skills level: Automata Theory (%)

40

Frequency

-1000 500 00

500 100.0

Skills level: Automata Theory (%)

Mean = 22.2
] N = 52,00
150.0

Std. Dev = 43.83
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Skills level: Cryptography (%)

National College of
Ireland

Table 258: Statistics for Skills level: Cryptography (%) for Main Menu

Statistics

Skills level: Cryptography (%)
N Valid 54

. _ Missing 0
Mean 43.28
Median .00
Mode 0
Std. Deviation 62.35
Variance 3887.53
Range 300
Minimum -100
Maximum 200
sSum 2337

Table 259: Frequencies for Skills level: Cryptography (%) for Main Menu

Skills level: Cryptography {%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
valia  -100 1 1.9 1.9 1.9
0 28 51.9 519 53.7
2 1 1.9 1.9 55.6
20 1 1.9 1.9 57.4
50 4 7.4 7.4 64.8
70 1 1.9 1.9 66.7
75 i 1.9 19 68.5
90 2 3.7 3.7 722
100 7 13.0 13.0 85.2
105 1 1.9 19 87.0
- 110 1. 1.9 1.9 88.9
120 . 1 1.9 1.9 90.7
125 1 1.9 1.9 926
130 1 1.9 1.9 94.4
200 3 56 5.6 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Figure 128: Histogram of Skills level: Cryptography (%) for ¥Main Menu
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Skills level: Physics (%)

Table 260: Statistics for Skills level: Physics (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skilis level: Physics (%)

N Valid 54

Missing 0
Mean 38.52
Median 2.50
Mode 0
Std. Deviation 78.89
Variance 6223.24
Range 600
Minimum -100
Maximum 500
Sum 2080

Table 261: Frequencies for Skills level: Physics (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Physics (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid 100 1 1.9 1.9 1.9
0 26 48.1 48.1 50.0
5 1 1.9 1.9 51.9
10 3 5.6 56 57.4
20 2 37 37 811
25 1 1.9 1.9 63.0
30 1 1.9 19 64.8
50 5 9.3 93 741
80 3 56 5.6 79.6
100 9 16.7 16.7 96.3
160 1 1.9 1.9 98.1
500 1 19 1.9 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Figure 129: Histogram of SKkills level: Physics (%) for Final Results for Main Study

National College of Ireland
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Skills level: Electronics (%)

Table 262: Statistics for Skills level: Electronics (%) Final Results Main Study

Statistics
Skills level: Electronics (%)
‘N . Valid 53

Missing 1
Mean 48.02
Median 40.00
Mode 0
Std. Deviation 57.41
Variance 3296 48
Range 300
Minimum -100
Maximum 200
Sum 2545

Table 263: Frequencies for Skills level: Electronics (%) Final Results Main Study

Skills level: Electronics (%)

Cumulative
Freguency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid -100 1 1.9 1.8 19
0 19 35.2 358 377
10 2 3.7 3.8 415
20 2 3.7 3.8 453
30 2 3.7 38 49,1
40 3 5.6 5.7 54.7 '
50 5 9.3 9.4 84.2
80 3 5.6 5.7 69.8
90 1 1.9 19 7.7
100 9 16.7 17.0 887
" 125 1 19 19 906
130 1 1.9 1.9 92.5
150 1 19 1.9 94.3
160 2 37 38 98.1
200 1 19 19 100.0
Total 53 981 100.0
Missing  System 1 1.9
Total 54 100.0

National College of
Ireland ‘
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Figure 130: Histogram of Skills level: Electronics (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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le 264: Statistics for Skills level: Control Theory (%) Final Results Main Study

Std. Dev = 57.41
Mean = 48.0
o zpi N = 53 00
1000 -500 00 5040 1000 1500 2000

N Valid 52

Missing 2
Mean 22.27
Median .00
Mode 1]
Std. Deviation 43.06
Variance 1853.85
Range 220
Minimum -100
Maximum 120
Sum 1158
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Table 265: Frequencies for Skills level: Control Theory (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Control Theory (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid -100 1 19 19 1.9
0 32 59.3 61.5 63.5
3 1 1.9 19 65.4
5 1 1.9 1.9 67.3
10 1 1.9 1.9 692
20" 1 19 1.9 71.2
30 1 19 1.9 7341
50 4 7.4 7.7 80.8
80 1 1.9 1.9 82.7
90 1 1.9 1.9 84.6
100 7 13.0 13.5 98.1
120 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 52 96.3 100.0

Missing  System 2 3.7

Total 54 100.0

Figure 131: Histogram of Skills level: Control Theory (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Skills level: Communication Hardware (%)

Table 266: Statistics for Skills level: Communication Hardware (%) for Final Results for Main Study

National College of Ireland

Statistics
Skills level: Communication Hardware (%)
N Valid 54

Missing o]
Mean 77.96
Median 100.00
Mode 0
Std. Deviation 75.01
Variance 5626.80
Range 400
Minimum -100
Maximum 300
Sum 4210
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Table 267: Frequencies for Skills level: Communication Hardware (%) Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Communication Hardware (%}

Cumuiative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent

Vald  -100 1 1.9 18 19
0 16 296 296 315
5 1 19 19 333
10 1 19 1.9 352
20 1 1.9 1.9 37.0
50 2 3.7 37 40.7
60 2 37 37 44.4
90 1 1.9 1.9 483
100 8 14.8 14.8 61.1
110 1 1.9 1.9 63.0
120 7 13.0 13.0 75.9
125 1 1.9 19 77.8
140 1 1.9 9 196
150 7 13.0 13.0 926
200 3 56 56 98.1
300 1 1.8 1.9 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Study

. Skills level: Communication Hardware (%)
20

Frequency

Skills Jevel: Communication Hardware (%)

Skills level: Management Information Systems (%)

Table 268: Statistics for Skills level: Management Information Systems (%) Final Results Main Study

National College of Ireland

Statistics

Skills level: Management Information Systems (%)
N Valid - 54

. Missing 0
Mean 84.65
Median 100.00
Made 100
Std. Deviation 64.46
Variance . 4155.21
Range 300
Minimum 0
Maximum 300
Sum 4571

Figure 132: Histogram of Skills level: Communication Hardware (%) for Final Results for Main
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Tahle 269: Frequencies for Skills level: Management Information Systems (%) Final Results Main Study

Skills level: Management information Systems (%]}

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid 0 10 18.5 18.5 18.5
5 1 1.9 19 204
15 1 1.9 1.9 22.2
20 1 1.9 1.9 241
30 2 3.7 3.7 278
33 2 3.7 3.7 315
50 1 1.9 1.9 333
60 3 56 586 389
75 1 19 19 40.7
80 1 1.9 19 426
90 2 3.7 3.7 46.3
100 11 204 20.4 66.7
110 1 1.9 1.9 68.5
120 5 8.3 9.3 77.8
140 3 56 56 833
150 5 9.3 9.3 926
160 1 1.9 1.9 94 .4
200 2 3.7 3.7 98.1
300 1 19 1.9 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Figure 133: Histogram of Skills level: Management Information Systems (%) Final

Results Main Study
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Table 270: Statistics for Skills level: Decision Support Systems (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Decision Support Systems (%)

N Valid
Missing

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation

Variance

Range

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

53

1

51.26
20.00

0

8412
4111.43
300
-100
200

2717

Table 271: Frequencies for Skills level: Decision Support Systems (%) Final Results Main Study

Skills level: Decision Support Systems (%)

Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid -100 1 1.9 1.9 1.9

o] 20 37.0 31.7 39.6

2 1 19 1.9 415

0 2 3.7 38 453

20 4 74 75 528

T30 " 1.9 1.9 54.7

50 3 56 57 €604

70 1 1.9 19 62.3

75 1 1.9 1.9 64,2

80 2 37 38 67.9

100 6 111 1.3 79.2

110 1 1.9 19 81.1

120 3 58 5.7 86.8

125 1 19 1.9 887

140 1 1.9 1.9 90.6

150 2 37 3.8 94.3

175 1 19 19 96.2

200 2 3.7 38 100.0

Total 53 98.1 100.0

Missing  System 1 1.9
Total 54 100.0

Figure 134: Histogram of Skills level: Decision Support Systems (%) Final Results Main Study
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Table 272: Statistics for Skills level: Business Subjects (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Business Subjects (%)

N Valid 54

. - Missing 0
Mean 74.07
Median 50.00
Mode ) 0
Std. Deviation 95.53
Variance 9126.48
Range 600
Minimum -100
Maximum 500
Sum 4000

Table 273: Frequencies for Skills level: Business Subjects (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Business Subjects (%)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid -100 1 .9 1.9 1.8
0 21 389 389 40.7
10 1 19 1.9 42.6
20 2 3.7 3.7 46.3
40 1 19 19 48.1
50 3 56 56 53.7
ao 3 56 5.6 59.3
100 4 7.4 7.4 66.7
110 1 19 1.9 68.5
120 2 37 37 722
130 1 1.9 1.8 74.1
150 6 11.1 11.1 85.2
160 1 1.9 1.8 87.0
180 1 19 1.9 88.9
200 5 9.3 9.3 8.1
500 k] 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Figure 135: Histogram of Skills level: Business Subjects (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Skills level: Numerical Analysis (%)

Table 274: Statistics for Skills level: Numerical Analysis (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Numerical Analysis (%)

N Valid 52
Missing 2
Mean 52.88

Median 35.00
Mode 4]
Std. Deviation 68.87
Variance 4743.48
Range 400
Minimum -100
Maximum 300
Sum 2750

Table 275: Frequencies for Skills level: Numerical Analysis (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills fevel: Numerical Analysis (%)

. Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid -100 1 1.8 19 1.8

370 385 40.4

5 1 1.9 19 423

10 2 3.7 38 48,2

20 2 37 38 50.0

50 6 1.1 11.5 6.5

75 1 1.9 1.9 63.5

80 2 3.7 38 67.3

[0 1 19 19 69.2

100 7 13.0 13.5 827

110 2 37 3.8 865

120 1 1.9 1.9 88.5

150 2 37 38 92.3

160 2 37 3.8 96.2

200 1 1.9 1.9 98.1

300 1 1.9 1.9 100.0

Total 52 96.3 100.0

Missing  System 2 37
Total 54 100.0

Figure 136: Histogram of Skills level: Numerical Analysis (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Table 276: Statistics for Skills level: Statistics (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics
Skills level: Statistics (%)
N © Valid 53

Missing 1
Mean 45.66
Median 50,00
Mode 0
Std. Deviation 59.62
Variance ‘ 3554.77
Range 300
Minimum -100
Maximum 200
Sum 2632

Table 277: Frequencies for Skills level: Statistics (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Statistics (%)

Cumulative
Freguency | Percent ! Valid Percent Percent

Vaid  -100 7 19 1.9 _ﬁ
0 20 37.0 377 396
2 1 19 1.9 41.5
5 1 19 1.9 43.4
10 1 1.9 1.9 45.3
20 2 3.7 3.8 49.1
50 5 9.3 9.4 58.5
70 1 1.9 1.9 60.4
75 1 1.9 1.9 62.3
80 2 3.7 3.8 66.0
90 1 1.9 1.9 67.9
100 10 18.5 189 86.8
110 .2 37 38 908
120 t 1.9 1.9 925
140 1 1.9 1.9 943
150 1 1.9 1.9 96.2
200 2 37 3.8 100.0
Total 53 98.1 100.0

Missing  System 1 1.9

Total 54 100.0

Figure 137: Histogram of Skills level: Statistics (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Table 278: Statistics for Skills level: Operations Research (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Operations Research (%)

N Valid
Missing

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation

Variance

Range

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

52

36.69
7.50

51.12
2613.24
240
-100
140
1908

2

0

Tabte 279: Frequencies for Skills level: Operations Research (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills leve!: Operations Research (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid -100 1 1.9 19 1.9
0 23 428 442 46.2
3 1 19 19 48,1
5 1 1.9 1.9 50.0
10 3 5.6 5.8 558
20 2 37 s 59,6
50 4 7.4 7.7 67.3
70 1 1.9 1.9 69.2
75 1 1.9 1.9 71.2
80 1 1.8 1.9 731
90 2 37 38 76.9
100 7 13.0 13.5 90.4
110 2 3.7 38 942
125 1 19 1.9 96.2
140 2 37 38 100.0
Total 52 96.3 100.0
Missing  System 2 3.7
Total 54 100.0

Figure 138: Histogram of Skills level: Operations Research (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Table 280: Statistics for Skills level: Signal Processing (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics
Skills leve!:
Place where Signal
survey was Processing
carried out (%}
N Valid 54 52
Missing [} 2
Mean 1.63 28.56
Median 2.00 00
Mode 2 ]
Std. Deviation 49 49.27
Variance .24 2427.78
Range 1 250
Minimum 1 -100
Maximum 2 150
Sum 88 1485

Table 281: Frequencies for Skills level: Signal Processing (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Figure 139: Histogram of Skills level: Signal Processing (%) for Final Results for Main Study

National College of
Ireland

Skills level: Signal Processing (%)

Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid -100 1 1.8 1.9 1.9
0 30 55.6 57.7 59.6
5 1 1.9 1.9 61.5
10 1 1.9 1.9 63.5
20 1 1.9 1.9 65.4
30 1 1.9 1.8 67.3
50 5 9.3 9.6 76.9
60 1 1.9 1.9 78.8
70 ) 1 1.9 1.9 80.8
100 8 11.1 15 92.3
120 2 3.7 3.8 96.2
150 2 3.7 3.8 100.0
Total 52 96.3 100.0
Missing  System 2 3.7
Total 54 100.0
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Statistics for Skills level: Computation Linguistics (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Computation Linguistics (%)

N

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation
Variance
Range
Minimum
Maximum
Sum

Valid
Missing

52

2
24,37
.00

0
41.83
1750.16
220
-100
120
1267

Table 282: Frequencies for Skills level: Computation Linguistics (%) for Final Results for Main

Study
Skills ievel: Computation Linguistics {%)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid -100 1 1.9 1.9 1.9
0 28 519 538 558
2 1 19 1.9 57.7
10 1 1.9 1.9 59.6
20 5 9.3 9.6 69.2
50 6 1.1 11.5 80.8
70 1 19 1.9 827
75 1 1.9 1.9 84.6
90 1 1.9 19 86.5
100 ] 111 11.5 98.1
120 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 52 96.3 100.0

Missing  System 2 3.7

Total 54 100.0

Skills level: Computation Linguistics (%)

Frequency
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5w, Dev = 45 83
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000
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gure 140: Histogram of Skills level: Computation Linguistics (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Table 283: Statistics for Skills level: Machine Translation (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Machine Transation (%)

N Valid

. . Missing
Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation
Variance
Range
Minimum
Maximum
Sum

53

26.75
.00

0

39.61
1569.07
100

Q

100
1418

Table 284: Frequencies for Skills level: Machine Translation (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Machine Transation (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid 0 3 57.4 58.5 58.5
1 1 1.9 19 60.4
2 1 1.9 1.9 62.3
10 2 3.7 3.8 66.0
25 1 1.9 1.9 67.9
50 5 9.3 9.4 77.4
70 2 37 38 81.1
80 1 19 19 83.0
100 9 16.7 17.0 100.0
Total 53 98.1 100.0

Missing  System 1 1.9

Total 54 100.0

Figure 141; Histogram of Skills level: Machine Translation (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Question Sa. In relations to the following topics, how do you rate their relevance to

your current work?

Skill/Knowledge Area

%o

Skill/Knowliedge Area

Yo

Hardware Interfaces

Telecoms

Strategic Analysis

Distributed Systems

Requirements Analysis

Transmissions Systems

Financing

Routing

Video Editing/Compression

New Programming Languages

Intelligent Networks

Project Management

Mobile Networks

Messaging

Fixed Networks

Technical Documentation

reland

Web Design

Help Systems

Table 285: F-requencies for Place where survey was carried out for Skills used at Work for Final

" Results for Main Study

Statistics
Place where survey was carried out
N Valid 54

Missing 0
Mean 1.63
Median 2.00
Mode 2
Std. Deviation .49
Variance .24
Range 1
Minimum 1
Maximum 2
Sum 88

Figure 142: Histogram of Place where survey was carried out for Skills used at Work for Final

Results for Main Study

Place where survey was carried out
ag

Frequency

Place where survey was carried out

Table 286: Table showing Statistics for Skills/Knowledge area used in the workplace (combined

National College of |

Dublin and Silicon Valley frequencies) for Final Results for Main Study
Skill/Knowledge

Standard
Deviation

Mean Median Variance
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Skill/Knowledge Standard Mean Median Variance
Deviation
Hardware Interfaces 29.96 10.74 0 897.55
U Strategic Analysis 28.38 10.56 0 805.35
Requirements Analysis 33.05 14.07 0 1092.52
.| Financing ) 25.23 8.33 0 636.79
Video Editing/Compression 16.07 3.89 0 258.18
Intelligent Networks 22.98 6.04 0 528.23
Mobile Networks 37.77 14.62 0 1426.78
Fixed Networks 36.37 14.54 0 1322.89
m Web Design 34.07 10,74 0 1160.76
! Telecoms 46.09 19.63 0 2124.39
Distributed Systems 30.21 10.74 0 912.65
W Transmissions Systems 13.96 2.26 0 194.78
Routing 35.24 12.59 0 124221
h New Programming Languages | 33.85 14.44 0 114591
O Project Management 44.09 23.06 0 1943.79
Messaging 27.65 6.94 0 764.54
m Technical Documentation 42,13 20.56 0 1775.16
Help Systems 29.00 10.46 0 840.82

€g

The list of skills’lknowledge in the table above were derived from skills that 1T workers
reported they used as part of their work in the preliminary results of the main study. From
the table above, the median is 0 in all cases. The mean figure in each case is also very low
(from 3.89 to 23.06). The level of variance is quite high in each case (over 528 in 16 out
of 18 cases. Thus data is not clustered near to the mean and in many cases data can be
found at the extremities. The results derived from both question 4 (IT skills learned at
college) and question 5 (IT skills used in the workplace) imply that the skills that IT
workers use in their work varies enormously and does not follow a set pattern.

A breakdown of the statistics for each skill’knowledge area used in the workplace

is given below, along with histograms showing standard deviation and data distribution.

Skills level: Hardware Interfaces (%)

National Coll
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Table 287: Statistics for Skills level: Hardware Interfaces (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Hardware Interfaces (%)

N Valid
Missing

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation

Variance

Range

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

54

10,74
.00

29,96
897.55
150

150
580

Table 288: Frequencies for Skills level: Hardware Interfaces (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Fr

Skills level: Hardware Interfaces (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 46 85.2 85.2 85.2
10 1 1.9 1.9 87.0
50 2 3.7 3.7 90.7
70 2 37 3.7 94.4
80 1 1.9 1.9 96.3
100 1 1.9 1.9 98.1
150 1 19 1.9 100.0
Tota} 54 100.0 100.0

Skills level: Hardware Interfaces (%)

Frequency

Skilg level: Hardware Interiaces (%)

Skills level: Strategic Analysis (%)

519, Dev= 2908
Magn = 10.7
Na= 5400

1000 1250 1500

43: Histogram of SKills level: Hardware Interfaces (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Table 289: Statistics for Skills level: Strategic Analysis (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Strategic Analysis (%)

N

Mean -
Median
Mode

Variance
Range
Minimum
Maximum
Sum

Std. Deviation

Valid
Missing

54

10.56
.00

0
28.38
805.35
100

0

100
570

Table 290: Frequencies for Skills level: Strategic Analysis (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Strategic Analysis (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid O 47 87.0 87.0 87.0
50 1 1.9 1.9 88.9
70 2 3.7 3.7 926
80 1 1.9 1.9 94 4
100 3 56 56 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

144: Histogram of Skills level: Strategic Analysis (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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250

500 750

Skills levet: Strategic Analysis (%)

Skills level: Requirements Analysis (%)

St Dev =~ 2838
Mean =106
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Table 291: Statistics for Skills level: Requirements Analysis (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics
Skills level: Requirements Analysis (%}
N Valid 54

Missing o]
Mean 14.07
Median .00
Mode 0
Std. Deviation 33.05
Variance 1092.52
Range 100
Minimum 0
Maximum 100
Sum 760

Table 292: Frequencies for Skills level: Requirements Analysis (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Requirements Analysis (%)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 0 45 83.3 83.3 83.3
30 1 1.9 1.9 85.2
70 1 1.9 1.9 87.0
80 2 3.7 37 80.7
100 5 93 9.3 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Figure 145; Histogram of Skills level: Requirements Analysis (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Table 293: Statistics for Skills level: Financing (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Table 294: Frequencies for Skills level: Financing (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics
Skills level: Financing (%)
N Valid 54

Missing 0
Mean 8.33
Median .00
Mode 0
Std. Deviation 25,23
Variance 636.79
Range 100
Minimum 0
Maximum 100
Sum 450

Skills level: Financing {%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 0O 47 87.0 87.0 87.0
10 1 19 1.9 88.9
20 1 1.9 1.9 90.7
50 1 1.9 1.9 92.6
80 1 1.9 1.9 94.4
20 1 1.9 1.9 96.3
100 2 3.7 3.7 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

ure 146: Histogram

Skills level: Financing (%)

Fraquency

100 o

Skills levei; Financing (%)

Skills level: Video Editing Compression (%)

Mean = 0.3

of Skills level: Financing (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Swd. Dov = 25.23
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Table 295: Statistics for Skills level: Video Editing Compression (%) Final Results Main Study

Statistics
Skills leve!: Video Editing Compression {%)
N Valid 54

Missing 0
Mean 3.89
Median .00
Mode 0
Std. Deviation 16.07
Variance 258.18
Range 100
Minimum 0
Maximum 100
Sum 210

Table 296: Fréquencies for Skills level: Video Editing Compression (%) Final Results Main Study ‘

Skills level: Video Editing Compression (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
ﬁ Valid 0 50 92.6 926 92.6
20 1 1.9 1.9 94 .4
40 1 1.9 1.9 96.3
50 1 1.9 1.9 98.1
100 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Fggure 147: Histogram of Skills level: Video Editing Compression (%) Final Results Main Study

I

al College of

Skills level: Video Editing Compression (%)

Std, Dev = 16.07
Mean =238
N = 5400

Skills level: Video Editing Compression (%)

Nation
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Table 297: Statistics for Skills level: Intelligent Networks (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Intelligent Networks (%)

N Valid
Missing

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation

Variance

Range

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

53

6.04
.00

22.98
528.23
120

120
320

Table 298: Frequencies for Skills level: Intelligent Networks (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Figure 14

|

National College of
reland

Skills level: Intelligent Networks (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 0 49 90.7 92.5 92.5
50 2 37 a8 96.2
100 1 1.9 19 98.1
120 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 53 98.1 100.0

Missing  System 1 1.9

Total 54 100.0

&

Frequency

Skills level: Intelligent Networks {%)

00 %0

s 1000

Skills tevel: Intelligent Networks (%)

Skills level: Mobile Networks (%)

5td. Dev = 2298
Mean =60
Jn=s300

8: Histogram of Skills level: Intelligent Networks (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Table 299: Statistics for SKills level: Mobile Networks (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Table 300: Frequencies for Skills level: Mohile Networks (%) for Final Results for Main Study

National College of
-~ lrland

Statistics

Skills fevel: Mobile Networks (%}

N Valid
Missing

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation

Variance

Range

Minimum

Maximum

53

14.62
.00

0

37.77
1426.78
150

0

150

Sum

775

Skills level: Mobile Networks (%)

: Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid 0 45 83.3 84.9 84.9
25 1 1.9 1.9 86.8
60 1 1.9 1.9 88.7
100 3 56 57 94.3
120 2 37 3.8 98.1
150 1 19 1.9 100.0
Total 53 98.1 100.0

Missing  System 1 1.9

Total 54 100.0

’ Freguency

Skills level: Mobile Networks (%)

Std. Dev =3777
Mean=146
N=5300

00 500 - 100.0 1500

Skills level; Mobile Networks (%)

Skills level: Fixed Networks (%)

149: Histogram of Skills level: Mobile Networks (%) for Final Results for Main Study

679



Table 301: Statistics for Skills level: Fixed Networks (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics
Skills level: Fixed Networks (%)
N Valid 54

Missing 1]
Mean 14.54
Median o .00
Mode 0
Std. Deviation 36.37
Variance 1322.89
Range 150
Minimum 0
Maximum 150
Sum 785

Table 302: Frequencies for Skills level: Fixed Networks (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Fixed Networks (%)

Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 0 45 83.3 83.3 83.3

10 1 1.9 1.9 852

50 1 1.9 19 87.0

75 1 19 19 88.9

80 1 1.9 1.9 90.7

100 3 5.6 5.6 96.3

120 1 1.9 1.9 98.1

150 - 1 19 1.9 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Figure 150: Histogram for Skills level: Fixed Networks (%) Final Results Main Study
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Skills level: Web Design (%)

Table 303: Statistics for Skills level: Web Design (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics
Skills level: Web Design (%)
N Valid 54

Missing 0
Mean 10.74
Median .00
Mode 0
Std. Deviation 34.07
Variance 1180.76
Range 200
Minimum 0
Maximum 200
Sum 580

Table 304: Freguencies for Skills level: Web Design (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Web Design (%)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Vaiid Percent Percent

Valid 0 46 85.2 85.2 852
10 1 1.9 1.9 87.0
30 2 3.7 37 90.7
50 1 1.9 1.9 92.6
75 2 3.7 3.7 96.3
110 1 19 1.9 98.1
200 1 19 1.9 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

re 151: Histogram of Skills level: Web Design (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Table 305: Statisties for SKills level: Telecoms (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Telecoms (%)

N Valid 54

Missing 0
Mean 19.63
Median . .00
Mode 0
Std. Deviation 46.09
Variance 212439
Range 200
Minimum 0
Maximum 200
Sum 1060

Table 306: Frequencies for Skills level: Telecoms (%) for Final Resutts for Main Study

Skills level: Telecoms (%)

Cumulative
. Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 44 815 815 815
20 1 1.9 1.9 833
60 1 1.9 1.9 852
100 5 9.3 9.3 94 .4
130 1 1.9 1.9 96.3
150 1 19 1.9 98.1
200 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

gure 152: Histogram of SKills level: Telecoms (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Table 307: Statistics for Skills level: Distributed Systems (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics
Skills level: Distributed Systems (%)
N Valid . 54

Missing 0
Mean 10.74
Median .00
Mode 0
Std. Deviation 30.21
Variance 912.65
Range 100
Minimum 0
Maximum 100
Sum 580

Table 308: Frequencies for Skills level: Distributed Systems (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Distributed Systems (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0O 47 87.0 870 87.0
10 1 1.9 1.9 88.9
80 1 19 1.9 90.7
90 1 1.9 1.9 92.6
100 4 74 7.4 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

rgfl 53: Histogram of Skills level: Distributed Systems (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Table 309: Statistics for Skills level: Transmission Systems (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Transmission Systems (%)

N

Valid
Missing

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation
Variance
Range
Minimum
Maximum
Sum

53

1

2.26
.00

0
13.96
194.78
100

100
120

Table 310; Frequencies for Skills level: Transmission Systems (%) for Final Results for Main Study

eland

r

Skills level: Transmission Systems (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 51 94 .4 96.2 96.2
20 1 1.9 1.9 98.1
100 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 53 98.1 100.0
Missing  System 1 1.9
Total 54 100.0

4; Histogram of Skills level: Transmission Systems (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Frequency
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Table 311: Statistics for Skills level: Routing (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics
Skills level: Routing (%)
N WValid 54

Missing 0
Mean 12.59
Median .00
Made 0
Std. Deviation 35.24
Variance 1242.21
Range 150
Minimum 0
Maximum 150
Sum 680

Skills level: Routing (%)

Table 312: Frequencies for Skills level: Routing (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Cumulative
. -] Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 47 87.0 87.0 87.0
50 2 37 37 90.7
100 3 5.6 56 96.3
130 1 1.9 19 98.1
150 1 19 19 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Skills level: Routing (%)

8 10

g $id. Oev = 35.24
EN Mean = 12,8

(] T

[ it g N = 500

500 100.0 1500

0o

Skills level: Routing (%)

Skills level: New Programming Languages (%)

National College of Ireland

Figure 155: Histogram of Skills level: Routing (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Table 313: Statistics for Skills level: New Programming Languages (%) Final Results Main Study

Statistics

Skilis level: New Programming Languages (%)

N Valid 54
Missing o]

Mean 14.44
Median .00
1 Mode C 0
Std. Deviation 33.85
Variance 1145.91
Range 130
Minimum 0
Maximum 130
Sum 780

Table 314: Frequencies for Skills level: New Programming Languages (%) Final Results Main Study

Skilts level: New Programming Languages (%)

6: Histogram of Skills level: New Programming Languages (%) Final Results Main Study

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
ﬁ Valid 0 44 81.5 81.5 81.5
10 1 1.9 1.9 833
50 2 3.7 37 B7.0
60 1 1.9 1.9 88.9
B0 1 1.9 1.9 90.7
100 4 74 7.4 98.1
130 1 19 1.9 100.0
m Total 54 100.0 100.0
Fih
|
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z
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Table 315: Statistics for Skills level: Project Management (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Project Management (%)

N Valid
Missing

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation

Variance

Range

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

54

23.06
.00

0

44.09
1943.79
160

0

160
1245

Table 316: Frequencies for Skills level: Project Management (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Project Management (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid 0O 41 75.9 759 75.9

30 1 1.9 1.9 77.8

50 1 1.9 1.9 79.6

70 1 19 1.9 81.5

95 1 1.9 1.9 83.3

100 6 11.1 11.1 94.4

120 2 3.7 37 98.1

160 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Figure 157: Histogram of Skills level: Project Management (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Table 317: Statistics for Skills level: Messaging (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Table 318: Frequencies for Skills level: Messaging (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Messaging (%)

Statistics

N

Mean
Median
Mode

Variance
Range
Minimum
Maximum
Sum

Std. Deviation

Valid
Missing

54

6.834
.00

27.65
764.54
150

150

375

Skills level: Messaging (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 50 92.6 92.6 92.6
25 1 1.9 1.9 94.4
100 2 3.7 3.7 98.1
150 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

-Figure 158: Histogram of Skills level: Messaging (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Table 319: Statistics for Skills level: Technical Documentations (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Technical Documentations (%)

N Valid
Missing

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation

Variance

Range

Minimum

Maximum

Sum

54

0
20.56
.00

0
42.13
1775.16
150
0

150
1110

Table 320: Frequencies for Skills level: Technical Documentations (%) Final Results Main Study

National College of
' treland

. Skills level: Technical Documentations (%)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
valid 0 42 77.8 77.8 77.8
50 3 56 5.6 83.3
60 1 1.9 1.9 85.2
80 1 1.9 1.9 87.0
100 4 7.4 7.4 94.4
120 1 1.9 1.9 96.3
150 2 3.7 3.7 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Frequency

159: Histogram of Skills level: Technical Documentations (%) Final Results Main Study
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Table 321: Statisties for Skills level: Help Systems (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

Skills level: Help Systems (%)

N Valid 54

Missing 0
Mean 10.46
Median .00
Mode - 0
Std. Deviation 28.00
Variance 840.82
Range 150
Minirmum 0
Maximum 150
Sum 565

Table 322: Frequencies for Skills level: Help Systems (%) for Final Results for Main Study

Skills level: Help Systems (%)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent [ Valid Percent Percent

Valid 0 46 85.2 852 852
25 1 1.9 19 87.0
50 3 56 56 92.6
65 1 1.9 19 94.4
75 1 19 19 96.3
100 1 1.9 1.9 98.1
150 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 54 100.0 100.0

Figure 160: Histogram of Skills level: Help Systems (%) for Final Results for Main Study
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Question 5b. Please add any additional topics not previously mentioned that you

wish to reskill in.

d

Skill’/Knowledge Area Yo Skill/Knowledge Area %

Table 323: Case Summary of New Skills Knowledge for Final Results for Main Study

Place where survey was New Skill/Knowledge % SKill Level
carried out
Silicon Valley Network Security 150

This question asked respondents to report on any new skills that they would like to reskiil
in. Only one response was received for this question: Network security by a Silicon

Valley worker.

Question 6. Are you a member of any professional organisation. Yes No.

Table 324: Crosstabulations: Place where survey was carried out for Professional Organisation

Membership

Place where survey was carried out * indicates if member of professional organisation
Crosstabulation

Indicates if member of
professional
organisation
No Yes Total

Place where survey  Sificon Valley Count 15 5 20
was carried out % within Place where

survey was carried out 75.0% 25.0% 100.0%

% within Indicates if

member of professional 32.6% 62.5% 37.0%

organisation

% of Tota! 27.8% 9.3% 37.0%

Dublin Count 31 3 34

% within Place where o, o

survey was carried out 91.2% 8.8% 100.0%

% within Indicates if

member of professional 67.4% 37.5% 63.0%

organisation

% of Total 57.4% 5.6% 63.0%
Total Count 46 B 54

% within Place where o o

survey was carried out B5.2% 148% 100.0%

% within Indicates if

member of professional 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

organisation

% of Total 85.2% 14.8%- 100.0%

National College of Irelan
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Figure 161: Histogram for Professional Qrganisation Membership
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The results show that professional computer organisation membership is very low among
oth Dublin and Silicon Valley respondents. In Silicon Valley, 5 respondents (25 percent)
reported that they were members of a professional organisation. However, 15 Silicon

spondents (75 percent) reported that they were not members of any professional

d

societies. In Dublin, 3 respondents (8.8 percent) reported that they were

me . However, 31 Dublin respondents (91.2 percent) reported that they were not

an

me of any professional computer organisation.

Ithough Silicon Valley respondents reported a higher percentage of professional

e

I

co r organisation membership (25 per cent) than Dublin respondents (8.8 per cent),

therC is a very large majority of respondents in both locations (85.2 per cent in total) who

are not members of any computer organisation.

Question 7a. How do you currently acquire new skills? On the job training, night

courses, personal reading/research
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Table 325: Crosstabulations: How Skiils are Currently Acquired — Final Results for Main Study

Flace where survey was carried out * How new skills are currently acquired Crosstabulation

How new skills are currently acquired
Personal
On the job Night readingir
training Courses esearch Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley  Count 11 1 8 20
was carried out % within Place where
S, O 0,
survey was carried out 55.0% 5.0% 40.0% 100.0%
% within How new skills 5 o, o,
are currently acquired 20.6% 100.0% A7 1% 37.0%
% of Total 20.4% 1.9% 14.8% 37.0%
Dublin Count 25 9 34
% within Place where
survey was carried out 73.5% 26.5% 100.0%
% within How new skil's o o
are currently acquired 69.4% 52.9% 63.0%
% of Total 48.3% 16.7% 63.0%
Total Count 36 1 17 54
% within Place where
survey was carried out 66.7% 1.9% 31.5% 100.0%
% within How rnew skills
[+ 0 0, 0,
are currently acquired 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 66.7% 1.9% 31.5% 100.0%

Figure 162: Histogram Showing How Skills are Currently Acquired — Final Results for Main Study
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Respondents in both locations reported a high percentage of new skills being acquired
through on the job training: 25 Dublin respondents reported that they received on the
job training (73.5 per cent), while'l | Silicon Valley respondents reported receiving on the
job training ‘(55 per cent). Personal reading/research was reported by 9 Dublin
respondents (26.5 per cent) and 8 Silicon Valley respondents (40 per cent). Only |
Silicon Valley respondent (5 per cent) and no Dublin respondent reported receiving
training for new skills through night courses.

Thus, results for acquiring new skills indicates that respondents most frequently
report on the job training (66.7 per cent of total respondents), followed by personal

reading and research (31.5 per cent of total respondents). Night courses are not a
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common method of acquiring skills for respondents from either location (1.9 per cent of

total respondents).

Question 7b. How do you propose to reskill in emerging topics? On the job training,

Personal research, Night Courses.

Table 326: Crosstabulation: How Workers Propose to Reskill for Final Results for Main Study

Place where survey was carried out * How worker proposes to reskill in emerging topics Crosstabulation

How waorker propgses to reskill in emerging topics
Personal Night On the job
Research Courses training No Response Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 8 4 2 6 20
was carmied oul ;’fjxg';"‘lgfg: rr‘?'::fm 400% | 200% 10.0% 300% | 100.0%
% within How worker
proposes to reskill in 38.1% 50.0% 11.1% 85.7% 37.0%
emerging topics
% of Total 14.8% 7.4% 3.7% 1.1% 37.0%
Dublin Count 13 4 16 1 34
:’:‘J:g:'l:fg:rgggfm 38.2% 11.8% 47.1% 29% | 100.0%
% within How worker
proposes fo reskill in 61.9% 50.0% 88.9% 14.3% 63.0%
emerging topics
% of Total 24.1% 7.4% 29.6% 1.9% 63.0%
Total Count 21 8 18 7 54
Z::::"\L:fgzr:g: S| 8% | as% 33.3% 13.0% | 100.0%
% within How worker
proposes to reskilt in 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
emerging topics
% of Total 38.9% 14.8% 33.3% 13.0% 100.0%

Figu re 163: 'Histogram Showivng How Workers Propose to Reskill for Final Resulfs for Main Study
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A large percentage of Silicon Valley respondents did not answer this question (30
percent), compared to just 2.9 per cent of Dubiin respondents. Respondents in both

locations reported a high percentage for reskilling in new emerging topics through
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personal research: 13 Dublin respondents (38.2 per cent), and 8 Silicon Valley
respondents (40 per cent). In the case of reskilling through on-the-job training, 16
Dublin respondents (47.1 per cent) reported that they proposed to reskill through this
method of, while 2 Silicon Valley respondent (10 per cent) proposed to reskill through on
the job training. With regard to reskilling through night courses: 4 Dublin respondents

(11.8 per cent), and 4 Silicon Valley respondents (20 per cent) proposed to reskill in this

eland

way.

Thus, results for proposing to reskill in emerging topics indicate that respondents
most frequently report personal research (38.9 per cent of total respondents). In both
locations respondents showed only minimal interest in reskill through night courses
(14.8 per cent of total respondents). The biggest difference between both groups in terms
of reskilling was in the case of on-the-job training, where Silicon Valley respondents
showéd littie interest in this (10 per éeﬁt), while Dublin respondents showed a keen

interest (33.3 per cent).

Question 8. When did you last receive training for new skills that are required as
part of your job? Never received training, 1 to 3 months, 4 to 6 months, 7 to 9
months, 10 to 12 months, 13 to 15 months, 16 to 18 months, 19 to 21 months, 22 to 24

months.
Table 327: Crosstabulation: When last received training — Final Results for Main Study

Place where survey was carried out * When training was last received Crosstabulation

When training was last received

Never
received 10t0 12 |13t0 15 (1610 1822 to 24
o Responsd training | to 3 monthg to 6 month4 to 9 months months | months | months | months | Total
Place where sw Silicon Vall Count 1 5 2 8 1 1 2 20
was carried out % within Place wh|
survey was carrie 50% | 25.0% 10.0% 40.0% 5.0% 5.0% 10.0% | 100.0%
% within When trg
was last received 500% | 556% 15.4% 61.5% 25.0% | 50.0% 40.0% ; 37.0%
% of Total 1.9% 9.3% 3.7% 14.8% 1.9% 1.9% 3.7% | 37.0%
Dubiin Count -1 1 4| - 11 5 3 1 5 1 3 34
o it
% wilhin Place wiy 5 0o | 416% | aza% | 147% 8.8% | 29% | 147% | 29% | 8.8% |100.0%

survey was carrie
% within When trg
was [ast received
% of Total 1.9% 7.4% 20.4% 9.3% 5.6% 1.9% 9.3% 1.9% 5.6% | 63.0%
Total Count 2 9 13 13 4 2 3 i 5 54
% within Place whj
survey was carrie
% within When trg
was last received
% of Total 37% | 16.7% 24.1% 24.1% 74% | 3.7% | 9.3% 1.9% | 9.3% [100.0%

50.0% | 44.4% 84.6% 38.5% 75.0% | 50.0% |100.0% [100.0% [ €60.0% | 63.0%

37% | 16.7% 24.1% 24.1% 7.4% 3.7% 9.3% 1.9% 9.3% |100.0%

100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% |100.0% |100.0% |100.0% |100.0% | 100.0%

National College of Ir
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Figure 164: Histogram: When last received training - Final Results for Main Study
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Es surveyed in both locations gave a high response level to the question of when

the received training. Only |1 Dublin employee and 1 Silicon Valley employee did
not any response. The highest Silicon Valley response for having received training
wit to 6 months was reported by 8 respondents (40 percent). However 5 Silicon
Va spondents (25 percent) said they had never received training. Overall 14 (70
per, of Silicon Valley respondents reported having received training within a 24-

month period.
I

The highest Dublin response was for having received training within [ to 3
months (11 respondents, 32.4 percent), followed by 4.respondents (11.8 percent) who
received training within 4 to 6 months. However, 4 Dublin respondents (11.8 per cent}
reported that they had never received training. Overall 29 respondents (86.3 percent)
reported having received training within a 24-month period.

From the above results Dublin respondents report that they have received a
greater degree of training within a 24-month period (86.3 per cent) than Silicon Valley

respondents (70 percent).

Question 9. How does your employer help you to acquire new skills? By funding

external courses, by providing on the job training, through mentoring by fellow staff
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Table 328: Crosstabulation: How employer helps you acquire new skills Final Results Main Study

Place where survey was carried out * How employer helps worker reskill Crosstabulation

How employer helps worker reskill
By funding By providing Through
external on the job mentoring by
courses training fellow staff No Response Total

Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count [ 5 8 1 20

was carried out % within Place where . . o
survey was carried out 30.0% 25.0% 40.0% 5.0% 100.0%

% within How employer o o o 5
helps worker reskill 33.3% 45.5% 36.4% 33.3% 37.0%
% of Total 11.1% 9.3% 14.8% 1.9% 37.0%
Dubiin Count 12 6 14 2 34

% within Place where N o | o
survey was camied out 35.3% 17.6% 41.2% 5.9% 100.0%

% within How employer N o o, o
helps worker reskil 66.7% 54.5% 63.6% 66.7% 63.0%
% of Total 22.2% 1M11% 25.9% 3.7% 63.0%
Total Count 18 1" 22 3 54

% within Place where s o,
survey was carried oul 33.3% 20.4% 40.7% 5.6% 100.0%

% within How employer o,
helps worker reskil 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 33.3% 20.4% 40.7% 5.6% 100.0%

al College of Ireland

Figure 165: Histogram: How employer helps you acquire new skills for Final Results for Main Study
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C Respondents in both locations reported a high percentage of new skills being acquired

Natio

through mentoring my fellow staff: 14 Dublin respondents (41.2 per cent) and 8 Silicon
Valley respondents {40.0 per cent) reported receiving mentoring by fellow staff. Funding
of external courses was reported by 12 Dublin respondents (35.3 per cent) and 6 Silicon
Valley respondents (30.0 per cent). On the job training was reported by 6 Dublin
respondents (17.6 per cent) and 5 Silicon Valley respondents (25.0 per cent).

Thus, results for employers helping respondents to acquire new skills indicates

that mentoring by fellow staff (40.7 per cent of total respondents) is the preferred choice
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of employer training in both locations. This is followed by funding of external course
(33.3 per cent of total respondents), and by on the job training (20.4 per cent of total

respondents).

Question 10. On a scale of 0 to 5 (with 0 being of no importance and 5 being of great

importance), please indicate the importance that you would place on the following

eland

aspects of your life.

Aspects of Life 0-5
Scale

Successful work life

Happy family life

Fulfilling leisure pursuits
Satisfying friendships

Varied social life

Early retirement

Personal fulfilment through hobbies
Life-long learning

Children’s academic success
Compatible relationship

Good prospects of promotion at work
Financially comfortable

Voluntary work in the community

Table 329: Frequencies for Aspects of Life for Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley
Final Results Main Study

Statistics

lace wher

urvey way
Carded out| 1. 2. 3. 4. 5, 6. 7. 8. 9. 10 11. 12. 13.
N Valid 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 b4 54 54 54 54 54 54
Missing o] 0 0 0 0 o] 0 o] 0 [¢] 0 o] 0 0
Mean 1.63 |3.814B 4.6296 (3,6713 |4.0000 |3.1481 [3.1574 |3,2500 [3.5741 |2.5556 [4.3981 |3.0185 |4.1389 |2.2315
Median 2.00 {4.0000 |5.0000 |3.8750 [4.0000 |3.0000 |3.0000 |3.0000 |4.0000 |3.0000 {5.0000 (3.0000 {4.0000 2.7500
Mode 2 4.00 5.00 3.00| . 5.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 .00 5.00 3.00 5.00 3.00
Std. Deviation 49 |1.2104 | 9770 | 9759 | 8633 |1.0857 |1.2806 [1.1726 |1.1752 | 1.8058 | .B762 |1.3803 | 9133 |1.2691
Variance .24 [1.4651 | 9546 | 9524 | 7453 (1.1852 |1.6398 [1.3750 {1.3812 |3.2610 | .7677 |1.9053 | .B341 |1.6105
Range 1 500| 500] 3.00| 200 400| 500| 500! 400! 500| 400| 500| 300, 4.00
Minimum 1 .00 .00 2.00 3.00 1.00 .00 .00 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 2.00 .00
Maximum 2 500| 500} 5c00( 500) 500| 500! 500 500, 500| 500| 500( 500 4.00
Sum 8B |206.00 |250.00 {198.25 [216.00 [170.00 [170.50 |175.50 |193.00 | 138.00 | 237 .50 |163.00 |223.50 |120.50

Table Key: 1. Successful work life, 2. Happy family life, 3. Fulfilling leisure pursuits, 4. Satisfving {riendships, 3.
Varied social life, 6. Early retirement, 7. Personal fulfillment through hobbies, 8. Life-long learning, 9. Children’s
academic success, 10. Compatible relationship, 11. Good prospects of promotion at work, 12, Financially comfortable,

13. Voluntary work in the community

National College of Ir
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Tabte 330: Frequencies for Aspects of Life for Dublin for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10 11. 12. 13.

N Valid 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mean 3.5000 (4.7353 |3.8088 (4.1618 3.2353 |3.0441 |3.5147 |3.6471 |2.7206 {4.3235 |2.9412 |3.8824 |2,7206
Median 4.0000 |5.0000 (4.0000 |4.0000 |3.0000 3.0000 |4.0000 (4.0000 |3.0000 15.0000 |3.0000 |4.0000 |3.0000
Mode 400| 500| 500| 500| 3.00( 3.00| 4.00 5.00 | 4.00 5.00| 3.00 4.00( 3.00
Std. Deviation 1.3085 | .6183 (1.0151 | 8766 9553 [1.3164 |1.0623 |1.2031 |1.8224 |1.0363 |1.4552 | 9460 | .9939
Variance 1.7121 | 3824 (1.0305 | .7685 | 9127 [1.7328 |1.1286 |1.4474 |3.3211 |1.0740 (2.1176 | 8948 | 5877
Range 500( 3.00| 300 200| 400| 500 400 400 | 5.00 400 5.00 3.00 | 4.00
Minimum 00| 200} 200( 3.00 1.00 .00 1.00 1.00 .00 1.00 00| 200 .00
Maximum 5.00 5.00 5.00 500 5.00 5.00 35.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00
Sum 119.00 {161.00 [ 129.50 |141.50 {110.00 [103.50 |119.50 [124.00 | 92.50 |147.00 | 100.00 [132.00 | 92.50

Table Key: 1. Successful work life. 2. Happy family life. 3. Fulfilling leisure pursuits. 4. Satistying friendships. 5.
Varied sociat life. 6. Early retircment, 7. Personal fulfiliment through hobbies. 8. Life-long learning, 9. Children’s
academic success, 10. Compatible relationship, 11. Good prospects of promotion at work, 12. Financially comfortable,

13. Voluntary work in the community

ﬁxﬂ: Frequencies for Aspects of Life for Silicon Valley for Final Results for Main Study

Statistics
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9, 10 11, 12. 13.
Valid 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
Missing 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 [¢] 0 0 ¢ 0 0

4.3500 4.4500 3.4375 3.7250 3.0000 3.3500 £2.8000 3.4500 2.2750 4.5250 3.1500 4.5750 [1.4000
A.5000 15.0000 3.0000 3.7500 [3.0000 3.0000 [3.0000 3.5000 3.0000 4.7500 B.0000 (5.0000 {1.0000
5.00 5.00( 3.00| 3.00f 2.00% 3.00 3.00 3.00°% 3.00 5.00] 3.00 5.00 1.00
eviation 7964 [1.3945 | .8806 | .7860 [1.2978 [1.2258 [1.2397 (1.1459 [1.7879 | .4993 11.2680 | .6742 [1.2732
B342 [1.9447 | .7755 | 6178 (1.6842 [1.5026 |1.5368 [1.3132 3.1967 | .2483 [1.6079 | 4546 1.6211
3.00 500| 3.00| 2.00| 4.00| 4.00 500 | 4.00 5.00 1.00{ 5.00 200 | 4.00
2.00 .00 200( 3.00( 1.00] 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 4.00 .00 3.00 .00
5.00 500| 500| 500! 500| 500 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00] 5.00 5.00 4.00
87.00 | 89.00 | 68.75 | 74.50 | 50.00 | 67.00 | 56.00 | 69.00 | 45.50 | 90.50 | 63.00 | 91.50 | 28.00
aMultiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Table Key: 1. Successful work tife, 2. Happy family life, 3. Fulfilling leisure pursuits, 4. Satisfying friendships, 3.
Varied social life, 6. Early retirement, 7. Personal fulfillment through hobbies, 8. Lifc-long learning, 9. Children’s
academic success, 10. Compatiblc relationship. 11. Good prospects of promation at work, 12. Financially comfortable,

13. Voluntary work in the community

Activities o o ‘

The activities in question four caﬁ be divided into three groups: work, home, and teisure.
The groups with their allotted activities are arranged as follows:

Work: Successful work life, early retirement, good prospects of promotion at work,
financially comfortable

Home: Happy family life, children’s academic success, compatible relationship
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Leisure: Fulfilling leisure pursuits, satisifying friendships, varied social life, personal
fulfillment through hobbies, life-long learning, voluntary work in the community

Some activities may fit into two or more groups, such as life-long learning may be
appropriate for both work and leisure; early retirement may impinge on work, home,

leisure, and community, as more time is freed up to become involved in other pursuits.

Frequencies for Aspects of Life
Silicon Valley respondents reported that being financially comfortable was the most

important aspect of life (mean was 4.575). This was followed by compatible relationship

e of

(mean was 4.525), happy family life (mean was 4.450), successful work life (mean was

.350). Dublin respondents chose three of the same four aspects of life as Silicon Valley

&

as being most important. The highest Dublin aspect of life reported was happy family life

( 4.7353), followed by compatible relationship (4.3235), satisfying friendships
4.1 and financially comfortable (3.8824).

ilicon Valley respondents assigned medium importance to satisfying friendships
(m 3.725), followed by life-long learning (mean of 3.45), fulfilling leisure pursuits
( " 3.437), and early retirement (3.35). Dublin respondents assigned medium
irme to varied social life (mean of 3.8088), followed by life-long learning (mean of

3._6hpersdnal fulfiliment through hobbies (mean of 3.5147), and successful work life
(meanor3.5). . . |

Respondents from both locations assigned low level of importance to children’s
academic success (Dublin mean: 2.72; Silicon Valley mean: 2.275). Voluntary work in
the community was assigned the lowest rate of importance by respondents from both
locations (Dublin mean: 2.72; Silicon Valley mean: 1.4).

For Silicon Valley respondents successful work life was more important (mean:

Nationa Coll

4.35) than it was for Dubiin respondents (mean: 3.5). Also Silicon Valley respondents
gave higher importance to being financially comfortable (mean: 4.57) than Dublin
respondents (mean: 3.882). Dublin respondents reported that happy family life (mean of
4.735) was of greater importance than it was to Silicon Valley respondents (mean of
4.45), and that satisfying friendships (mean: 4.16) was of greater importance compared to

Silicon Valley respondents (mean: 3.72).
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Overall, Silicon Valley respondents assigned a high level of importance to work
aspects of life: financially comfortable and successful work life, but also to aspects of life
in the home: compatible relationship, and happy f‘amily life. For Dublin respondents
aspects of life in the home were highest: happy family life and compatible relationship,
followed by leisure: satisfying friendships, and then by work aspects of life: financially

comfortable.

Correlations for Aspects of Life

Data received for Question 10 from Silicon Valley and Dublin respondents have been

e of

analysed below, using the Pearson Correlation Bivariate statistic (two-tailed). A level of

significance of 0.01 (1%) is marked **. A level of significance of 0.05 (5%) is marked *.

National Colleg
' lreland
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Table 332: Correlation Coefficients for Aspects of Life: Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley for

Final Results for Main Study

Correlations

1. 2. 3, 4, 5, 6. 7. 8. Q. 10 11. 12. 13.
1. Pearson Comela 1,000 [ -043 ] -322°| -275° -.058 214 -392f] 070 158 209 674 677 -223
Sig. (2-tailed) . 757 018 044 679 120 003 617 .254 130 000 000 104

N 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54

2. Pearson Correlal -043 | 1.000 7| -034 | -125 15| -o058 -.009 3504 .308* 2717 03B 124
Sig. (2-taited) 757 . 398 B10 368 406 679 951 008 024 047 787 a713

N 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54

3. Pearson Correla{ -322*| 117 | 1.000 627, &02f 076 54311 270+ -.i19 330°|, -.208 [ -.099 3637
Sig. (2-tailed) 018 398 . 000 ,000 584 .000 .048 .390 015 129 478 007

N 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54

4. Pearson Correlal -275*| -034 627" 1.000 642*]  -.055 405+ 344*| -127 187 -127| -096 .383°
Sig. (2-tailed) 044 810 000 . 000 690 002 011 360 176 361 491 004

N 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54

5. Pearson Correlag  -.058 -125 .602* .642*1  1.000 172 3100 212 =273 145 -127 102 248
Sig. (2-tailed) 679 368 .000 000 . 212 022 123 046 .297 .359 462 on

N 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54
Pearson Correlat 214 115 076 -.055 A72 1.000 -.042 -.143 -.024 .145 .105 304 050

Sig. (2-1ailed) 120 4086 .584 690 212 761 .303 .862 296 450 026 721

N 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54
Pearson Correfaf -392] -058 543+ 405+ 3107 -042| 1000 133 -238 131 -283* -236 262

Sig. (2-tailed) 003 679 000 002 022 761 . 336 .083 346 038 086 056

54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54
070 -.008 2707 344 212] -143 133 | 1.000 162 241 203 126 384"

817 951 048 ot 123 .303 336 . 240 079 142 .362 004

54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54

bn Correlal 158 35eq  -119 | -127) -273+ -o024| -238 162 1 1.000 174 4507 .090 208

Sig. (2-tailed) 254 008 330 360 046 862 083 240 . 209 .001 519 131

54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54

pn Correlal 209 3084 .330f  .187 145 145 131 241 174 | 1.000 267 242 221

tailed) 130 024 015 176 297 296 346 079 209 . 051 078 108

N 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54

n Correla 674 271 -209| -127| -127 1054 -283* 203 450" 267 | 1.000 6194 041

0. (§taited) ,000 047 129 361 359 450 038 142 001 0851 . 000 a1

54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54

12. rson Correlal 677 038 -.099 -.096 102 304  -.236 126 .090 242 619+  1.000 -.224
ig (0.tailed) 000 787 478 .491 462 026 086 .362 519 078 000 . 104

N : 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54
e Correlaﬂ -.223 124 3639 383 248 050 262 .384*1 208 221 041 -224 | 1.000
Sig. (2-1ailed) 104 373 007 004 | 071 721 056 .004 131 108 q1 104 .

N 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54

“.Correiation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

“*.Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

13. Voluntary work in the community

Table Key: 1. Successful work life, 2. Happy family life, 3. Fulfilling leisure pursuits, 4. Satistying friendships, 5.
Varied social life, 6. Early rctirement, 7. Personal fulfillment through hobbies, 8. Life-long learning, 9. Children’s

academic success, 10. Compatible relationship. 11. Good prospects of promotion at work, 12. Financially comfortable,
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Table 333: Correlation Coefficients for Aspects of Life: Dublin for Final Results for Main Study

Correlations
i. 2. 3 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10 11. 12. 13,
1. Pearson Correla]  1.000 -.094 =348 -192 .024 172 -311 .135 .207 212 748" .588° .08
Sig. (2-tailed) . .598 044 278 .892 332 074 447 241 228 .000 .000 577
N 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
2. Pearson Correla -.094 1.000 23 .165 .160 -.041 REL 074 .2689 421+ .218 256 .049
Sig. (2-tailed) .598 . .189 350 .366 .818 280 876 125 013 .216 144 .785
N 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
3. Pearson Correla -.348" 231 1.000 606" 548" .012 705" 241 -081 4067 -233 -.087 .268
Sig. (2-tailed) .044 .189 . .000 .001 846 .000 170 608 017 184 624 125
N 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
4. Pearson Correlal - 192 165 B08*1 1.000 6041 -.013 502 257 -.051 241 -.040 097 271
Sig. (2-tailed) 278 .350 000 . 000 842 .003 142 773 170 .823 586 121
N 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
5. Pearson Correla 024 180 548" 6041 1.000 .016 415* 259 -.083 .257 118 .199 189
Sig. (2-tailed) .892 .366 001 000 . 830 015 139 641 142 502 .259 .259
N 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
6. PearsonCorrelal 172 | -.041 02| -013 016 | 1.000 .000{ -.086 -.004 .100 75 .223 305
Sig. (2-tailed) 332 .818 946 942 930 . 998 631 .981 573 321 204 079
N 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
Pearson Correlal  -.311 191 705" .502* 415 .000 1.000 146 -.193 .230 -.235 - 119 .080
Sig. (2-tailed) 074 .280 .000 .003 015 698 . 409 273 1192 182 .503 612
N 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
8. Pearson Correla .135 .074 241 257 .259 -.086 148 1.000 120 .240 161 .229 346"
Sig, (2-tailed) * 447 876 170 .142 139 6N 409 . 501 A .363 193 .045
3 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 |
9.‘ Pear'm Correlal 207 269 | -09%| -051) -083| -004| -193 120 1.000 178 314 474 .286
P2-tailed) 241 125 .608 773 641 881 273 501 . 315 071 .326 A0
34 34 34 34 34 34 4 34 34 34 34 34 34
1 Pearson Correla 212 4210 .408* 241 257 100 .230 240 178 1.000 274 .256 .385*
-tailed) 228 013 017 170 142 873 182 71 315 117 143 .025
34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
111 n Correla 748 .218 -233 -040 118 175 -235 161 314 274 1.000 787" .093
Sig. {2-tailed} .000 .216 .184 .823 502 321 182 363 .07 A7 . .000 .B01
34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
588" .256 -.087 097 199 223 -119 229 174 256 .787*1  1.000 093
.000 144 624 .586 258 204 .503 .193 326 143 000 . 801
v 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
134 _Pearson Correla .098 .04 .268 271 199 305 090 .348* .286 385 .093 2093 1.000
: §|g. !Lailed) 577 .785 125 121 258 079 812 045 101 025 601 601 .
l* 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34

“.Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2 tailed).
**.Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table Key: 1. Successful work tife. 2. Happy family life. 3. Fulfilling leisure pursuits, 4. Satisfving friendships, 5.

Varied social life, 6. Early retirement, 7. Personal fulfillment through hobbies, 8. Lile-long learning, 9. Children®s

academic success, 10. Compatible relationship. 11. Good prospects of promotion at work, 12. Financially comfortable,

13. Voluntary work in the community
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With regard to positive correlations,

Table 334: Correlation Coefficients for Aspects of Life: Silicon Valley Final Results Main Study

Corretations

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. g 10 11. 12. 13.

1. Pearsan Correlal  1.000 135 -0701 -280[ -A27 245 [ -.405 ,020 252 010 545°[ 808 -431
Sig. (2-tailed) . 570 768 233 593 297 076 933 283 967 013 .000 058

N 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

2. Pearson Correla 135 1.000 -.008 -.289 -.320 2303 =311 -100 465* 436 .406 -.038 071
Sig. (2-tailed) 570 : 973 216 169 194 183 673 039 054 075 874 766

N 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

3. PearsonCorrelal  -070 | -.008 | 1.000 6200 702+ 289 217 303 -256 213 | -a21 419 411
Sig. (2-taited) 768 973 . 004 001 26 358 194 276 387 612 817 072

N 20 20 20 200 20 20 20 20 20 20 . 20 20 20 |

4, PearsonComrela{l -280 | -289 6204 1.000 7227 -059 130 495+ -2383 186 | -273| -282 .379
Sig. (2-tailed) 233 218 004 . .000 806 586 026 095 432 .244 229 100

N 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

5. Pearson Correlal -127 | -320 7024 722*{ 1.000 430 164 142 | -567*1 -041 | -.480% .090 .255
Sig. (2-tailed) 593 169 ,001 000 . .058 491 552 009 865 032 705 278

N 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

6. Pearson Correlal 245 303 289 -.059 430 1.000 -021 -.230 -022 ,288 -.069 .444*1  -128
Sig. (2-tailed) 297 194 216 806 058 . 931 328 .926 222 771 050 .590

N 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

7. Pearson Correlal -405 | -311 217 130 64| -021 | 1.000 067 | -437 051 -348| -201 187
Sig. (2-tailed) 076 183 358 586 491 931 . 780 054 831 432 394 431

N 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
8. Pearson Correlal 020 -100 303 495 142| -230 067 | 1.000 219 347 313 022 483"
ig. {2-tailed) 933 673 194 026 552 328 780 . 354 134 178 926 .031

20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

pn Correla{l 252 ass* 256 | -3e83 ] .sert] -022| -437 219 | 1.000 272 7704 .080 018

0.0 -tailed) 283 039 276 095 009 926 054 354 . 246 000 737 .938

20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

on Correlal 010 436 213 186 | -.041 286 051 347 272 | 1.000 243 033 273

-tailed) 967 .054 .367 432 .865 222 .B31 134 246 R .302 .889 244

20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

br Correla{  .545*] 406 | -121 | -273] -480*] -069 | -348 313 7704 243 1.000 232 .091

Sig. {2-tailed) 013 075 612 244 .032 71 132 179 .000 .302 . 324 702

. 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

br Correlal  806*]  -.038 19| -282 .090 44441 201 022 .080 033 232 | 1000 -313

-tailed) 000 B74 817 229 705 050 394 926 737 889 324 180

20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

nCorrela{l - 431 071 411 379 255 | -128 187 483 o018 273 091 | -313[ 1.000

Sig. (2-tailed) - 058 766 072 .100 .278 .530 AR .031 .938 244 702 180 .

I 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 |

'-Corré!ation is éign‘»ﬁcant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

"*.Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {2-tailed).

Positive Correlations

13. Voluntary work in the community

Table Key: 1. Successful work life, 2. Happy family life, 3. Fulfilling leisure pursuits, 4. Satislving friendships, 3.
Varied social life. 6. Early retirement, 7. Personal fullillment through hobbies, 8. Life-long learning, 9. Children’s

academic success, 10. Compatible relationship, 11. Goed prospects of promotion at work, 12. Financially comfortable,

it is interesting to note that the majority of the

activities that are positively correlated belong to the same group. This can be seen in the

following cases:
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Work group: Successful work life is positively correlated good prospects of promotion at
work (r=.674, p<.005), and financially comfortable (r=.677, p<.005). Good prospects of
promotion at work is positively correlated with financially comfortable (r=.619, p<.005).
Home group: Happy family life is positively correlated with children’s academic success
(r=.359, p<.001), and compatible relationship (r=.308, p<.001).

Leisure Group: Fulfilling leisure pursuits is positively correlated with satisfying
friendships ((r=.627, p<.005), with varied social life (r=.602, p<.005), with personal
fulfillment through hobbies (r=.543, p<.005), with voluntary work in the Commhnity
(r=363, p<.005). Satisfying friendships is positively correlated with varied social life

(r=.642, p<.005), with personal fulfillment through hobbies (r=.405, p<.001), and with

e of

ife-long learning (r=.344, p<.001), and with voluntary work in the community (r=.383,

€9

p<.001). Varied social life is positively correlated with personal fulfillment through
r=..3l-0, p<.001). Life-long learning is positively correlated with fulfilling leisure

pur r=.270, p<.001), and with voluntary work in the community (r=.384, p<.001).

sitive correlations that do not belong to the same group are as follows:

Ha mily life (home) with good prospects of promotion at work (work), (r=271,
: Fulfilling leisure pursuits (leisure) with compatible relationship (home), (r=.330,
m Life-long learning (leisure) and compatible relationship (home), (r=.415,
p<.hChildren’s academic success (home) and good prospects of promotion at work
(v\m =450, p<.005). The lack of positive correlation between the groups of work and

home is particularly striking.

Results of Positive Correlations
Results indicate that the greatest positive correlations occur between aspects of life of the

same group, whether work, home, or leisure. There is also some positive correlation that

National Coll

occurs between aspects of life in the groups of leisure and home (two positive
correlations noted). Two positive correlations were found to occur between aspects of life

in the groups of home and work.

Negative Correlations
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With regard to negative correlations, it is interesting to note that in all cases, aspects of
life that are‘negatively correlated do not belong to the same group. This can be seen in the
following cases:

Successful work life (work) is negatively correlated with fulfilling leisure pursuits
(leisure), (r=-.322, p<.001), with satisfying friendships (leisure), (r= -.275, p<.001), and
personal fulfillment through hobbies (leisure), (r=-.392, p<.005).

Varied social life (leisure) is negatively correlated with children’s academic success
(home), (r=-.273, p<.001).

Personal fulfilment through hobbies (leisure) is negatively correlated with good prospects

e of

of promotion at work (work), (r=-.283, p<.001).

Results of Negative Correlations

A f life were negatively correlated in five cases: work with leisure in four cases,
and re with home in one case. These results imply that certain aspects of life
permmmm to work, and others pertaining to leisure, negatively affect the pursuit of each
oth

Dmces in Correlations Between Silicon Valley and Dublin

Ma ferences between correlations of aspects of life for Dublin and Silicon Valley
chms were found in just one case: This is listed befow:

Varied social life (leisure) and good prospects of promotion at work (work): combined r=
-.127; Dublin r=.119; Silicon Valley, r= -.480, p<.001. This combined correlation without
significance shows a negative correlation of 99 percent significance for Silicon Valley,

and a positive correlation without significance for Dublin.

National Coll

Question 11. In the last month, please indicate the approximate number of hours

spent on each of the following:

Activities Hours
Hobbies/Leisuretime/Socialising
Family time

Fulfilling leisure pursuits
Training or academic pursuits
Work
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Table 335: Frequencies for time spent at various activities: Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley

Main Study Final Results

U Location Activity Mean | Median | Mode Std. Variance | Range | Minimum | Maximum
Dev.
Dublin | Hobbies | 42.18 38 50 35.38 1251.60 200 0 200
Silicon Hobbies | 34.10 30 20 22.39 501.36 75 5 80
m Valley
Dublin Family 53.74 45 10 | 43.72 | 191135 160 0 160
h Time -
WSS |"Silicon | Family | 4895 | 10 0 | 7079 | s011.52 | 240 0 240
‘I Valley Time
Dublin Fulﬁliing 18.97 15.50 10 14.53 211.00 50 0 50
O Leisure
Pursuits
m- Silicon | Fulfilling 18 10 10 21.67 469.47 80 0 80
Valley Leisure
9 Pursuits
Dublin Training 13.38 6.5 0 23.03 530.43 120 0 120
I Academic
I Pursuits
O Silicon Training/ 10.25 10 0 17.66 34.78 80 0 80
Vallev Academic
‘ ) ) Pursuits
Dublin Work 160.65 160 160 | 25.59 614.72 140 100 240
Silicon Work 167.75 180 200 | 72.74 | 5290.72 320 0 320
E Valley
N ——
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Table 336: Crosstabulations: Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent at various activities

per month: Hobbies/Leisuretime/Socialising — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent at various activities per month: | i eisureti ialising Cr
Hours spent at varigus aclivities per month: Hobbies/Lelsuretime/Sacialisin
0 5 ] 10 15 16 20 25 | 26 30 32 36 40 48 50 50 70 75 80 {100 | 200 p Tatal
Place wher Silican * Count 1 2 1 4 1 3 4 1 1 2 20
was carmieg % within Pla|
survey was 5.0% 0.0% 5.0% $0.0% 5.0% 15.0% 0.0% 5.0% 5.0% |0.0% 10.0%
% within Ho
at various a
per month: 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% §0.0% J0.0% B7.5% 0.0% 4.3% 0.0% 36.7% 7.0%
Hobbies/Lei:
Socialising
% of Total 1.9% 3.7% 1.9% | 7.4% 11.9% |5.6% 7.4% 1.9% 1.9% |3.7% 37.0% |-
Dublin  Count 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 5 2 1 4 1 5] 2 1 1 1 1 34
hi
:::;;::;a 2.9% {2.9% |2.9% 5.9% |5.9% 2.9% |2.9% 4.7% 15.9% | 2.9% | 1.8% [2.9% | 7.6% |5.9% [2.9% 2.9% (2.9% [2.9% 10.0%
% within Hol
at various a
per month: 30.0% 30.0% )0.0% 50.0% 30.0% 0.0% [0.0% 2.5% 00.0% [0.0% p0.0% }0.0% 35.7% 30.0% 30.0% 3.3% )0.0% )0.0% i3.0%
Habbigs/Le:
Socialising
% of Total [1.9% [1.9% [1.9% [3.7% |3.7% 1.8% |1.9% 9.3% |3.7% {1.9% |7.4% | 1.9% |1.1% |3.7% | 1.9% 1.9% [1.9% [1.9% i3.0%
Total Count i 2 i 4 2 1 5 ¥ 1 8 2 1 8 1 7 2 1 1 3 1 1 54
:?J:g;l::;a 1.9% (3.7% [ 1.9%{7.4% | 3.7% | 1.9% | 9.3% | 1.9% |1.9% |4.8% |3.7% | 1.9% |4.8% | 1.8% 13.0% [3.7% [ 1.9% | 1.9% | 5.6% | 1.9% | 1.9% 10.0%
% within Ho
at various a
per month: 0.0% 10.0% )0.0% )0.0% 30.0% )0.0% D0.0% DO.0% )0.0% p0.0% p0.0% PO.0% 30.0% D0.0% 30.0% p0.0% D0.0% )0.0% }0.0% 30.0% 90.0% 10.0%
Hobbies/Lei:
Socialising
Yo of Total [1.5% [3.7% | 1.9% |7.4% |3.7% [1.9% (9.3% | 1.5% [1.9% 14.8% [3.7% §1.9% |4.8% | 1.9% 13.0% |2.7% [ 1.9% | 1.9% |5.6% [ 1.9% | 1.9% 10.0%

Figure 166: Bar chart for Hours spent at various activities per month:

Hobbies/Leisuretime/Socialising — Main Study Final Results

7 3 52
[ E

Ireland

Count

Silicon Valley Dubtin

Place where survey was carried out

Hours Spent on Hobbies/Leisuretime/Socialising

Data for hours spent at various activities per month for hobbies/leisuretime/socialising
showed a large variation in responses, especially from Dublin respondents. Variance was
1251.60 and standard deviation was 35.38. The range of Dublin replies was between 0
and 200 hours per month. The largest group of Dublin respondents (6: 17.6 per cent)
reported that they spent 50 hours each month on hobbies/leisuretime/socialising. 5 Dublin

respondents (14.7 percent) reported spending 30 hours each month on hobbies, while 4
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(11.8 percent) respondents reported spending 40 hours on hobbies. The most common
range of hours reported to be spent on hobbies, occurred within the 30 to 60 hour period,
reported by 21 (61.7 per cent) of Dublin respondents.

In Silicon Valley, there was less variation in reply. Variance was 501.36, and
standard deviation was 35.38. The range of hours spent on hobbies was from 0 to 200
hours per month. The largest two groups of Silicon Valley respondents (4, 20.0 per cent)
reported that they spent 40 hours each month on hobbies/leisuretime/socialising. 3 Silicon
Valley respondents (20 percent) reported spending 20 hours and 40 hours each month on
hobbies, while 3 (15 percent) respondents reported spending 30 hours on hobbies. The
most common range of hours reported to be spent on hobbies, occurred within the 20 to
40 hour period, reported by 13 Silicon Valley respondents (60 per cent). This compares
with 61.7 per cent of Dublin respondents spending between 30 and 60 hours each month

on hobbies. Looking at the mean, Silicon Valley’s mean is 34.1 and Dublin’s mean is

e of Ireland

42.18 for time spent on hobbies. Results therefore indicate that Dublin respondents

spend more hours on hobbies each month than Silicon Valley respondents.

Table 337: Crosstabulations: Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent at various activities
per month: Hobbies/Leisuretime/Socialising — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent at various activities per month: Family time Crosstabulation

Hours spent at various activities per month: Family time

0 4 - 10 15 20 30 32 40 50 60 80 90 100 | 110 [ 120 | 150 | 160 | 225 | 240 | Total

Place where Silicon \ Count 5 1 5 4 1 1 1 1 1 20

vas cained e e oP5.0% | 5.0% 5.0% £0.0% | 5.0% | 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% | 5.0% £0.0%
% within Hou

at various actf1,4% D0.0% 55.6% 60.0% £0.0% 50.0% 0G.0% 00.0% D0.0% B7.0%
month: Famil

% of Total 9.3% | 1.5% | 9.3% T 4% | 1.9% | 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% | 1.9% 37.0%

Dublin  Count 2 4 1 3 4 1 2 4 4 4 1 3 1 2 1 34

% within Plact ¢ oo, 1.8% 1 2.9% | 8.8% [11.8% | 2.9% | 5.9% [11.8% h1.8% | 2.9% | 2.9% | 8.8% | 2.9% 5.9% | 2.0% B0.0%

survey was ¢ > . . X . . . A J k k i . A . X

% within Houx

at various aciPg.6% 44.4% D0.0% PC.0% £0.0% 09.0% 00.0% 50.0% B0.0% 50.0% [0.0% DC.0% DO.0% 00.0% 00.0% B3.0%
manth: Famil

% of Totai 3.7% TA4% | 1.9% | 56% {7.4% | 1.9% |3.7% | 7.4% | 7.4% | 1.9% | 1.9% | 56% | 1.9% 3.7% | 1.9% 53.0%

Total Count 7 1 9 1 3 4 1 2 B 5 2 1 3 1 1 2 1 1 1 54
% within Plac

30% | 1.9% [16.7% | 1.9% | 5.6% | 7.4% | 1.9% |3.7% 14.8% [ 9.3% | 3.7% | 1.8% | 56% | 1.9% | 1.9% | 3.7% | 1.9% | 1.9% | 1.9% PO.0%
survey was ca
% within Hou

at vanous actp0.0% D0.0% 00.0% D0.0% P0.0% P0.0% 00.0% P0.0% P0.0% 00.0% §0.0% 60.0% 00.0% 00.0% P0.0% 00.0% D8.0% [0.0% D0.0% D0.0%
maonth: Famil

% of Total 3.0% | 1.9% 16.7% | 1.9% | 5.6% | 7.4% ['1.9% | 3.7% 14.8% | 9.3% | 3.7% | 1.9% | 5.6% | 1.9% | 1.9% | 3.7% | 1.9% rtQ% 1.9% P0.0%

National Colleg
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Figure 167: Bar chart: Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent at various activities per

month: Hobbies/Leisuretime/Socialising — Main Study Final Results
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ata for hours spent at various activities per month for family t'ime showed a largé
variation in responses for both Dublin and Silicon Valley respondents. In Dublin variance
was 1911.35 and standard deviation was 43.72. The range of Dublin replies was from 0 to
160 hours per month. The largest groups of Dublin respondents (4, 11.8 per cent)
reported that they spent 30, 50 and 60 hours each month on family time. 3 Dublin
respondents (8.8 percent) reported spending 20 hours each month on family, while a
further 3 (8.8 percent) respondents reported spending 100 hours on family. The most
common range of hours reported to be spent on family time, occurred within the 10 to 60
hour period, reported by 23 (67.7 per cent) of Dublin respondents.

In Silicon Valley there was an immense variation in replies for hours spent on
family time, ranging from 0 to 240 hours per month. Variance was 5011.52, and standard
deviation was 70.79. The largest groups of Silicon Valley respondents (5, 25.0 per cent)
reported that they spent 0 hours and 10 hours each month with family. A further 4 Silicon
Valley respondents (20 per cent) reported spending 5Q hours with family per month. The
most common range of hours reported to be spent on famtly, occurred within the 0 to 10
hour period, reported by 11 (55 per cent) of Silicon Valley respondents. This compares
with 67.7 per cent of Dublin respondents spending between 10 and 60 hours each month

on family time. Looking at the mean, Silicon Valley’s mean is 48.95, and Dublin’s mean

710



is 53.74 for time spent with family. Results therefore indicate that Dublin respondents

spend more hours with family each month than Silicon Valley respondents.

d

Table 338: Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent at various activities per month:
Fulfilling leisure pursuits — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent at various activities per month: Fulfilling leisure pursuits Crosstabulation

Hours spent at various activities per month: Fulfilling |eisure pursuils
o | 5 | s 10 15 | 18 20 | 25 | 30 | 40 | 50 70 80 | Total
Pilace where su Siifcon Val Count 4 E) 4 1 1 1 20
was carried out % within Place w o
survey was carrig 20.0% . 45.0% 20.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% |100.0%
% within Hours s
at various activiti
L 19 0
per month: Fuffil 44.4% 56.2% 50.0% 20.0% 100.0% [100.0% | 37.0%
leisure pursuits
% of Total 7.4% 16.7% 7.4% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% | 37.0%
Dublin Count 5 1 1 7 3 2 4 1 4 4 2 34
% within Place w|
survey was carl 14.7% 28% 29% | 206% 8.8% 5.9% | 11.8% 2.8% | 11.8% | 11.8% 5.9% 100.0%
% within Hours §
at various activiti
per month: Fulfll 55.6% |100.0% [100.0% | 43.8% {100.0% |100.0% | 50.0% |100.0% [100.0% | 80.0% |100.0% 63.0%
leisure pursuits
% of Tota! 9.3% 1.9% 1.8% | 13.0% | 56% 3.7% 7.4% 1.9% 7.4% 7.4% 3.7% 63.0%
Total Count 9 1 1 16 3 2 8 1 4 5 2 1 1 54
% within Place w]
survey was carrie 16.7% 1.9% 19% | 296% | 56% A7% | 14.8% 1.9% 7.4% 9.3% 3.7% 1.8% 1.9% (100.0%
% within Hours s . .
t wari tivil y )
;e:i:';;i_a;ljl‘g“' 100.0% |100.0% |100.0% [100.0% |100.0% |100.0% |100.0% |100.0% [100.0% [100.0% |100.0% |100.0% [100.0% |100.0%
leisure pursuifs .
% of Total 16.7% 1.9% 1.9% | 29.6% | 556% 3.7% | 14.8% 1.9% 7.4% 9.3% 3.7% 1.9% 1.8% (100.0%

Figure 168: Bar chart of Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent at various activities per

month: Fulfilling leisure pursuits — Main Study Final Results
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For Dublin respondents, data reported for hours spent at various activities per month for

Nation

fulfilling leisure pursuits was within the range 0 to 50 hours. Variance was 211.06, and

standard deviation was 14.53. The largest group of Dublin respondents (7: 20.6 per cent)
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reported that they spent 30 hours each month on leisure pursuits. 5 Dublin respondents
(14.7 percent) reported spending 0 hours each month, while groups of 4 respondents
(11.8 percent in each case) reported spending 20, 30, and 40 hours on leisure pursuits.
The most common range of hours reported being spent on leisure pursuits, occurred
within the 10 to 40 hour period, reported by 25 Dublin respondents (73.6 per cent).

In Silicon Valley data reported for hours spent at various activities per month for
fulfilling Ieisﬁre pursuits was within the range 0 to 80 hours. Variance was much less
than with Dublin responses at 469.47, and standard deviation was 21.67. The largest
group of Silicon Valley respondents (9: 45 per cent) reported that they spent 10 hours
each month on leisure pursuits. Two groups of 4 Silicon Valley respondents (20 percent)
reported spending 0 and 20 hours on leisure pursuits per month. The most common range
of hours reported to be spent on leisure pursuits, occurred within the 0 to 20 hour period,
reported by 17 (85 per cent) of Silicon Valley respondents. This compares with 73.6 per
cent of Dublin respondents spending between 10 and 40 hours each month on leisure
ursuits. Looking at the mean, Silicon Valley’s mean is 10 and Dublin’s mean is 15.5 for
time spent on leisure pursuits. Results indicate that Dublin respondents spend more

hours on leisure pursuits each month than Silicon Valley respondents.

Table 339: Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent at various activities per month:

Training or academic pursuits — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent at various activities per month: Training or academic pursuits Crosstabuiation

Hours spent at varicus activities per month; Training or academic pursuits
0 3 5 8 10 15 16 20 25 30 40 50 80 120 Total
Place where si Silicon Val Count 8 1 8 2 1 20
was carried ou % within Place
survey was carn 40.0% 5.0% 40.0% 10.0% 5.0% 100.0%
% within Hours
at various activi
per month: Train 36.4% 33.3% 61.5% 50.0% 100.0% 37.0%
academic pursu
% of Total 14.8% 1.9% 14.8% 3.7% 1.8% 37.0%
Dublin Count 14 1 2 2 5 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 34
Y%owilnin Place ) ooy | 20w | 50% | 59% | 14.7% | 29% | 29%| 599 % | 2.9%| 59%| 2.8% 2.9% 100.0%
survey was carr 2% 9% 9% b | 14.7% 9% 9% 9% 2.9% 2.9% 5% 8% 9% o
% within Hours
at various activi
per menth: Trlauln 63.6% [100.0% | 66.7% [100.0% | 38.5% [100.0% [100.0% | 50.0% [100.0% [100.0% [100.0% {100.0% 100.0% | 63.0%
academic pursu
% of Total 259% | 19% | 37% | 37% | 93%| 1.9% | 19%| 37% | 198%| 1.9%| 3.7%| 1.9% 1.9% | 63.0%
Total Count 22 1 3 2 13 1 1 4 1 1 2 1 1 1 54
% witnin Pl
S“U:'ey'w;z:rr 40.7% | 1.9% | 56% | 37% |24.1% | 1.9% | 1.9% | 7.4% | 19% | 1.9% | 3.7% | 1.9% | 19% | 1.9% h00.0%
% within Hours
at various activi
per month: Trair| 00.0% [100.0% {100.0% [100.0% [100.0% {100.0% [100.0% [100.0% [100.0% [100.0% {100.0% [100.0% 100.0% [100.0% {1G0.0%
academic pursu
% of Total 407% | 1.9% | 56% | 37% | 241% | 1.9% | 1.9%| 74% | 1.9%| 1.8% | 37%| 19%| 19% | 1.9% [1C0.0%
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Figure 169: Bar chart of place where survey was carried out showing hours spent at various activities

per month: Training or Academic Pursuits — Main Study Final Results
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F@in respondents, data reported for hours spent at various activities per month for
trai r academic pursuits was within the range 0 to 120 hours. Variance was 530.43,
an ard deviation was 23.03. The largest group of Dublin respondents (14: 41.2 per
cen orted that they spent 0 hours each month on academic pursuits. 5 Dublin
res nts (14.7 percent) reported spending 10 hours each month in academic pursuits.
The t common range of hours reported for academic pursuits, occurred within the 0 to

10 hour period, reported by 24 Dublin respondents (70.6 per cent).
I

In Silicon Valley data reported for hours spent at various activities per month for
training and academic pursuits was within the range 0 to 10 hours. Variance was quite
low at 34.78, and standard deviation was 17.66 per cent. Two groups of Silicon Valley
respondents (8: 40 per cent) reported that they spent 0 hours, and 10 hours each month on
academics. The most common range of hours reported to be spent on training and
academic pursuits, occurred within the 0 to 10 hour period, reported by 17 (85 per cent)
of Silicon Valley respondents. Results show quite a high percentage of Dublin (41.2
percent) and Silicon Valiey respondents (40 percent) reported that they spent no time on
academic pursuits. 28.5 per cent of Dublin and 45 per cent of Silicon Valley respondents

spent up to 10 hours on training and academic pursuits each month. Looking at the mean,

Dublin’s mean was 6.5, and the mean in Silicon Valley was 10. Overall results indicate
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that Silicon Valley respondents tend to spend more time on training and academic

pursuits than Dublin respondents.

af various activities per month: Work

Table 340: Place where survey was carried out * Hours spent

Place where survey was carried out * HOUrs spent at various activities per month: Work Crosstabulation

Hours spent at varioys activitigs per month: Work

- 0 [ 100 [ 120 | 140 | 148 | 150 | 160 | 170 | 180 | 184 | 180 | 200 | 210 | 220 | 225 | 240 | 320 | Total
Place where Silicon V Count 2 1 b 2 b 3 1 1 1 1 1 20
wes cemeds :;:2?&:;3;100% 5.0% | 50% 10.0% | 5.0% |15.0% 5.0% [25.0% | 5.0% | 5.0% | 5.0% 5.0% |00.0%
% within Hour;
at various actino.0% [33.3% (00.0% 28.6% | 5.8% (00.0% 00.0% [62.5% 00.0% [00.0% [00.0% 00 0% (37.0%
per month: W
% of Total 3.7% | 1.9%] 1.9% 37%| 1.9% | 56% 1.9% | 8.3% | 1.9% | 1.9% | 1.9% 1.9% [37.0%
Oublin  Count 2 3 1 5 16 2 1 3 1 34
Z‘;x’;’;‘::slaf; 5.9% 8.6% | 2.9% [14.7% 47.1% 59% | 2.9% 8.6% 2.9% 00.0%
% within Hour!
al vatious acti 66.7% 0.0% |00.0% [71.4% 84.1% 00.0% |00.0% 37 5% 00.0% 63.0%
per month: W
% of Total 3.7% 5.6% | 1.9% | 9.3% Doe% 3.7% | 1.9% 5.6% 1.9% 63.0%
Toal Count 2 3 1 3 1 71w 3 2 1 1 [ 1 1 1 1 1 54
% within Placq o " " N N N " s
survey was ¢ 37% | 56% | 1.9% | 5.6% | 1.9% [13.0% [31.5% | 5.6% | 3.7% | 1.9% | 1.9% |14.8% | 1.9% | .9% | 1.9% | 1.9% | 1.9% [00.0%
% within Hour]
at various actiid0.0% |00.0% 00.0% [00.0% (00.0% [00.0% (00.0% (00.0% |00.0% (00.0% (00.0% [00.0% (00.0% [00.0% (00.0% |00.0% [00.0% [00.0%
per month: Wi
% of Total 37% | 56%71 1.9% ] 56% | 1.9% |13.0% [31.5% | 56% | 3.7% | 1.9% | 1.9% [14.8% | 1.9% | 1.9% | 1.9% | 1.9% | 1.9% 00.0%

Count
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National College of Ireland
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Figure 170: Bar chart of place where survey was carried out showing

For Dublin respondents, data reported for hours spent at work per month was within the
range 100 to 240. Variance was 614.72, and standard deviation was 25.59. The largest
group of Dublin respondents (16: 47.1 per cent) reported that they spent 160 hours each

month at work. The most common range of hours reported for work, occurred within the

150 to 160 hour period, reported by 21 Dublin respondents (61.8 per cent}. At the top
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range of hours worked, 4 respondents (11.7 per cent) worked between 190 and 240 hours
per month.

In Silicon Valley data reported for hours spent at work was within the range 0 to
320 hours. Variance was very high at 5290.72, and standard deviation was 72.74. Silicon
Valley respondents (5: 25 per cent) reported that they spent 200 hours each month at
work, while 3 Silicon Valley respondents (15 per cent) reported spending 170 hours at
work. The most common range of hours reported to be spent at work, occurred within the
170 to 200 hour period, reported by 9 (45 per cent) of Silicon Valley respondents. At the
top range of hours worked, 10 Silicon Valley respondents (50 per cent) worked between
190 and 320 hours per month. Looking at the mean, Dublin’s mean is 160.65, whereas
Silicon Valley’s mean is 167.75. Results indicate that the majority of Dublin
respondents (61.8 percent) work between 150 and 160 hours per month, while the

majority of Silicon Valley respondents report a higher number of hours spent

- working per month of between 170 and 300 (65 percent).

Pearson Bivariate Correlations

Table 341: Total Correlation Coefficients for Time spent on various Activities

for Silicon Valley and Dublin — Main Study Final Results

Correlations

Hours spent Hours spent rours spent
at various at various at various
activities per | Hours spent | activities per | activities per
month: at various month: month: Hours spent
Hobbies/Lei aclivities per Fu'filiing Training or at various
suretime/So month: leisure academic aclivities per
ciafising Family time pursuits pursuits month: Work
Hours spent at varicus Pearson Correlation 1.000 099 352+ -.009 -.250
activities per menth: . .
Hobbies/Leisuretime/Soci Sig. (2-tailed) : AT7 009 -849 089
alising N 54 54 54 54 54
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation .099 1.000 -.046 -.131 -.256
activities per month: Sig. (2-tailed) 417 740 247 061
Family time : :
N 54 54 54 54 54
Haurs spent at various Pearson Correlation .352%% -.046 1.000 120 -.106
aclivities per month: Sig. (2-tailed) 009 740 .87 446
Fulfilling leisure pursuits N
: 54 54 54 54 54
Hours spent at various Pearson Corretation -.009 -131 .120 1.000 083
iciivities per month: Sig. (2-tailed) .949 347 .387 . 549
raining or academic
4 N 54 54 54 54 54
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation -.250 -.256 -.106 .083 1.000
activiies per month: Wark  gig_(2-tailed) 089 084 448 549 B
N 54 54 54 54 54

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Study Final Results

Correlations

Table 342: Total Correlation Coefficients for Time spent on various Activities for Dublin — Main

Hours spent Hours spent Hours spent
at various at various at various
activities per | Hours spent | activities per | activities per
month: at various manth: manth: Hours spent
Hobbies/lei | activities per Fulfilling Training or at various
suretime/So month: leisure academic activities per
cialising Family time pursuits pursuits month: Work
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation 1.000 027 228 -.003 _014
activities per month: ) .
Hobbies/Leisuretime/Soci Sig. (2-tailed) 880 195 988 935
alising N ] _ 34 34 34 34 34
Hours spent at various Pearson Correfation 027 1.000 097 -.068 142
acivities per month: Sig. (2-tailed) 880 584 704 423
Family time
N 34 34 34 24 34
Hours spent at varicus Pearson Corredation 228 097 1.000 278 049
activities per month: Sig. (2-tailed) 185 584 A1 783
Fulfilling leisure pursuits N
34 34 34 34 34
Hours spent at various Pearson Correiation -.003 -.068 278 1.00D -.082
:arcﬁviljes per month: Sig. (2-tailed) 988 704 114 . 730
raining or academic
P N 34 34 34 34 34
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation 014 142 049 - 062 1.000
activities per month: Work  gig (2. 1ailed) 935 423 783 730 .
N 34 34 34 34 34

Main Study Final Results

Correlations

Table 343: Total Corretation Coefficients for Time spent on various Activities for Silicon Valley —

Hours spent Hours spent | Hours spent
at various at various at various
activities per Hours spent | activities per | activities per
month: at various month: month: Heurs spent
Hobbhies/Lei | activities per Fuffilling Training or at various
suretime/So month: leisure academic . activities per
cialising Family time pursuits pursuits month: Work
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation 1.000 235 6644 _.075 -.BO5*
activities per month: : o
Hobbies/Leisuretime/Soci 9" (2 #iled) 318 001 755 005
alising N 20 20 20 20 20
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation 235 1.000 -152 ~.249 -415
activities per month; Sig. (2-tailed) 218 523 290 089
Family time ’ ’ ’ !
N 20 20 20 20 20
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation 664 -.152 1.000 -.109 -173
activities per month: Sig. (2-tailed) 001 523 648 465
Fulfilling leisure pursuits N
20 20 20 20 20
Hours spent at various Pearson Corvelation -075 ~.249 -.109 1.000 244
activities per month: Sig. (2-tadled) 755 200 648 . 299
Training or academic N 20 20 20 20 20
Hours spent at various Pearson Correlation -.B05™ -.415 -173 244 1.000
activities per month: Work  gig_ (2-tailed) 005 069 465 299 )
N 20 20 20 20 20

**. Correlation is signilicant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Pearson bivariate correlation (two-tailed) tables for various activities indicate the
following positive correlations at 95 percent level of significance:

Combined Dublin and Silicon Valley table: Fulfilling leisure pursuits, and hobbies,
leisuretime and socialising (r=.352, p<.005).

Silicon Valley table: Fulfilling leisure pursuits, and hobbies, leisuretime and socialising
(r=.664, p<.005).

Pearson bivariate correlation (two-tailed) tables for various activities indicate the
following negative correlations at 0.05 (95 percent) level of significance: Silicon Valley
table: Hobbies and leisure, and work (r=-.605, p<.005).

Dublin correlations are not significant in either positive or negative direction. The
Silicon Valley negative correlation shows that time spent on work is negatively related to

hobbies, leisuretime and socialising.

Question 12. Please indicate which of the following needs are adequately met by
your current employment, with 100% indicating needs are fully met, and 0

indicating that these needs are not met at all.

Needs Met by Current Employment %
Financial security
Sense of belonging
Feeling of contributing
Sense of achievement

Table 344: Descriptive Statistics of Needs Met by Current Employment for Dublin
Main Study Final Results

Descriptive Statistics

N Range Minimum | Maximum Sum Mean Std. Deviation | Variance

Needs met by

employment: Financial 34 100 0 100 2070 60.88 26.78 717.380
security (%)

Needs met by

employment: Sense of 34 100 0 100 1815 53.38 27.32 746.546
belonging (%)

Needs met by

employment: Feeling 34 100 0 100 1790 52.65 25.14 632.175
of contributing (%)

Needs met by

National College of Ireland

employment: Sense of 34 50 0 90 1693 49.79 2416 583.562
achievement (%)
Valid N (listwise) 34

717



Correlations

Table 345: Correlations: Needs Met by Current Employment for Dublin Main Study Final Results

Needs met by | Needs met by
Needs met by | Needs met by employment: employment:
employment: employment: Feeling of Sense of
Financial Sense of contributing achievement
security (%) belonging (%) (%) (%)
Needs met by Pearson Correlation 1.000 112 145 315
employment: Financial  Sig. (2-tailed) . 529 414 .070
security (%) N a4 a4 34 a4
Needs met by Pearson Correlation 12 1.000 785** B28*
employment: Sense of  Sig, (2-tailed) 529 000 000
belonging (%)
‘ N 34 34 34 34
Needs met by Pearson Correlation 145 7854 1.000 550
employment: Feeling Sig. (2-tailed) 414 000 .001
of contributing (%) N
34 34 34 34
Needs met by Pearson Correlation 315 6284 550" 1.000
employment: Sense of  Sig. (2-tailed) 070 .000 001 .
achieverment (%) N 34 34 34 34

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {2-tailed).

Descriptive Statistics: Dublin

Dublin respondents chose financial security (mean: 60.88) as the need that is most met by
current employment. This was followed by a sense of belonging (mean: 53.38), and a
feeling of contributing (mean: 52.65). A sense of achievement was the need least met by

current employment (mean: 49.79).

Positive qufelations: Dublin

Pearson bivariate correlation {(two-tailed) tables for needs met by current employment as
reported by Dublin residents indicate the following positive correlations:

Sense of belonging, and feeling of contributing (r=.785, p<.005)

Sense of betonging, and sense of achievement (r=.628, p<.005)

Feeling of contributing, and sense of achievement (r=.550, p<.005)

National College of Ireland
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Table 346: Descriptive Statistics of Needs Met by Current Employment for Silicon Valley
Main Study Final Results

Descriptive Statistics

N Range Minimum | Maximum Sum Mean Std. Deviation | Variance

Needs met by
employment: Financial
security (%)

Needs met by
employment; Sense of
belonging (%)

Needs met by
employment: Feeling
of contributing {%}
Needs met by
employment: Sense of
achievement (%)

Valid N {listwise)

20 100 0 100 1390 69,50 27.48 755.000

20 100 0 100 1015 50.75 28.16 792.829

20 100 0 100 1005 50.25 27.07 732829

20 100 955 49.75 25.52 651.250

20

Table 347: Correlations: Needs Met by Current Employment for Silicon Valley

Main Study Final Results

Carrelations

Needs met by | Needs met by
Needs met by Needs met by employment: employment;
employment: empioyment: Feeling of Sense of
. Financial Sense of contributing achievement
security (%) belonging (%) (%) (%)
Needs met by Pearson Correlation 1.000 4724 628" 642+
employment: Financial  sjg. (2-tailed) . 036 003 002
security (%) N 20 20 20 20
Needs met by Pearson Correlation A472% 1.000 758 888"
employment: Sense of Sig. (2-tailed) 036 000 000
belonging (%)
N 20 20 20 20
Needs met by Pearson Correlation 628" 758*1 1.000 935"
employment: Feeling Sig. (2-tailed) 003 000 .000
of contributing (%) N
20 20 20 20
Needs met by Pearson Correlation .642* .888™ .935™ 1.000
employment: Sense of  gjg (2-tailed) 002 .000 000 .
achievement (%) N 50 20 20 20

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Descriptive Statistics: Silicon Valley

The results of needs met by current employment for Silicon Valley correspond very
closely with those of Dublin respondents. Silicon Valley respondents chose financial
securlty (mean 69.5) as the need that is most met by current employment This was
followed by a sense of belongmg (mean 50.75), and a feeling of contributing (mean:
50.25). A sense of achievement was the need least met by current employment (mean:

49.75). The needs reported to be met by employment in Silicon Valley occur in the same
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exact order as those reported to be met in Dublin, although financial security receives a

higher mean in Silicon Valley (69.5) than in Dublin (60.88).

Positive Correlations: Silicon Valley

Pearson bivariate correlation (two-tailed) tables for needs met by current employment as
reported by Silicon Valley residents indicate the following positive correlations:
Financial security, and sense of belonging (r=.472, p<.001)

Fihanéial se.curity, and feeling of contribufing (r=.628, p<.001)

Financial security, and sense of achievement (r=.642, p<.005)

Sense of belonging, and feeling of contributing (r=.758, p<.005)

Sense of belonging, and sense of achievement (r=.888, p<.005)

Feeling of contributing, and sense of achievement (r=.935, p<.005)

Differences in Correlations between Dublin and Silicon Valley

Positive correlations were found to occur in both locations between sense of belonging
and feeling of contributing, sense of belonging and send of achievement, and feeting of
contributing and send of achievement.

Silicon Valley, unlike Dublin results, also showed positive correlations for financial
security and sense of belonging, financial security and feeling of contributing, financial

security and sense of achievement.

13.2.13.0 Question 13. On a scale of 0 to 5 (with 0 indicating no importance and 5
indicating great importance), please indicate the importance of introducing the
following to your workplace. Please also indicate with an asterisk if this facility

already exists in your workplace.

Facilities 0-5 Scale
Créche facilities

Promotion of work-life balance
Encouragement of further academic training
Promotion based on seniority
Telecommuting

Job Sharing

Extended maternity {eave

Paternity leave

Funded counselling

Nationa College of Ireland
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Facilities

0-5 Scale

Unpaid leave option during family crisis

Table 348: Frequency Statistics Dublin: Introducing various facilities to the workplace

Statistics
Encouragent
Promtion knt of further, Promotion

Place where Creche pf work-life| academic | based on Extended Funded Mnpaid leavel

survey was | facilities balance (Clraining (0 to|seniority (0 JelecommutilJob sharing| maternity | Paternity |counselling [during family

: carried out | (0to 5) to 5) 5) to ) ng(0tab5) | (0tob) pave(DioSkave(0to5] (0tod) crisis (0 to 5)
N Valia 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
Missing 0 o] o] 0 0 0 0 a a 0 0
Mean 200 | 21178 3.7647 3.0588 1.8529 3.1618 2.2841 2.2847 28471 2.3235 3.7353
Median 2.00 | 2.5000 ; 4.0000 3.5000 2.0000 3.0000 2.5000 3.0000 3.0000 3.0000 4.0000
Mode 2 .00 4.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 .00 .00 .00 3.00 4.00
Std. Deviation 00 | 2.0855 1.5386 1.5752 1.4170 1.4287 1.9776 2.0347 1.8891 1.4296 1.3553
Variance 00 | 4.3494 23672 24813 2.0080 20412 3.8109 41399 3.56888 2.0437 1.8369
Range 0 5.00 500 | 5.00 4.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 5.00
Minimum 2 .00 .00 oo 0o 00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Maximum 2 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 5.00
Sum 68 72.00 128.00 104.00 63.00 107.50 78.00 77.00 980.00 79.00 127.00

Table 349: Frequency Statistics Silicon Valley: Introducing various facilities to the workplace

(@)

Statistics
R . £ncouragem .
Promtion ent of further; Promotion
Place where| Creche of work-life| academic | based on Extended Funded |Unpaid leave
survey was | faciliies |balance (0 training {0 to | seniority (0 [Telecommuti[Jab sharing | maternity Paternity } counselling | during family
carried cut | (0 lo 5) to 5) 5) to 5) ng (0 to 5) {0to 5) |eave (Qto S)leave (Oto 5) (Dto5) crisis (0 to 5)
N \Valid 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
Missing 0 0 o] 0 0 0 o [ o 0 0
1.00 | 25500 3.3000 2.8500 1.0000 3.9000 1.7500 2.6000 2.5500 2.1000 3.6000
1.00 3.0000 3.0000 3.0000 5000 4.0000 2.0000 2.5000 3.0000 2.0000 4.0000
1 1.002 3.00 2.00 .00 3.00 .00* 1.002 3.00* Rilog) 4.00
.00 1.6051 1.2183 1.1821 1.2140 8822 1.4096 1.6351 1.4318 1.6512 7539
.00 | 2.5763 1.4842 1.3574 1.4737 7283 1.9868 28737 2.0500 2.7263 5684
0 5.00 4.00 4.00 3.00 2.00 4.00 5.00 5.00 2.00 3.00
Mi 1 .00 1.00 1.00 .00 3.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 2,00
Maximum 1 5.00 5.00 5.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 5.00 2.00 5.00 5.00
| 20 51.00 66.00 57.00 20.00 78.00 35.00 52.00 51.00 42.00 72.00

a.Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Scale Used to Rate Importance of Introducing Various Policies to the Workplace

The scale used to rate the importance of introducing various policies to the workplace
was from 0 to 5, where O indicated that the employee surveyed thought the policy to be of

no importance, while a rating of 5 indicated that the employee thought the policy was of

Nation

great importance. A rating of between | and 2 indicates a level of low importance; a
rating. of 3 indicates average importance; a rating of 4 indicates a level of high

importance.
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Table 350: Crosstabulation: Creche Facilities — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Creche facilities (0 to §) Crosstabulation

Creche facilities {0 ta 5)
00 1.00 2.00 3.00 400 500 Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley  Count 2 5 2 4 5 2z 20
was carned out % within Place where
s?.lrwvley‘r\.]va:car:ed o 10.0% 25.0% 10.0% 20.0% 25.0% 10.0% | 100.0%
ithin Creche
2:%2’?(?; 5) 11.8% 83.3% £66.7% 44.4% 45.5% 25.0% a7.0%
% of Total 7% 9.3% | 37% 7.4% 9.3% 3.7% 37.0%
Dublin Count 15 1 1 5 8 6 34
N
ixﬁ:’lsfs::::fm 44.1% 2.9% 2.9% 14.7% 17 6% 176% | 100.0%
% withi h
o gﬁf; 86.2% 16.7% 33.3% 55.5% 54.5% 75.0% 63.0%
- - % of Total . 27.8% 1.9% 1.9% 9.3% 11.1% 11.1% 63.0%
Total Count 17 6 3 9 11 8 54
% within Place where
szlrvey was carried out 31.5% 11.1% 5.6% 18,7% 20.4% 14.8% 100.0%
oo
f/a"c‘ﬁ"':l:'g (%rf;g)e 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0%
% of Total 31.5% 11.1% 5.6% 16.7% 20.4% 14.8% | 100.0%

Figure 171: Histogram: Importance of introducing créche facilities — Main Study Final Results
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Importance of Introducing Creche Facilities

The importance of introducing créche facilities to the work place received a large variety
of responses (variance: 4.349) from Dublin respondents, with most responses occurring at
the extremities of the rating. A rating of 0 (no importance) was given by 135 respondents
(44.1 percent). A rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given by 2 respondents (5.8
percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 5 respondents (14.7 percent), while a
rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 6 respondents (17.6 percent). A rating of 6
(great importance) was given by 6 respondents (17.6 percent). Overall, the level of
importance of introducing creche facilities as reported by Dublin respondents was found

to be low (mean: 2.117; median: 2.5).



Silicon Valley respondents also reported a‘large variety of responses to the question on
the importance of introducing créche facilities to the work place (variance: 2.57). A rating
of O (no importance) was given by 2 respondents (10 percent). A rating of | or 2 (low
importance) was given by 7 respondents (35 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given
by 4 respondents (20 percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 5
respondents (25 percent). A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 2 respondents
(10 percent). Overall, the level of importance of introducing créche facilities as reported
by Silicon Valiey respondents was found to be of average importance (mean: 2.55;
median: 3). Compared to Dublin respondents who considered the introduction of
creche facilities to be of low importance, Silicon Valley respondents considered this

policy to be of average importance.

Table 351: Crosstabulation: Promotion of Work-Life Balance — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Promtion of work-life balance (0 to 5) Crosstabulation

Promtion of work-life balance (Qto 5}
.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 2 2 8 4 4 20
was carried out % within Place where
survey was carried out 10.0% 10.0% 40.0% 20.0% 20.0% 100.0%
% within Promtion of
worilfe balance (0 to 5) 100.0% 100.0% 66.7% 22.2% 25.0% 37.0%
% of Total 3.7% 3.7% 14.8% 7.4% 7.4% 37.0%
Dublin Count 4 4 14 12 34
% within Place where
survey was carried out 11.8% 11.8% 41.2% 35.3% 100.0%
% within Promtion of
woriclife balance (0 to 5 100.0% 33.3% 77.8% 75.0% 63.0%
% of Total 7.4% X 7.48% 25.9% 22.2% 63.0%
Total Count 4 2 2 12 18 16 54
% within Place where 7 4% 3.7% 379 Y 33 3% 296% | 100.0%
survey was carried out e e 7% 22.2% -3 i 0.0%
% within Promticn of
work-life balance (0 to 5} 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 7.4% 3.7% 3.7% 22.2% 33.3% 28.6% 100.0%

Figure 172: Histogram: Promotion of work-life balance — Main Study Final Results
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Importance of Introducing Work-Life Balance
The importance of introducing work-life balance received the following from Dublin
respondents: A rating of 0 (no importance) was given by 4 respondents (11.8 percent). A
rating of 3 (average) was given by 4 respondents (11.8 percent), while a rating of 4 (high
importance) was given by 14 respondents (41.2 percent). A rating of 5 (great importance)
was given by 12 respondents (35.3 percent). Overall, the level of importance of
introducing work-life balance facilities as reported by Dublin respondents was found to
bé avérage to high importaﬁce (mean: 3.'76.47; median: 4.0). |

Silicon Valley respondents reported the following responses to the question on the
importance of introducing work-life balance to the work place. A rating of 1 or 2 (low
importance) was given by 4 respondents (20 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given

by 8 respondents (40 percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 4
r@nts (20 percent). A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 4 respondents

(24 nt). Overall, the level of importance of introducing work-life balance as reported
by n Valley respondents was found to be average (mean: 3.3; median: 3).
Co ed to Dublin respondents who considered the introduction of work-life

Table 352: Crosstabulation: Encouragement of Further Academic Training

[mpolicies to be of average to high importance, Silicon Valley respondents
€o ed it to be of average importance.
—

Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Encouragement of further academic training {0 to 5} Crosstabulation

Encouragement of further academic training (0 to 5)
.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley  Count 2 7 5 4 2 20
was camed out Z"u:g‘:sz:mw:f o 100% | 350% | 250% | 200% | 10.0% | 100.0%
% within Encouragement
of further academic 50.0% 100.0% 33.3% 23.5% 33.3% 37.0%
training (0 to 5)
% of Total 3.7% 13.0% 9.3% 7.4% 3.7% 37.0%
Dublin Count 5 2 10 13 4 34
;ﬁ:g'&:fg:r;:; o 14.7% 5.9% 204% | 382% | 11.8% | 100.0%
% within Encouragement
of further academic 100.0% 50.0% 66.7% 76.5% 86.7% 63.0%
training (0 to 5)
% of Total 9.3% 37% 18.5% 24.1% 7.4% 63.0%
Total Count 5 4 7 15 17 6 54
Zf]r‘:j';:‘ nPlace where 93% 7.4% 13.0% | 27.8% |  315% |  11.1% | 100.0%
% within Encouragement
of further academic 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
training (0 to 5)
% of Total 9.3% 7.4% 13.0% 27.8% 31.5% 11.1% 100.0%




Figure 173: Histogram: Encouragement of further academic training — Main Study Final Results
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Importance of Encouraging Academic Training

The importance of encouraging academic training in the work place received the
following responses from Dublin respondents: A rating of 0 was given by 5 respondents
(14.7 percent). A rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given by 2 respondents (5.9
percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 10 respondents (29.4 percent), while a
rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 13 respondents (38.2 percent). A rating of 5
(great importance) was given by 4 respondents (11.8 percent). Overall, the level of
importance of encouraging academic training as reported by Dublin respondents was
found to be average (mean: 3.058; median: 3.5).

Silicon Valley respondents gave a rating of | or 2 (low importance) by 9
respondents (45 percent). A rating of 3 (average)-was given by 5 respondents (25
percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 4 respondents (20 percent).
A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 2 respondents (10 percent). Overall, the
level of importance of introducing academic training as reported by Silicon Valley
respondents was found to be low to average (mean: 2.85; median: 3). Overall, Dublin
cqnsidered_the importance of introducing academic training into the workplace to
be of average importance, while Silicon Valley respondents considered the

importance of introducing academic training to warrant a low to average rating.

National College of Ireland
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Table 353: Crosstabulation: Promotion Based on Seniority — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Promotion based on seniority (0 to 5) Crosstabulation

Promotion based on seniority {0 to 5)
.00 1.00 2.00 300 4.00 Total

Place where survey  Silicon valley  Count 10 2 2 A 20
was cafried aut % within Place wh

sfjr\:leylr\l/asac:rl‘:lvede;i: 50.0% 20.0% 10.0% 20.0% 100.0%

; .

tﬁ:ﬂ?:ﬂgmﬁmo 05) 50.0% 57.1% 25.0% 25.0% 37.0%

% of Total 18.5% 7.4% 37% 7.4% 37.0%

Dubiin Count 1 3 6 2 3 4

% within Place wh

sur\:leyw\jva:s:m“; Sout 29.4% 8.8% 17.6% 35.3% B.8% | 100.0%

oo .

b‘;:gtdh't': HPQZ;TSSS"(O 5) 50.0% 42.9% 75.0% 76.0% |  100.0% 63.0%

% of Total - : 18.5% 5.6% 11.1% 222% | 58% 63.0%
Total Count 20 7 8 16 3 54

% within Place

Szw'ey'was Cam“;':fgit 37.0% 13.0% 14.8% 29.6% 56% | 100.0%

% within Promoti

bng o sem;ﬂg”(o s | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000%

% of Total 37.0% 13.0% 14.8% 29.6% 56% | 100.0%

Figure 174: Histogram: Promotion Based on Seniority — Main Study Final Results
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Importance of Promotion on the Basis of Seniority
The importance of introducing promotion based on seniority to the work place received
the following responses by Dublin respondents. A ratingvof 0 no importance) was given
by 10 respondents (29.4 percent). A rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given by 9
respondents (26.4 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 12 respondents (35.3
percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 3 respondents (8.8). Overall,
the level of importance of introducing promotion based on seniority as reported by
Dublin respondents was found to be low (mean: 1.85; median: 2).

Sificon Valley respondents reported the following responses as to the importance

of introducing promotion based on seniority to the work place. A rating of 0 (no
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importance) was given by 10 respondents (50 percent). A rating of 1 or 2 (low
importance) was given by 6 respondents (30 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given
by 4 respondents (20 percent). Overall, the level of importance of introducing promotion
based on seniority as reported by Silicon Valley respondents was found to be low (mean:
I; median: .5). Both Dublin and Silicon Valley respondents considered the

importance of introducing promotion based on seniority to be low.

Table 354: Crosstabulation: Telecommuting— Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Telecommuting (0 to 5} Crosstabulation

Figure 175: Histogram: Telecommuting— Main Study Final Results

Telecommuting (0 to 5)
.00 2.00 2.50 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 8 8 8 24
was carried out % within Place where
survey was carried oul 40.0% 30.0% 30.0% 100,0%
% within
Telecommuting {0 to 5) 40.0% 37.5% 54.5% 37.0%
% of Total 14.8% 11.1% 11.1% 37.0%
Dublin Count 4 2 1 12 10 5 34
% within Place where
ﬁ survey was carried out 11.8% 5.9% 2.9% 35.3% 29.4% 187% | 100.0%
% within
‘ Telecommuing (0 1o 5) -100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 60.0% 62.5% ) 45.5% 93.0%
% of Total 7.4% 3.7% 1.8% 22.2% 18.5% 9.3% 63.0%
T Count 4 2 1 20 16 11 54
% within Place where
survey was carried out 7.4% 3.7% 1.9% 37.0% 29.6% 20.4% 100.0%
% within +00.0% 00.0% 100.0% 100.0% 00.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Telecommuting (0 to 5) e 100.0% e = 100.0% s “
ﬁ % of Total 7.4% 3.7% 1.9% 37.0% 29.6% 20.4% 100.0%
]

14
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Telecommuting (0 to

National College

Count

Silicon Valley Dublin

- Place where survey was carmied out

Importance of Introducing Telecommuting
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The importance of introducing telecommuting to the work place received the following
responses from Dublin respondents. A rating of 0 (no importance) was given by 4
respondents (11.8 percent). A rating of 1 and < 3 (low importance) was given by 3
respondents (8.8 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 12 respondents (35.3
percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 14.7 respondents (29.4
percent). A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 5 respondents (14.7 percent).
Overall, the level of importance of introducing telecommuting as reported by Dublin
respondents was found to be average (mean: 3.16; median: 3). ' -

Silicon Valley respondents reported the following responses as to the importance
of introducing telecommuting to the work place. A rating of 3 (average) was given by 8
respondents (40 percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 6
respondents (30 percent). A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 6 respondents
(30 percent). Overall, the level of importance of introducing telecommuting as reported
by Silicon Valley respondents was found to be high (mean: 3.9; median: 4). Compared
to Dublin respondents who considered the introduction of telecommuting to be of
average importance, Silicon Valley respondents considered this policy to be of high

importance.

Table 355: Crosstabulations: Job Sharing — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Job sharing (0 to 5) Crosstabulation

Job sharing (0 to 5
. - - . .00 - 1.00 2.00 3.00 200 | 500 Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 7 & 7 1 20
was carried out % within Place where
survey was caried out 35.0% 25.0% 35.0% 5.0% 100.0%
o ,
% withir: Job sharing 38.9% 82.5% 53.8% 20.0% a7.0%
0t 5)
% of Total 13.0% 9.2% 13.0% 1.9% 37.0%
Dubtin Count 11 3 3 6 4 7 34
% within Place where
aurvey was caried out 32.4% 8.8% 8.8% 17.6% 11.8% 206% | 1000%
e hari
({; Q'Z"Q)'” Job sharing 61.1% | 100.0% 37.5% 28.2% 80.0% | 100.0% 63.0%
% of Tolal 20.4% 5.6% 5.6% 15.1% 7.4% 13.0% 63.0%
Total X Count 18 3 8 13 5 7 54
% within Place where o 5
survey was carried out 33.3% 56% 14.8% 24.1% 9.3% 130% | 100.0%
% within Job shari
(g . 5)"' Job sharing 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
% of Total 33.3% 56% 14.8% 24.1% 9.3% 13.0% | 100.0%




ege of

Nationa Coll

Figure 176: Histogram: Job Sharing— Main Study Final Results
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Importance of Introducing Job Sharing
Teangag@ortance of introducing job sharing to the workplace received 'the following
Dmesponses. A rating of 0 (no importance) was given by 11 respondents (32.4
per8egi) A rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given by 6 respondents (17.6 percent).
A fatlhg)of 3 (average) was given by 6 respondents (17.6 percent), while a rating of 4
(e portance) was given by 4 respondents (11.8 percent). A rating of 5 (great
inmce) was given by 7 respondents (20.6 percent). Overall, the level of importance
of Mcingjob sharing as reported by Dublin respondents was found to be low (mean:
2—dian: 2.5).

Silicon Valley respondents reported the following responses to the question of the
importance of introducing job sharing to the workplace. A rating of 0 (no importance)
was given by 7 respondents (35 percent). A rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given
by 5 respondents (25 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 7 respondents (35
percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 1 respondents (5 percent).
Overall, the level of importance of introducing job sharing as reported by Silicon
Valley respondents was found to be low to average (mean: 1.75; median: 2). Both

Dublin and Silicon Valley respondents considered the importance of job sharing to

be low.
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Table 356: Crosstabulation: Extended Maternity Leave — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Extended maternity leave (0 to §) Crosstabulation

Extended matemily leave (0 o 5)
.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 2 4 4 3 4 3 20
was carried out % within Place where
survey was carmied out
% within Extended
maternity leave (0 to 5
% of Total 3.7% 7.4% 7.4% 5.6% 7.4% 5.6% 37.0%
Dublin Count 13 1 2 7 4 7 34
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Extended
matemity leave (O lo 5
% of Total 24.1% 1.9% 3.7% 13.0% 7.4% 13.0% 63.0%
Total Count 15 5 6 10 a 10 54
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Extended
maternity leave (0 to 5
% of Total 27.8% 9.3% 11.1% 18.5% 14.8% 18.5% 100.0%

10.0% 20.0% 20.0% 15.0% 20.0% 15.0% 100.0%

13.3% 80.0% 66.7% 30.0% 50.0% 30.0% ar.0%

38.2% 2.9% 5.9% 20.6% 11.8% 20.6% 100.0%

86.7% 20.0% 33.3% 70.0% 50.0% 70.0% 63.0%

27.8% 9.3% 11.1% 18.5% 14.8% 18.5% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Figure 177: Histogram: Extended Maternity Leave — Main Study Final Results
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Importance of Introducing Extended Maternity Leave
The importance of introducing extended maternity leave to the workplace received the
fotlowing responses from Dublin respondents. A rating of 0 (no importance) was given
by 13 respondents (38.2 percent). A.rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given by 3
respondents (8.8 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 7 respondents (20.6
percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 4 respondents (11.8 percent).
A rating of 5 (great importance) has given by 7 respondents (20.6 percent). Overall, the
level of importance of introducing extended maternity leave as reported by Dublin
respondents was found to be low (mean: 2.26; median: 3).

Silicon Valley respondents reported the following responses as to the importance

of introducing extended maternity leave to the workptace. A rating of 0 was given by 2
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respondents (10 percent), while a rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given by 8
respoﬁdents. (40 percent). 'A rat.ing of 3 (average) was given by 3 respondents (15
percent), while a rating ot 4 (high importance) was given by 4 respondents (20 percent).
A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 7 respondents (20.6 percent). Overall, the
level of importance of introducing extended maternity leave as reported by Silicon
Valley respondents was found to be low (mean: 2.6; median: 2.5). Both Dublin and
Silicon Valley respondents considered the importance of extended maternity leave to
be low.

Table 357: Crosstabulations: Paternity Leave — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Patemnity leave (0 to 5) Crosstabulation

Paternity ieave (0 to 5}
.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total

Place where survey  Silicon Valley  Count 2 3 4 5 5 1 20
was carried out % withi

S::v"f;'”wzs'ag:”":’;:z( 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 25.0% 50% | 100.0%

% within Paternity o " " o o B "

leave (010 5) 18.2% | 100.0% 44.4% 38.5% 55.6% 11.4% 37.0%

% of Tatal 3.7% 56% 7.4% 9.3% 9.3% 1.9% 37.0%

Dublin Count 9 5 8 4 8 34

% within Place where

s:‘”wv'g;":vas g o | 285% 14.7% 23,5% 11.8% 235% | 100.0%

ey S 2 . .

[’é’a‘:gh(‘g ;;a;r ity 81.8% 55.6% 61.5% 44.4% 88.9% 63.0%

% of Total 16.7% 9.3% 14.8% 7.4% 14.8% 63.0%
Total Count 1 3 9 3 ) 9 54

ﬁ,xﬁ’;‘&:fj;::jfm 20.4% 56% 18.7% 24.1% 16.7% 18.7% | 100.0%

% within Paternit

joave (‘S masl)a v 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0%

% of Total 20.4% 56% 16.7% 24.1% 18.7% 18.7% | 100.0%

Figure 178: Histogram: Paternity Leave — Main Study Final Results
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The importance of introducing paternity leave to the work place received the following
responses from Dublin employees surveyed. A rating of 0 (no importance) was given by
9 respondents (26.5 percent). A rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given by 5
respondents (14.7 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 8 respondents (23.5
percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 4 respondents (11.8 percent).
A rating of 5 {great importance) was given by 8 respondents (23.5 percent). Overall, the
level of importance of introducing paternity leave as reported by Dublin respondents was
found to be low to average (mean; 2.6; median: 3).

Silicon Valley respondents reported the following responses on the importance of
introducing paternity leave to the work place. A rating of 0 was reported by 2 respondents
(10 percent), while a rating of | or 2 (low importance) was given by 7 respondents (35
percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 5 respondents (25 percent), while a rating

of 4 (high importance) was given by 5 respondents (25 percent). A rating of 5 (great

e of Ireland

importance) was given by | respondent (5 percent). Overall, the level of importance of

introducing paternity leave as reported by Silicon Valley respondents was found to be

€g

low to average {mean: 2.55; median: 2.5). Compared to Dublin respondents who
considered the introduction of paternity leave to be of low to average importance,

* Silicon Valley respondents considered it to be of low importance.

Table 358: Crosstabulation: Funded Counselling: - Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Funded counselling (0 to 5) Crosstabulation

I
I
’ Funded counselling (0 to 5)
.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
Place whera survey  Silicon Valley  Count 5 2 5 4 2 2 20
was carried out % within Place where
sufvey was carried out 25.0% 10.0% 25.0% 20.0% 10.0% 10.0% 400.0%
% within Funded
0 0,
counseliing {0 to 5} 41.7% 50.0% 50.0% 23.5% 22.2% 100.0% 37.0%
% of Total 9.3% 3.7% 9.3% 7.4% 3.7% 3.7% 37.0%
Dublin Count 7 2 5 13 7 34
% within Place where
survey was carried out 206% 5.9% 14.7% 38.2% 20.6% 100,0%
% within Funaed
- counselling (0 to 5) 58.3% 50.0% 50.0% 76.5% 77.8% 63.0%
% of Total 132.0% 3.7% 9.3% 24.1% 13.0% 63.0%
Tatal Coumt 12 4 10 17 9 2 54
% within Place where
survey was carried out. 22.2% 7.4% 18.5% 31.5% 16.7% 3.7% 100.0%
% within Funded
counselling (0 to 5) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Z % of Total 22.2% 7.4% 18.5% 31.5% 16.7% 3.7% 100.0%



Figure 179: Histogram: Funded Counselling: - Main Study Final Results
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The importance of introducing funded counselling to the work place received the

e of Ireland

following responses from Dublin employees surveyed. A rating of 0 (no importance) was
gii/en by 7 respondents (20.6 percent). A rating of 1 or 2 (loW importance) was given by 7
respondents (20.6 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 13 respondents (38.2
percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 7 respondents (20.6 percent).
Overall, the level of importance of introducing funded counselling as reported By Dublin
respondents was found to be low to average (mean: 2.32; median: 3).

Silicon Valley respondents reported the following responses to the question on the
importance of introducing funded counselling to the work place. A rating of 0 (no
importance) was given by 5 respondents (25 percent). A rating of | or 2 (low importance)
was given by 7 respondents (35 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was given by 4
respondents (20 percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 2
respondent (10 percent). A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 2 respondents (10
percent). Overall, the level of importance of introducing funded counselling as
reported by Silicon Valley respondents was found to be low (mean: 2.1; median: 2).
Silicon Valley respondents considered the importance of introducing funded

counselling to the workplace to be low, while Dublin respondents considered the

National Colleg

importance of introducing funded counselling to be low to average.
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Table 359: Crosstabulation: Unpaid Leave During Family Crisis - Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Unpaid leave during family crisis {0 to 5) Crosstabulation

Unpaid leave during family crisis {0 to 5
.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 1 8 9 2 20
was cared ot oy o s ot 5.0% |  40.0% | 450% |  10.0% | 100.0%
% within Unpaid leave
during family crisis {0 20.0% 66.7% 40.9% 156.4% 37.0%
to 5)
% of Total 1.9% 14.8% 18.7% 3.7% 37.0%
Dublin Count 2 4 4 13 1 34
zxg:‘a:;a;:m“gez‘ 5.9% 118% 11.8% 382% | 324% | 100.0%
% within Unpaid leave
during family erisis (0 . | . 100.0% 80.0% 33.3% 591% | . B46% 63.0%
to 5)
% of Total 3.7% 7.4% 7.4% 24.1% 20.4% £3.0%
Total Count 2 5 12 22 13 54
ng';';apg"af;i’; ot 37% 9.3% 22.2% 40.7% 241% | 100.0%
% within Unpaid ieave
during family crisis (O 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
ic 5)
% of Total 3.7% 9.3% 22.2% 40.7% 24.1% 100.0%

igure 189: Histogram: Unpaid Leave During Family Crisis — Main Study Final Results
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Importance of Unpaid Leave During Family Crisis

The importance of introducing unpaid leave during crisis to the work place received the
following responses from Dublin employees surveyed. A rating of 0 (no importance) was
given by 2 respondents (5.9 percent). A rating of 1 or 2 (low importance) was given by 4
respondents (11.8 percent), while a rating of 3 (average importance) was given by 4 (11.8
per cent) respondents. A rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 13 respondents (38.2

percent). A rating of 5 (great umportance) was given by 11 respondents (32.4 percent).
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Overall, the level of importance of introducing unpaid leave during crisis as reported by

Dublin respondents was found to be high (mean: 3.735; median: 4).

Silicon Valley respondents reported the following responses to the question on the

importance of introducing unpaid leave during crisis to the work place. A rating of | or 2

(low importance) was given by 1 respondents (5 percent). A rating of 3 (average) was

given by 8 respondents (40 percent), while a rating of 4 (high importance) was given by 9

respondents (45 percent). A rating of 5 (great importance) was given by 2 respondents

(10 percent). Overall, the level of importance of introducing unpaid leave during

crisis as reported by Silicon Valley respondents was found to be high (mean: 3.6;

median: 4). Both Dublin and Silicon Valley respondents considered the importance

of introducing unpaid leave during crisis to the workplace to be high.

Question 14. Who would represent you if there were a problem at work?

Tabie 360: Crosstabulations for Representation at Work — Main Study Results

Place where survey was carried out * Indicate work representative if a problem arose at work Crosstabulation

Indicate wark representative if a problem arose at work

Human  (Manager/S |\Attorney/S
Self Resources | upervisor | oliciitor Union__|I don't know {No Response |  Total
Place where survey Silicon Vailey Count 14 2 2 1 1 20
was.carried out % within Place where )
survey was carried od 70.0% 10.0% 10.0% 5.0% 5.0% | 100.0%
% within Indicate work
representative if a 56.0% 100.0% 33.3% 100.0% 16.7% 37.0%
problemn arose at worl
% of Total 259% 3.7% 3.7% 1.9% 1.9% 37.0%
Dublin Count 11 4 7 7 5 34
% within Place where
survey was carried ol 32.4% 11.8% 20.6% 20.6% 14.7% 100.0%
% within Indicate worl
representative if a 44.0% 65.7% 100.0% 100.0% B3.3% 83.0%
problem arose at worl
% of Total 20.4% 7.4% 13.0% 13.0% 9.3% 63.0%
Total Count 25 2 6 1 7 7 6 54
% within Place where
survey was carried oy 46.3% 3.7% 11.1% 1.9% 13.0% 13.0% 11.1% 100.0%
% within Indicate worll
representative if a 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
problem arose at worl
% of Total 46.3% 37% | 1114% 1.9% 13.0% 13.0% 11.1% 100.0%
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Figure 181: Histogram for Representation at Work — Main Study Final Results
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Responses to the question of representation if there was a problem at work varied greatly
between both locations, although the majority in both cases favoured self-representation.

1t Dublin respondents (32.4 percent) reported that they would represent themselves,

. while 7 respo.ndents (20.6 percent) stated that a union would represent them, 4 Dublin

respondents (11.8 percent) reported that a manager/supervisor would represent them, 3
Dublin employees surveyed (14.7 percent) did not respond, and 7 respondents (20.6
percent) stated that they did not know who would represent them.

14 Silicon Valley respondents (70 percent) reported that they would represent
themselves, 2 Silicon Valley respondents (10 percent) reported that human resources
would represent them, 2 respondent (10 percent) stated that a manager/supervisor would
represent them, while 1 respondent (5 percent) stated that an attorney would represent
them. ! Silicon Valley employee surveyed (5 percent) did not respond.

Overall the majority of both Dublin (32.4 percent) and Silicon Valley (70 percent)

respondents reported that they would represent themselves if a problem developed at
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work. Dublin respondents however were more likely to be represented by a union (20.6

* percent), or by managers and supervisors (11.8 percent) than were Silicon Valley

respondents. Silicon Valley respondents were more likely to be represented by human

resources (10 percent) or by an attorney (5 percent) than were Dublin respondents.

Question 15. Please tick which of the following best describes your work

environment, with strongly agree indicating a strong agreement with the values

listed, and strongly disagree indicating a strong disagreement with the value listed

Work Environment

Strongly
Agree

>
T

=

I

©

Undecided

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Stressful

Relaxed

Team-orientated

| Competitive

Good core values

Promotes creativity

Authoritative

Pressurised

Promotes work-life balance

Critical

Supportive

Flexible

People-orientated

Appreciative

I

e

I

O

OO0CO0CcO000ocC0Oo0a
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Table 361. Crosstabulation: Stressful — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Work envirenment description: Stressful (strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabulation

Work environment descniption; Strassful (strongly agree to strongly disagree

scale)
Strangly Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided | Disagree | Disagree | No Response Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 7 10 1 1 1 20
was carried out % withi
b within Place where 35.0% 50.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 100.0%

survey was carried out
% within Work
environment
description: Stressful 70.0% 34.5% 33.3% 11.1% 50.0% 37.0%
{strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Tatal 13.0% 18.5% 1.9% 1.8% 1.9% 37.0%
Dublin Count 3 19 2 8 1 1 34
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Work
environment
description; Stressful 30.0% 65.5% 66.7% 88.9% 50.0% 100.0% 63.0%
(strangly agree to .
strongly disagree scale}
% of Total 5.6% 35.2% 3.7% 14.8% 1.9% 1.9% 63.0%
Total Count 10 29 2 9 2 1 54
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Work
enviranment
description: Stressfui 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(strongly agree 1o
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 18.56% 53.7% 5.6% 16.7% 3.7% 1.9% 100.0%

8.8% 55.9% 59% 23.5% 2.9% 2.9% 100.0%

18.5% 53.7% 5.6% 16.7% 3.7% 1.8% 100.0%

Figure 182. Histogram: Stressful — Main Study Final Results
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Work Environment: Stressful

A majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work environment
was stressful. 19 Dublin respondents (55.9 percent) agreed, while 3 (8.8 percent) strongly
agreed, giving a total of 64.1 percent who agreed that work was stressful. However a

sizeable minority disagreed with this statement: 8 respondents (23.5 percent) disagreed,
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and | respondent (2.9 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a-total of 26.4 Dublin
respondents who disagreed that work was stressful.

A large majority of Silicon Valley respondents also agreed that their work
environment was stressful. 10 Silicon Valley respondents (50 percent) agreed, and 7 (35
percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 85 percent who agreed that work was stressful.
Only | respondent (5 percent) strongly disagreed with the statement that their work
environment was stressful. Overall both locations agreed that their work
environments were stressful, though there was a larger majority in Silicon Valley
(85 per cent) who agreed. |

Table 362. Crosstabulation: Relaxed — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Relaxed (strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabulation

rk environment description: Relaxed (strongly agree to strongly disagree scq

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree | Undecided | Disagree | Disagree | No Response Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 1 1 10 8 20
was camied out % within Place where
survey was carried out 5.0% 5.0% 50.0% 40.0% 100.0%
% within Work
environment
description: Relaxed 89.1% 12.5% 43.5% 88.9% 37.0%
{strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale
% of Total 1.9% 1.9% 1B.5% 14.8% 37.0%
Dublin Count 2 10 7 13 1 1 34
% within Place where
o within Flace w 59% | 29.4% 206% | 38.2% 2.9% 2.9% | 100.0%

survey was carried out
% within Work
environment
description: Relaxed 100.0% 90.9% 87 5% 56.5% 11.1% 100.0% 63.0%
(strongly agree fo
strongly disagree scale
% of Tow 3.7% 18.5% 13.0% 24.1% 1.9% 1.9% 63.0%
Total Count 2 11 8 23 9 1 54
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Work
environment
description: Relaxed 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
(strongly agres t0
strongly disagree scale

% of Total 37% 20.4% 14.8% 42.6% 16.7% 1.9% 100.0%

3.7% 20.4% 14.8% 42.6% 16.7% 1.9% | 100.0%
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Figure 183. Histogram: Relaxed — Main St>udy Final Results
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Work Environment: Relaxed

A small majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work
environment was relaxed, though a sizeable minority disagreed with the statement. 10
Dublin respondents (29.4 percent) agreed, while 7 (20.6 percent) strongly agreed, giving
a total of 50 percent who agreed that work was relaxed. However a large minority
disagreed with this statement: 13 respondents (38.2 percent) disagreed, and | respondent
(2.9 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 41.1 percent of Dublin respondents who
disagreed that work was relaxed.

In contrast to Dublin respondents, a large majority of Silicon Valley respondents
disagreed that their work environment was relaxed. 10 Silicon Valley ‘respondents (50
perceﬁt) dislagreed, and 8 (.40 percent) étrongly agreed, giving a total of 90 percent who
disagreed that work was relaxed. Only | respondent (5 percent) agreed and another
respondent (5 per cent) strongly agreed with the statement that their work environment
was relaxed. Overall, Silicon Valley respondents reported a very large majority who
disagreed that their work environment was relaxed, and although a majority of
Dublin respondents also reported their disagreement that work was relaxed, a

sizeable minority agreed that work was relaxed.
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Table 363. Crosstabulation: Team-orientated — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Team-orientated (strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabulation

Work environment description: Team-orientated (strongly agree to strongly

disagree scale)
Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree | Undecided | Disagree | Disagree | No Response Total

Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 10 4 5 1 20
was carnied out % within Place where

survey was carried out 50.0% 20.0% 25.0% 5.0% 100.0%

% within Work

environment description:

Team-orientated 38.5% 44.4% 41.7% 50.0% 37.0%

{strongly agree to

strongly disagree scale)

% of Total 18.5% 7.4% 9.3% 1 9% 37.0%

Dublin Count 4 18 5 7 1 1 34
% within Place where
17

survey was carried out 11.8% AT A% 14.7% 20.8% 2.9% 2.9% 100.0%

% within Work

environment description:

Team-orientated 100.0% 61.5% 55.6% 58.3% 50.0% 100.0% 83.0%

(strongly agree to

strongly disagree scale)

% of Total 7.4% 296% 9.3% 13.0% 1.9% 1.8% 63.0%
Total Count 4 26 9 12 2 1 54

% within Place where 5 5

survey was carried out 74% 48.1% 18.7% 22.2% 3.7% 1.9% 100.0%

% within Waork

environment description:

Team-orientaled 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(strongly agree to

strongly disagree scale)

% of Total 7.4% 48.1% 16.7% 22.2% 3.7% 1.9% 100.0%

Figure 184. Histogram: Team-orientated — Main Study Final Results
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A majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work environment
was team-orientated. 16 Dublin respondents (47.1 percent) agreed, while 4 (11.8 percent)
strongly agreed, giving a total of 58.9 percent who agreed that work was team-orientated.
A minority disagreed with this statement: 7 respondents (20.6 percent) disagreed, and |

respondent (2.9 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 23.5 percent of Dublin
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respondents who disagreed that work was team-orientated. 5 Dublin respondents (14.7

percent) reported that they were undecided.

A majority of Silicon Valley respondents agreed that their work environment was

team-orientated. 10 Silicon Valley respondents (50 percent) agreed that work was team-

orientated. A sizeable minority of Silicon Valley respondents however disagreed that

their work environment was team-orientated. 5 Silicon Valley respondents (25 percent)

disagreed, and 1 respondent (5 per cent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 30 who

disagreed that work was team-orientated. 4 Silicon Valley respondents (20 percent)

reported that they were undecided. Overall a majority of both Dublin and Silicon

Valley respondents agreed that their work environments were team-orientated.

Table 364. Crosstabulation: Competitive— Main Study Final Results

ice where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Competitive (strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabulati

Wark environment description: Competitive (strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)

Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided | Disagree | No Response Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 4 11 4 1 20
ried out % withi
% within Work
environment
description: Competitive 57.1% 42.3% 33.3% 12.5% 37.0%
{strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 7.4% 20.4% 7.4% 1.9% 37.0%
Dublin Count 3 15 8 7 1 34
.
* xg:'”w:’s'a::rr";’;‘dem BE% | 441% 235% | 206% 29% | 100.0%
% within Work
environment
description: Competitive 42 5% 57.7% 66.7% 87.5% 100.0% 63.0%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 5.6% 27.8% 14.8% 13.0% 1.9% 63.0%
Total Count 7 26 12 8 1 54
0 i
S/“ux:::‘”wzs'a;:r::;zt | 130% | 4s1% 222% | 14.8% 19% | 100.0%
% within Work
environment
description: Competitive |  100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 13.0% 48.1% 22.2% 14.8% 1.89% 100.0%
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Figure 185. Histogram: Competitive — Main Study Final Results

Work environment des

Lrongly Agree

Count

Nn Response

Silicen Valley Dublin

Place where survey was carried out

Work Environment: Competitive

A majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work environment
was competitive. 15 Dublin respondents (44.1 percent) agreed, while 3 (8.8 percent)
strongly agreed, giving a total of 52.9 percent who agreed that work was competitive. A
minority di'sagreed with this statement: 7 respondents (20.6 perceﬁt) disagreed. 8
respondents (23.5 percent) were undecided as to whether or not their work environment
was competitive.

A majority of Silicon Valley respondents agreed that their work environment was
competitive. 11 Silicon Valley respondents (55 percent) agreed, and 4 (20 percent)
strongly agreed, giving a total of 75 percent who agreed what work was competitive.
Only 1 respondent (5 percent) disagreed with this statement. 4 Silicon Valley respondents
(20 percent) were undecided as to whether or not their work environment was
competitive. Overall both locations agreed with the statement that their work

environments are competitive.
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Table 365. Crosstabulation: Good Core Values Main Study Final Results

: where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Good core values [strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabul:

[Vork environment description: Good core values (strongly agree to strong!
disagree scale)

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree | Undecided | Disagree | Disagree |No Response | Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 8 3 6 3 20
was carried out % within Place wnere 20.0% 15.0% | 300% | 15.0% 100.0%

survey was carried out
% within Work
environment descriptior]
Good core values 34.8% 30.0% 42.9% €0.0% 37.0%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale
% of Total 14.8% 56% 11.1% 58% 37.0%
Dublin Court 1 15 7 8 2 1- 34
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Work
environment descriptior] -
Good core values 100.0% 65.2% 70.0% 57.1% 40.0% 100.0% 63.0%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale
% of Total 1.9% 27.68% 13.0% 14.6% 3.7% 1.9% 63.0%
Total Count 1 23 10 14 5 1 54
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Work
environment descriptior]
Good core values 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale

% of Total 1.9% 42.6% 18.5% 25.9% 9.3% 1.9% | 100.0%

2.9% 44.1% 20.6% 23.5% 59% 2.9% | 100.0%

1.9% 42.6% 18.5% 259% 9.3% 1.9% | 100.0%

Figure 186. Histogram: Good Core Values — Main Study Final Results
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Work Environment: Good Core Values

A majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work environment
had good core values. 15 Dublin respondents (44.1 percent) agreed, while 1 (2.9 percent)
strongly agreed, giving a total of 47 percent who agreed what their work organisation
contained good core values. A minority disagreed with this statement: 8 respondents

(23.5 percent) disagreed, and 2 respondent (5.9 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total
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of 29.4 percent of Dublin respondents who disagreed that their work environment

contained good core values. 7 Dublin respondents (20 percent) were undecided.

" In contrast to Dublin respbndenfs, a small majority of Silicon Valley respondents

disagreed that their work environment had good core values. 6 Siticon Valley respondents

(30 percent) disagreed, and 3 (16 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 46, percent

who disagreed that their work organisation had good core values. 8 Silicon Valley

respondents (40 percent) agreed with the statement that their work environment had good

core values. 3 Silicon Valley respondents (15 percent) were undecided. Overall, a

majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work

environment had good core values, while in contrast a small majority of Silicon

Valley respondents disagreed with this statement.

Table 366. Crosstabulation: Promotes Creativity — Main Study Final Results

ace where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Promotes creativity (strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crasstabulatic

Work environment description: Promates creativity (sirongly agree to strongly
disagree scale)
Strongly Strongly
X R . Agree- Agree Undecided | Disagree | Disagree | No Response Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 1 5 3] 7 1 20
rried 0 withi
e o S/Lrv\\:g:mw:;acc:r;ze;it 5.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0% 5.0% 100.0%
% within Work
envircnment description:
Promotes creativity 33.3% 45.5% 37.5% 33.3% §0.0% 37.0%
{strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 1.8% 9.3% 11.1% 13.0% 1.8% 37.0%
Dublin Count 2 5 10 14 1 1 a4
o ik
;Lr\::;‘:vsslag:r:ivezegit 58% | 176% 284% | 41.2% 2.9% 29% | 100.0%
% within Work
envirenment description:
Promotes creativity 66.7% 54 5% 62.5% 66.7% 50.0% 100.0% 63.0%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 37% 11.1% 18.5% 25.9% 1.9% 1.9% 63.0%
Total Caount 3 11 18 21 2 1 54
o wieh
;ng;'cvla;:r:’;e;; 56% | 204% | 206% | 38.9% 3.7% 19% | 100.0%
% within Work
environment description:
Promotes creativity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale}
% of Total 5.6% 20.4% 28.6% 38.9% 3.7% 1.9% 100.0%
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Figure 187. Histogram: Promotes Creativity — Main Study Final Results
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Work Environment: Promotes Creativity

A majority of Dublin respondents disagreed with the statement that their work
environment promotes creativity. 14 Dublin respondents (41.2 percent) disagreed, while 1
(2.9 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 44.1 percent who disagreed that their
work promotes creativity. The following Dublin respondents agreed with the creativity
statement: 6 respondents (17.6 percent) agreed, and 2 respondents (5.9 percent) strongly
agreed, giving a total of 23.5 Dublin respondents who agreed that work promoted
creativity. 7 Dublin respondents (31.8 percent) were undecided.

A small majority of Silicon Valley respondents also disagreed that their work
environment promoted creativity. 7 Silicon Valley respondents (35 percent) disagreed,
and 1 (5 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 40 percent who disagreed that work
promotes creativity. 5 Silicon Valley respondents (25 percent) agreed, and 1 respondent
(5 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 30 per cent who agreed that their work place
promoted creativity. 7 Silicon Valley respondents (35 percent) were undecided. Overall
both locations disagreed with the statement that their work environment promoted

creativity.

746



National College of Ireland

Table 367. Crosstabulation: Authoritative — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Authoritative (strongly agree to strongly disagree seale) Grosstabulation

ork enviranment description: Authoritative {strongly agree to strongly disagree

scale)
Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided | Disagree | Disagree | No Response Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 2 [ B [ 20
was carried out 9 .
% within Place where 100% | 300% | 300% |  30.0% 100.0%

survey was carried out
% within Work
environment description:
Authoritative (strongly 50.0% 33.3% 37.5% 46 2% 37.0%
agree 10 strongly
disagree scale)
% of Total 3.7% 11.1% 11.1% 11.1% 37.0%
Dublin Count 2 12 10 7 2 1 34
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Work
environment description:
Authoritative (strongly 50.0% 66.7% 82.5% 53.8% 100.0% 100.0% 63.0%
agree to strongly
disagree scale}
% of Total 3.7% 22.2% 18.5% 13.0% 3.7% 1.9% 63.0%
Total Count 4 18 16 13 2 1 54
% within Place where
survey was carred out
% within Work
environmeant description:
Authoritative (strongly 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
agree to strangly
disagree scale)

% of Total 7.4% 33.3% 29.6% 24.1% 37% 1.9% 100.0%

5.9% 35.3% 29.4% 20.6% 5.8% 2.9% 100.0%

7.4% 33.3% 2986% 241% 37% 1.9% 100.0%

Figure 188: Histogram: Authoritative Main Study Final Results’
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Work Environment: Authoritative

A small majority of Dublin respondents agreed that work was authoritative: 12 (35.3
percent) agreed, and 2 (5.9 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 41.2 percent agreed
with the statement that their work environment was authoritative. The following Dublin
respondents disagreed with this statement: 7 (20.6 percent) disagreed, while 2 (5.9

percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 26.5 percent who disagreed that work was
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authoritative. A large number of Dublin respondents were undecided as to whether or not
their work place was authoritative: 10 respondents (29.4 percent).

A small majority of Silicon Valley respondents also agreed that their work
environment was authoritative. 6 Silicon Valley respondents (30 percent) agreed, and 2
(10 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 40 percent who agreed what work was
authoritative. 6 respondents (30 percent) disagreed with the statement that their work
environment was authoritative. 6 Silicon Valley respondents (30 percent) were undecided
as to whether or not their workplace was authoritative. Overall both locations had a
small majority of respondents who agreed that their work environment was
authoritative.

Table 368. Crosstabulation: Pressurised Main Study Final Results

lace where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Pressurised {strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabulatiol

Work environment description: Pressurised (strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)

Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided | Disagree | No Response Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 5 13 1 1 20
was carried out % within Place where
0,
survey was carried out 25.0% €5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 100.0%
% within Work
environment description:
Pressurised (strongly 71.4% 41.9% 11.1% 16.7% 37.0%
agree to strongly
disagree scale)
% of Total 9.3% 24.1% 1.9% 1.9% 37.0%
Dublin Count 2 18 8 5 1 34
%% withi
Vo wilhin Place where 59% | 52.0% 235% | 147% 29% | 100.0%

survey was carried out
% within Work
enviranment description:
Pressurised (strongly 28.6% 58.1% 88.9% 83.3% 100.0% 63.0%
agree to strongly
disagree scale)
% of Total 3.7% 33.3% 14.8% 9.3% 1.9% 63.0%
Total Count 7 31 @ 6 1 54
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Work
environment gescription:- | - .
Pressurised (strongly 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
agree 1o strongly
disagree scale)

% of Totai 13.0% 57.4% 16.7% 11.1% 1.8% 100.0%

13.0% 57.4% 16.7% 1M11% 1.9% 100.0%
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Figure 189: Histogram: Pressurised — Main Study Final Results
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Work Environment: Pressurised

A large majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work
environment was pressurised. 18 Dublin respondents (52.9 percent) agreed, and 2
respondents (5.9 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 58.8 percent who agreed that
the work environment was pressurized. 5 Dublin respondents (14.7 percent) disagreed
with this statement. 8 Dublin respondents t23.5 percent) were undecided.

A large majority of Silicon Valley respondents also agreed that their work
environment was pressurized. 13 Silicon Valley respondents (65 percent) agreed, and 5
(25 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 90 percent who agreed with the statement
that their work was pressurized. Only 1 Silicon Valley respondent (5 percent) disagreed
with this statement, while 1 respondent (5 percent) was undecided. Overall a large
majority of respondents in both locations agreed with the statement that their work

environment was pressurised.
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Table 369. Crosstabulation: Promotes Work-life Balance — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Promotes work-life balance (strongly agree to strongly disagree scale)
Crosstabulation

Waork environment description: Promotes work-life balance (strongly
agree to strongly disagree scale

Strongly
Agree Undecided | Disagree Disagree | No Response Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 2 7 8 5 20
was carried out ithin Pla ]
% within Place whe 10.0% 35.0% 30.0% 25.0% 100.0%

survey was carried out
% within Work
envircnment description:
Promotes work-life 22.2% 48.7% 30.0% 62.5% 37.0%
balance (strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 3.7% 13.0% 11.1% 9.3% 37.0%
Dublin Count 7 8 14 3 2 34
% within Place where
survey was carred out
% within Work
environment description:
Promotes work-life L 77.8% 53.3% 70.0% 37.5% 100.0% 83.0%
balance (strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 13.0% 14.8% 25.9% 56% 3.7% 63.0%
Total Count =] 15 20 8 2 54
% within Place where
survey was carried out
% within Work
environment description:
Promotes wark-life 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
balance {strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 18.7% 27.8% 37.0% 14.8% 3.7% 100.0%

20.6% 23.5% 41.2% 8.8% 53% 100.0%

18.7% 27.8% 37.0% 14.8% 37% 100.0%

Figure 190. Histogram: Promotes Work-life Balance — Main Study Final Results
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Work Environment: Promotes Work-Life Balance

A majority of Dublin respondents disagreed with the statement that their work

National College of Ireland

environment promoted work-life balance. 14 Dublin respondents (41.2 percent) disagreed

that work promoted work-life balance, while 3 respondents (8.8 percent) strongly
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disagreed, giving a total of 50 per cent of Dublin respondents who disagreed that work
promoted work-life balance. 7 Dublin respondents (20.6 percent) agreed, while 8 Dublin
respondents (21.5 percent) were undecided.

A majority of Silicon Valley respondents also disagreed that their work
environment promoted work-life balance. 6 Silicon Valley respondents (30 percent)
disagreed, and 5 (25 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 55 percent who
disagreed with the statement that work promoted work-life balance. Only 2 Silicon
Valley respondents (10 percent) agreed with this statement, while 7 respondents (35
percent) were undecided. Overall respondents from both locations disagreed with the

statement that their work promoted work-life balance.

Table 370. Crosstabulation: Critical — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Critical {strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabulation

Work environment description: Critical (strongly agree to strongly disagree scalg)
Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided | Disagree | Disagree | No Response Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 3 3] 4 7 20
was carfied out % within Place where
0
- survey was carried out 15.0% 30.0% 20.0% 35.0% 100.0%

% within Wark

environment description: . o o N : o |

Critical (strongly agree to | 100-0% 30.0% 33.3% 41.2% 37.0%

strongly disagree scale)

% of Total 5.6% 11.1% 7.4% . 13.0% 37.0%

Dublin Count 14 a 10 1 1 34

% within Place where

survey was carried out 41.2% 23.5% 29.4% 2.9% 2.9% 100.0%

o within Work

environment description:

Critical {strongly agree to 70.0% 66.7% 58.8% 100.0% 100.0% . 63.0%

strongly disagree scale)

% of Total 25.9% 14.8% 18.5% 1.9% 1.8% 63.0%
Total Count 3 20 12 17 1 1 54

% within Place where

survey was camied out 56% 37.0% 22.2% 31.5% 1.8% 1.8% 100.0%

% within Work

environment description: .

Critical {strongly agree to 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

strongly disagree scale)

% of Total 56% 37.0% 22.2% 31.5% 1.9% 1.9% 100.0%

751



National College of Ireland

Figure 191. Histogram: Critical — Main Study Final Results
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Work Environment: Critical

A small majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work
environment was critical. 14 Dublin respondents (41.2 percent) agreed that work was
critical. 10 Dublin respondents (29.4 percent) agreed that work was critical, while 1
respondent (2.9 percent) strongly disagreed that work was critical, giving a total of 32.3
percent who disagreed. 4 Dublin respondents (18.2 percent) were undecided.

A small majority of Silicon Valley respondents also agreed that their work

* environment was critical. 6 Silicon Valley respondents (30 percent) agreed, and 3 (15

percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 45 percent who agreed what work was critical.
7 respondents (35 percent) disagreed with the statement that their work environment was
critical. 4 Silicon Valley respondents (20 percent) were undecided. Overall respondents
from both ldcations agreed with the statement that their work environment is

critical.
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Table 371. Crosstabulation: Supportive — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Supportive {strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabulation

Work environment description: Supportive (strongly agree to strongly disagree

scale)
Strongly Strangly
Agree Agree Undecided | Disagree | Disagree | No Response Total

Place where survey  Silicon Valley Gount 1 [} 4 5 2 20
vas camed out Z‘;:g:'::f;:r;hdezt 50% | 40.0% 200% | 250% 10.0% 100.0%

Yo within Work

environment

description: Supportive 33.3% 34.8% 33.3% 38.5% 100.0% 37.0%

(strongly agree to

strongly disagree scale)

% of Total 1.9% 14.8% 7.4% 9.3% 3.7% 37.0%

Dublin Count 2 15 8 8 1 34
% within Place where 5.9% 441% 23.5% 23.5% 2.9% 100.0%

survey was caried out
% within Work
environment
description: Supportive 66.7% B652% 668.7% 61.5% 100.0% 63.0%
(strongly agres to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 3.7% 27.8% 14.8% 14.8% 1.9% 63.0%
Total Count 3 23 12 13 2 1 54
% within Place where
survey was carried out
b within Work
environment
description; Supportive 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
{strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 5.6% 42.8% 222% 24,1% 3.7% 1.9% 100.0%

56% 42.6% 22.2% 24.1% 37% 1.8% 100.0%

Figure 192, Histogram: Supportive — Main Study Final Results
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Work Environment: Supportive

A majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work environment
was supportive. 15 Dublin respondents (44.1 percent) agreed, while 2 respondents (5.9
percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 50 percent who agreed what work was
supportive. However 8 respondents (23.5 percent) disagreed that work was supportive,

and 8 Dublin respondents (23.5 peréent) were undecided.
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A small majority of Silicon Valley respondents also agreed that their work
environment was supportive. 8 Silicon Valley respondents (40 percent) agreed, and 1 (5
percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 45 percent who agreed that work was
supportive. 5 Silicon Valley respondents (25 percent) disagreed, and 2 respondents (10
percent) strongly disagreed with the statement that their work environment was
supportive, giving a total of 35 percent of respondents who disagreed. 4 Silicon Valley
respondents (20 percent) were undecided. Overall respondents from both locations
agreed with the statement that their work environment was supportive, though this

was by a small majority in the case of Silicon Valley.

Table 372. Crosstabulation: Flexible — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Flexibie {strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabulation

rk environment description: Flexible (strongly agree to sirongly disagree sca
Strongiy Strongly
Agree Agree | lUndecided | Disagree | Disagree |No Response Total
Place where survey Silicon Valley Count 2 9 5 3 1 20
was carried out % within Place where
survey was carried out 10.0% 45.0% 25.0% 15.0% 5.0% 100.0%
% within Work
environment description: 5 o o o
Flexible (strangly agree t 86.7% 28.1% 50.0% 42.9% 100.0% 37.0%
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 37% 16.7% 9.3% 5.6% 1.8% 37.0%
Dublin Count 1 23 5 4 1 34
% within Place where
survey was carried out 2.9% 67.6% 14.7% 11.8% 2.8% 100.0%
% within Work
environment description: o o o, o 5
Flexibie (strongly agree t 33.3% 71.8% 50.0% 57.1% 100.0% 63.0%
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 1.5% 42.6% 9.3% 7.4% 1.9% 63.0%
Total Count 3 3z 10 7 1 1 54
% within Place where N
survey was carried out 5.6% 52.3% 18.5% 13.0% 1.9% 1.9% | 100.0%
% within Work
environment description: o
Flexible (strongly agree t 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0"/? 100.0% 100.0%
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 5.6% 59.3% 18.5% 13.0% 1.9% 1.9% 100.0%

National College of Ireland
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Figure 193. Histogram: Flexible — Main Study Final Results
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Work Environment: Flexible
A large majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work
environment was flexible. 23 Dublin respondents (67.6 percent) agreed, while 1 (2.9

percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 70.5 percent who agreed what work was

- flexible. 4 Dublin respondents (11.8 percent) disagreed that work was flexible, while 5

Dublin respondents (14.7 percent) were undecided.

A majority of Silicon Valley respondents also agreed that their work environment
was flexible. 9 Silicon Valley respondents (45 percent) agreed that work was flexible,
while 2 respondents strongly agreed (10 percent) giving a total of 55 percent of
respondents who agreed that their work environment was flexible. 3 Silicon Valley
respondents (15 percent) disagreed, and | respondent (5 percent) strongly disagreed,
giving a total of 20 percent respondents who disagreed with the statement that their work
environment was flexible. 5 Silicon Valley respondents (25 percent) were undecided.
Overall both Dublin and Silicon Valley respondents agreed that their work

environment was flexible.
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Table 373. Crosstabulation: People-orientated - Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Work environment description; People-orientated (strongly agree to strongly disagree scaie) Crosstabutation

Work environment description: People-orientated {strongly agree to strongly
disagree scale}

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided | Disagree | Disagree | No Response Total
Place where survey  Silicon Valley Count 3 7 7 2 1 20
was carried out o withi
% within Place where 150% | a5.0% 35.0% | 10.0% 5.0% 100.0%

survey was carried out
% within Work
envirenment description:
People-orientated 37.5% 41.2% 598.3% 15.4% 33.3% 37.0%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 58% 12.0% 13.0% 3.7% 1.9% 37.0%
Dublin Count 5 10 S 11 2 1 34
% within Place where
survay was carried out
% within Work
environment description:
People-orientaled 62.5% 56.8% 41.7% 84.6% 66.7% 100.0% 63.0%
{strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
. . % of Total . - 9.3% 18.5% 9.3% 2G.4% 3.7% o 1.9% 63.0%
Total Count 8 17 12 13 3 1 54
% within Place where
survey was camed out
% within Work
environment description:
People-crientated 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(strongly agree to
strongly disagree scale)
% of Total 14.8% 31.5% 22.2% 24.1% 5.6% 1.9% 100.0%

14.7% 29.4% 14.7% 32.4% 5.9% 2.9% 100.0%

14.8% 31.5% 22.2% 24.1% 5.6% 1.8% 100.0%

Figure 194: Histogram: People-orientated - Main Study Final Results
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Work Environment: People-orientated

A small majority of Dublin respondents agreed with the statement that their work
environment was people-orientated. 10 Dublin respondents (29.4 percent) agreed, while 5
respondents {14.7 percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 44.1 percent who agreed
with the statement that their workplace was people-orientated. However a large minority
disagreed with this statement: 11 respondents (32.4 percent) disagreed, and 2 respondents

(5.9 percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 38.3 percent of Dublin respondents who
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disagreed that work was people-orientated. 5 Dublin respondents (14.7 percent) were

undecided.

A majority of Silicon Valley respondents also agreed that their work environment

was people-orientated. 7 Silicon Valley respondents {35 percent) agreed, and 3 (15

percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 50 percent who agreed that work was people-

orientated, 2 Silicon Valley respondents (10 percent) disagreed, while 1 resident (5

percent) strongly disagreed, giving a total of 20 per cent who disagreed with the

statement that their work environment was people-orientated. 7 Silicon Valley

respondents (35 percent) were undecided. Overall respondents from both locations

agreed with the statement that their work environment was people-orientated.

Table 374.Crosstabulation: Appreciative — Main Study Final Results

>lace where survey was carried out * Work environment description: Appreciative (strongly agree to strongly disagree scale) Crosstabulation

'ork environment description: Appreciative {strongly agree to strongly disagre

scale)
Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree | Undecided | Disagree | Disagree |No Response | Total
Place where survey Silican Valley Count 1 7 7 4 1 20
was carried out o withi
fed :Z:ﬁ:";:fg;::jfm 50% | 35.0% | 350% | 200% 5.0% 100.0%
% within Wark
enviconmant dascrintion;
Appraciative (strongly 33.3% A1.2% 43.8% 33.3% 20.0% 37.0%
agree to strongly
disagree scale)
% of Total 1.9% 13.0% 13.0% 7.4% 1.9% 37.0%
Dublin Count 2 10 9 8 4 1 34
N .
ixg:'ag;asr::: . 59% | 29.4% | 265% | 235% | 118% 28% | 1000%
Y% within Work
environment description]
Appreciative (strongly 66.7% 58.8% 56.3% 66.7% B0.0% 100.0% 63.0%
agree to strongly
disagree scale)
% of Total 3.7% 18.5% i8.7% 14.8% 7.4% 1.9% 63.0%
Total Count 3 17 16 12 E 1 54
o i
:;:';';'Cgff;;;;fm 56% | 315% 206% | 222% 9.3% 1.9% | 100.0%
% within Work
environment description; B
Appreciative {strongly 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
agree to strongly
disagree scale}
% of Total 56% 31.5% 296% | 222% | 9.3% 1.9% 100.0%
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Figure 195. Histogram: Appreciative — Main Study Final Results

12

Work environment des

Strangly Agree

Agree

Undecided

[EH strongly Disagree

Count

%#%|No Response
Silicon Valley Dublin

Place where survey.was carried out

Work Environment: Appreciative

Results were evenly divided for Dublin respondents as to whether their work
environment was appreciative. 10 Dublin respondents (29.4 percent) agreed, while 2 (5.9
percent) strongly agreed, giving a total of 35.3 percent who agreed that work was
appreciative. 8 respondents (23.5 percent) disagreed, and 4 respondents (11.8 percent)
strongly disagreed, giving a total of 35.3 Dublin respondents who disagreed that work
was appreciative. 9 Dublin Valley respondents (26.5 percent) were undecided.

A majority of Silicon Valley respondents agreed that their work environment was
appreciative. 7 Silicon Valley respondents (35 percent) agreed, and 1 (S percent) strongly
agreed, giving a total of 40 percent who agreed that work was appreciative. 4 Silicon
Valley respondents (20 percent) disagreed, while 1 respondent (5 percent) stron‘gly
disagreed, giving a total of 25 percent who disagreed with the statement that their work
environment was appreciative. 7 Silicon Valley respondents (35 percent) were undecided.
Overall Dublin respondents were split as to whether or not their work environment
was appreciative, whereas the majority of Silicon Valley respondents agreed with

the statement that their work environment was appreciative.

Question 16a. How long have you been in your current employment?
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Table 375: Crosstabulation: Time in Current employment — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Time in current employment Crosstabulation

Time in current employment

o Responseg <1 1<2 2<3 3«4 4<5 5<B8 {6to10 |11to 20 (20 to 40| Tota!
Place where sur Silicon Vall Count ] 2 2 5 5 1 1 .4 20
was carried out % withi
] 100% | 10.0% | 25.0% | 25.0% | 5.0% 5.0% | 200% 100.0%
v
C/u:g::l;'gz;ge 40.0% | B6.7% | 556% | B25% | 33.3% 7.7% | 667% 37.0%
% of Total 37%| 3% | e3m| 93%| io% 19% | 74% 37.0%
Dubtin Count 2 3 1 4 3 2 2 12 2 3 34
o
] sow| 88%| 29% | 116% | 60%| so%| so% | 355% | 59% | 88%|100.0%
% within Time i
:Z:;n;"erg:};r”m 100.0% | 60.0% | 33.3% | 44.4% | 37.5% | £6.7% |100.0% | $2.3% | 333% |100.0% | 63.0%
% of Total 37% | 56%| 19%| 7.4%| 6% | 37%| 37%| 222% | 37%| 56%| 65.0%
Total Count 2 5 3 9 8 3 El EE B 3| 54
oo
:mg:'&:fg:r:er 37% | 93%| 56% | 16.7% | 148% | 56% | 37% | 241%] 11.1% | 5.6% [100.0%
A
Bt osloymd  100.0% 100.0% |100.0% | 100.0% | 100 0% | 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0% |100.0%
% of Tatal 37% | 93% | 56%| 16.7% | 148% | 56% | 37% | 24.1% | 11.1% | 56%  1000%
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Figure 196: Histogram - Time in current employment — Main Study Final Results
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Statistics

Place where Time in

survey was current
carried out employment
N Valid 34 34
Missing 0 0
Mean 2.00 7.6618
Median 2.00 7.5000
Mode 2 10.00
Std. Deviation .00 6.6375
Variance .00 440564
Range 0 21.00
Minimum 2 .00
Maximum 2 21.00
Sum 68 260.50

Time in current empl

Table 376: Frequencies: Time in current employment for Dublin — Main Study Final Results




National College of Ireland

Table 377: Frequencies: Time in current employment for Silicon Valley — Main Study Final Results

Statistics
Place where Time in
survey was current
carried out employment
N Valid 20 20
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.00 6.1000
Median 1.00 3.0000
Mode 1 2.002
Std. Deviation .00 7.3959
Variance 00 54,7000
Range 0 19.50
Minimum 1 .50
Maximum 1 20.00
Sum 20 122.00

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Dublin results for length of time in employment show a range from less than 1 year, to
between 20 and 40 years. Variance is 44.056, and standard deviation is 6.637. 8 Dublin
respondenfs (23.5 per cent) reported a length of time employed less than 3 years. 7
Dublin respondents {20.6 per cent) reported a length of time employed between 3 years
and less than 6 years. 12 Dublin respondents (35.3 per cent) reported a length of time
employed between 6 to less than 10 years. 2 Dublin respondents (5.9 percent) reported
being employed for between 10 and 20 years, while 3 respondents (8.8 per cent) reported
being employed for over 20 years.

Silicon Valley results for length of time of employment show a range from less
than 1 year, to between 10 and 20 years. Variance i$ 54.70, and standard deviation is

7.39. 9 Silicon Valley respondents (45 per cent) reported a length of time employed

- between less than 3 years, compared with 23.5 percent of Dublin respondents. 6 Silicon

Valley respondents (30 per cent) reported a length of time employed between 3 years and
less than 6 years, compared with 20.6 percent of Dublin respondents. | Silicon Valley
respondent (5 per cent) reported a length of time employed between 6 to less than [0
years, compared with 35.3 percent of Dublin respondents. 4 Silicon Valley respondents
(20 percent) reported being employed for between 10 and less than 20 years, compared
with 8.8 percent of Dublin respondents.

Overall variance is high for both locations, and results are fairly evening spread

across the whole spectrum of years employed. Results however indicate that Dublin
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respondents (with a mean of 7.66 years) may be employed for longer periods of time

compared to Silicon Valley respondents (with a mean of 6.1 years employed).

Question 16b. How long were you in your last employment?

Table 378: Crosstabulation: Time in last employment — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Time in last employment Crosstabulation

Time in last employment
First Job <1 1<2 2<3 3«<4 4<5 5<6 |6t010 | Total

Place where sun Silicon Vall: Count 1 1 10 5 1 1 1 20
was carfied out :’J:g;';‘v:;a;;:: 50% | 50% | 500% | 250% | 50% | 50%| 50% 100.0%
wthin Tmeinl 7 100 | 16.7% | 714% | 625% | 333% | 25.0% | 333% 37.0%

employment ’ : : ’ ’ ’
% of Total 19% | 19% | 18.5% | 93% | 19%| 18% | 1.9% 37.0%
Dublin _ Gount 13 5 2 3 2 3 2 2 34

% within Place wh
SUrvey was carrieq

% within Time in |

382% | 14.7% | 11.8% B8.8% 5.9% 8.8% 5.9% 5.9% | 100.0%

92.9% | 833% | 28B.6% | 37.5% | 66.7% | 75.0% | 66.7% | 100.0% | 63.0%

employment
% of Total 24.1% 9.3% 7.4% 5.6% 3.7% 5.6% 3.7% 3.7% | 63.0%
Total Coum 14 ] 14 8 3 4 3 2 54

% within Place wh
survey was carrieq
% within Time in |
employment

% of Total 2598% | 111% | 25.9% | 14.8% 5.6% 7.4% 5.6% 3.7% | 100.0%

2598% | 11.1% | 259% | 14.8% 5.6% 7.4% 5.6% 3.7% | 100.0%

100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

Figure 197: Histogram: Time in last employment — Main Study Final Results
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Fable 379: Frequencies Time in 1ast employment for Dublin — Main Study Final Results

Statistics
Place where
survey was Time in last
carried cut employment
N Valid 34 34
Missing 0 0
Mean 2.00 1.7794
Median 2.00 5000
Mede 2 .00
Std. Deviation .00 2.61486
Variance .00 6.8362
Range 0 10.00
Minimum 2 .00
Maximum 2° 10.00
Sum 68 50.50

Table 380: Frequencies Time in last employment for Silicon Valley — Main Study Final Results

Statistics
Place where
survey was Time in last
carried out employment
N Valid 20 20
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.00 1.6250
Median 1.00 1.0000
Mode 1 1.00
Std. Deviation .00 1.2017
Variance .00 1.4441
Range 0 5.00
Minimum 1 .00
Maximum 1 5.00
Sum 20 32,50

Dublin results for length of time in last employment show a range from less than 1 year,
to 10 years. Variance is 6.84, and standard deviation is 2.61. 13 Dublin respondents (38.2
per cent) reported that the current job was their first job. 12 Dublin respondents (35.3 per
cent) reported a length of time employed in their last job as less than 3 years. 5 Dublin
respondents (14.7 per cent) reported a length of time employed in last job between 3 and
less than 6 years. 2 Dublin respondent (5.9 percent) reported being employed in last job
between 6 and less than 10 years.

Silicon Valley results for length of time of last employment show a range from
less than 1 year to 5 years. Variance is very low at 1.44, and standard deviation is 1.20. 1
Silicon Valley respondent (S per cent) reported that this was a first job, compared with

38.2 per cent of Dublin respondents. 16 Silicon Valley respondents (80 per cent) reported
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a length of time in last employment of less than 3 years, compared with 35.3 percent of
Dublin respondents. 2 Silicon Valley respondents (10 per cent) reported a length of time
in last employment of 3 years or more but less than 6 years, compared with 17.7 per cent
of Dublin respondents. o ' . -

Overall these results tndicate that the majority of Dublin respondents (38.2
percent) were still working at their first job, while the majority of Silicon Valley
respondents had worked between | and 3 years in their last employment (75 percent). The
mean of 2.61 years for Dublin respondents implies that they were employed for longer
periods of time in their last employment compared to Silicon Valley respondents (with a

mean of 1.63).

Question 16c. What is the optimum time you consider to be in employment in any

firm?
Table 381: Crosstabulation: Optimum time in employment —Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Optimum time in any employment Crosstabulation

Optimum time in any employment
FirstJobl <1 |41<2 |2<3 | 250 |3<4 | 4<5 | 5<6 |6tc 1011 to 2000 to 4d Total

Place where E Siicon Ve Coum 1 2 1 ) 5 4 1 20
was carried o % within Place

. . Sur‘;"ey’”was sl 5.0%710.0% 5.0% | 30.0% | 25.0% |20.0% | 5.0% 00.0%
% withi timy

ir:::j';hg‘m%:;ym_ 00.0% |66.7% 33.3% |37.6% |41.7% | 86.7% |00.0% | 37.0%

% of Total 1.9% | 3.7% 1.9% [11.1% | 9.3% | 7.4% | 1.9% 37.0%

Dublin__ Count 5 1 1 1 2| 1o 7 2 4] 24
% within Place

autvey wias can] 17:6% | 2.9% 2.8% | 2.9% | 5.8% |29.4% |20.6% | 5.8% 11.8% | 00.0%
% within Optim:

ir/: ;'::;Tm%i,yr; 00.0% 100.0% 33.3% |00.0% | 86.7% | 62.5% | 58.3% | 33.3% 00.0% |63.0%

% of Tolal 11.1% | 1.9% 1.9% | 1.9% | 3.7% [18.5% | 13.0% | 3.7% 7.4% |63.0%

Total Count 6 1 1 3 1 3| 8] 12 6 1 4| 54
% i lace

Su:g:'”w; o 11.1% | 1.9% | 1.9% | 5.6% | 1.9% | 5.6% |29.6% |22.2% |11.1% | 1.9% | 7.4% J00.0%

% within Optim
in any employmi
% of Tatal 11.1% ]| 1.9% | 18%

00.0% 100.0% 100.0% )00.0% [00.0% 100.0% 100.0% }00.0% ]00.0% 100.0% |00.0% }00.0%

56% | 1.9% | 56% |28.6% [222% [11.1% | 1.8% | 7.4% |00.0%
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Figure 198: Histogram: Optimum time in employment — Main Study Final Results
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Table 382: Frequencies for Optimum Time in last employment for Dublin — Main Study Final

Results
Statistics
Place where Optimum
sSuUrvey was time in any
carried out employment
N Valid 34 34
Missing 0 0
Mean 2,00 5.5882
Median 2.00 4.0000
Mode 2 4.00
Std. Deviation .00 6.1932
Variance .00 38.3556
Range o] 21.00
Minimum 2 .00
Maximum 2 21.00
Sum 68 190.00

Table 383: Fréquencies for Optimum Time in last employment for Dublin Main Study Final Results

National College of Ireland

Statistics
Place where Optimum
survey was time in any
carried out employment
N Valid 20 20
Missing 0 0
Mean 1.00 5.8500
Median 1.00 4.5000
Mode 1 4.00
Std. Deviation .00 4.3198
Variance .00 18.6605
Range o] 19.00
Minimum 1 1.00
Maximum ’ 1 20.00
Sum 20 117.00
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Both sets of results for optimum time employed from Dublin and Silicon Valley show a
majority of respondents who favoured length of employment of between 4 years and less
than 10 years: 19 Dublin respondents (559 per cent), and 15 Silicon Valley respondents
(75 per cent). 6 Dublin employees surveyed (17.6 percent) did not respond to this

question.

Question 17. How many hours do you spend at work per week, taking an
approximate average over the last three months? < 30, 31 — 35, 36 — 40, 41 — 45, 46 —
50, 51 — 55, 56 — 60, 61 — 65, 66 — 70, > 70

Table 384: Crosstabulation: Hours at work per week — Main Study Final Results

Place where survey was carried out * Hours worked per week Crosstabulation

Hours worked per week
0 31-35 J 36-40 | 41-45 [.46-50 | 51-55 | 56-80 <30 Total
Place where su Silicon Val Count 1 2 4 8 2 2 1 26
was carried out % within Place
survey was cari
% within Hours
worked per week

5.0% | 10.0% | 20.0% | 40.0% | 10.0% | 10.0% | 5.0% [100.0%

20.0% | 13.3% | 28B.6% | 61.5% [100.0% |100.0% | 500% | 37.0%

% of Total 19% | 37% | 74%([148% | 37%| 37% | 1.9% | 37.0%
Dublin Count 1 4 13 10 5 1 34
% within Place o
survey was carr 29% | 11.8% | 38.2% | 20.4% | 147% ?.9 % |100.0%
% within Hours .
worked perweekmO'O% B0.0% | B6.7% | 71.4% | 3B.5% 50.0% | 63.0%
% of Total 19% | 74% | 241% | 185% | 93% . 1.9% | 63.0%
Totat Count 1 5 15 14 13 2 2 2 54

% within Place
SUIVeY was carri
% within Hours
worked per weeH

% of Total 18% | 53% | 278% | 26.9% | 24.1% 37% | 37% 3.7% (100.0%

1.9% ] 92% ) 27.8% ) 25.9% | 24.1% I7% ] 37% ] 3.7% |100.0%

100.0% |100.0% [100.0% (100.0% [100.0% |100.0% |100.0% [100.0% [100.0%

Figure 199: Histogram: Hours at work per week — Main Study Final Results
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The largest response from Dublin employees surveyed as to hours worker per week was
as follows: 36 to 40 hours: 13 respondents (38.2 percent); 41 to 45 hours: 10 respondents
{29.4 per cent); 46 to 50 hours: 5 respondents (14.7 percent); and 31 to 35 hours: 4
respondents (11.8 percent). .

The largest response from Silicon Valley employees surveyed as to hours worker
per week was as follows: 46 to 50: 8 respondents (40 percent); 41 to 45 hours: 4
respondents (20 per cent); 36 to 40 hours: 2 respondents (10 percent); 51 to 55 hours: 2
respondents (10 percent); 56 to 60 hours: 2 respondents (10 percent).

Overall, these results indicate that a large percentage of both Silicon Valley and

Dublin respondents tend to work more than a 40 hour week. However, a greater

perceﬁtage of Silicon Valley respondents'tend to work more than forty-hours per week
{85 percent) compared to Dublin respondents (44.1 percent). Results also indicate that
Silicon Valley workers tend to work longer hours: 20 percent of Silicon Valley
respondents reported working between 50 and 60 hours ber week, whereas no Dublin

respondent reported working these hours.
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