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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report forms part of a broader project that explores the impact of emerging creative 
industries and knowledge-intensive activities on the competitiveness of European 
metropolitan regions. Through a comparative approach, which includes 13 European regional 
areas, the project seeks to understand the extent to which creativity, innovation and 
knowledge are central to a successful long-term economic development. A previous report 
(Redmond et al, 2007) detailing the pathways of creative knowledge in the Dublin region 
analysed the role and importance of emerging creative and knowledge industries in the 
regional economy including the historical development of the region and the strength of 
prevailing economic, political and social conditions for accommodating the emerging creative 
knowledge economy in Dublin. 

This report investigates the attitudes and experiences of creative knowledge workers living 
and working in the Dublin region. Of particular importance is the extent to which the 
attractiveness of the metropolitan region is influenced by consumption related 'soft' factors 
(for example, attractive housing, amenities and leisure facilities; the atmosphere or 'buzz' of a 
city) or by production related 'hard' factors (such as job availability, the quality of public 
services and transport accessibility). To this end, 234 employees working in creative and 
knowledge industries were surveyed with a view to understanding the relative importance of 
the foregoing factors for Dublin’s creative knowledge workers. The survey analysed the 
importance placed by individuals on residential and workplace location factors as well as 
levels of satisfaction with the residential environment and satisfaction with the work 
environment. Focus was also placed on general levels of satisfaction with the city and its 
living environment including satisfaction with both 'hard' and 'soft' factors. 

In the case of tolerance, one of Florida’s 3 T’s for attracting the ‘creative class’, the general 
trend shows Dublin to be a tolerant city. Florida and Tingali’s (2004) work has argued that 
Dublin is weak with respect to tolerance and pluralism. In part this is explained by the fact 
that historically Ireland has been a country of emigration and it is only during the past decade 
that it has become a country of immigration and, in particular, has seen the immigration of 
what are termed visible minorities. However, the results presented herein with regard to 
tolerance are by no means overwhelming and there is little doubt that mixed impressions exist 
in relation to tolerance in the GDA. 

As far as job satisfaction is concerned the results demonstrate that individuals in creative 
knowledge industries are, in overall terms, highly satisfied with their current employment. In 
particular, the vast majority are satisfied with ‘soft’ factors related to the intrinsic nature of 
the working environment such as the sense of achievement gained from work, the scope for 
innovation in the workplace and the level of influence individuals have in directing their 
work. However, there is some degree of dissatisfaction in relation to ‘hard’ factors associated 
with the job itself such as the level of training received by workers to do their job and the 
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amount of holiday time received by employees but overall high degrees of satisfaction exist 
among Dublin’s creative knowledge workers with respect to both ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors of 
the work environment.  

A further interesting result to emerge from the analysis concerns the mobility of respondents 
in creative and knowledge industries. Almost half of those surveyed expect to remain in their 
current place of employment for less than three years indicating a remarkably high level of 
job mobility. Whether or not this characteristic is specific to creative knowledge workers in 
Dublin or is part of a broader trend in the city’s employment base remains open to debate. 
Nevertheless, it suggests that there is a high degree of mobility among Dublin’s creative 
knowledge workforce despite the fact that the vast majority of workers have high levels of job 
security. 

Perhaps the most significant result to emerge from the residential analysis is that classic 
‘hard’ factors are the most important for location choice. Issues such as dwelling cost and 
dwelling proximity both in terms of journey distance and journey time to work are the most 
important factors. Nevertheless, ‘soft’ factors do indeed occupy an important secondary 
position in location choice decision-making; factors such as proximity of the dwelling to 
public open space and the quality of the neighbourhood environment are considered 
important. Thus, it would appear that for creative knowledge workers, location decision-
making continues to be dominated by classic ‘hard’ location factors with ‘soft’ factors playing 
an important secondary role. 

One of the most important themes to emerge from the survey was the high levels of 
dissatisfaction of creative and knowledge workers with a wide range of aspects of living in 
Dublin. Of particular note here are the high levels of dissatisfaction with the cost of living in 
the city and most notably, the cost of basic services. There are also high levels of 
dissatisfaction with key public services in the city, particularly transport (including public 
transport, cycle lanes and general connectivity) and health services. Moreover, dissatisfaction 
with key environmental aspects of the city is high including traffic congestion, noise and air 
pollution, parking, and the availability of bicycle lanes. 

The foregoing implies that there are some key risk factors in terms of Dublin’s ability (as a 
living environment) to compete with other European cities for creative knowledge industries. 
Many of these factors are related to ‘hard’ conditions which are difficult to deal with or 
improve at the local administrative scale; very often they require intervention at the national 
level and thus can be a more difficult and more complex problem to address easily. It is 
difficult however to determine accurately the exact weight placed by individuals on various 
aspects of the city and particularly the extent to which dissatisfaction with particular factors 
will result in the movement of individuals away from Dublin to competing cities within 
Europe or elsewhere. The results emerging from this study demonstrate clearly that there are 
reasons to be concerned with key aspects of Dublin as a city in which to live, particularly in 
terms of its ability to attract and retain future generations of creative knowledge workers. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction  

Over the past decade the economy of Ireland has performed well above the European average. 
This economic boom has seen high levels of job creation and significant increases in 
disposable income. The Greater Dublin Area1, which is in effect the metropolitan region, 
accounts for approximately 40% of the national population and of national economic activity. 
Given the predominance of Dublin in the Irish spatial structure, there is little doubt that the 
region has been the engine of recent economic growth and as a result, has attracted sustained 
economic investment as well as people from other European countries and elsewhere. 
However, as the recent Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 
(2006) report on competitive cities argues, it is difficult to disentangle cause and effect in 
terms of whether economic growth causes urbanisation or whether dynamic urban areas 
generate economic growth. Either way, over the past decade Dublin has been extraordinarily 
dynamic in terms of economic growth. As described in a previous report (Redmond et al, 
2007), Dublin can now be considered an emergent global gateway. This economic growth has 
been driven in large part by an emphasis on the development of a knowledge economy and 
the Irish Government have pursued a highly activist policy of encouraging the development of 
the knowledge sector through a variety of policy measures.  

As Figure 1.1 demonstrates, the determinants of city competitiveness are quite complex. 
External factors, such as the international and national economy have a significant impact on 
city competitiveness. In the case of Dublin, given its dominance, and the openness of the Irish 
economy, it is safe to argue that these international and national factors have a greater weight 
than in other urban areas. Turning to urban-specific factors the model suggests six factors 
which can influence competitiveness namely: the knowledge base; industry structure; quality 
of life; diversity; accessibility and social equity. Thus, establishing the degree and nature of a 
cities competitiveness is a major challenge.  

One result of Ireland’s recent economic development is that it has consistently been ranked as 
the highest (or one of the highest) countries on a variety of globalisation indices. Given the 
primacy of Dublin within the Irish urban network, the foregoing suggests a growing role for 
Dublin in global terms. In recent reports by the Globalisation and World Cities research 
centre at the University of Loughborough, Dublin has been identified as an increasingly 
important urban region. In marketing jargon, Dublin might be described as a ‘wannabe world 
city’ or as Beaverstock et al (1999) have characterised it as a city that shows relatively strong 
evidence of world city formation. In a more recent article by Godfrey and Zhou (1999), 

                                                 
1 The Greater Dublin Area (GDA) comprises the administrative districts of Dublin City, Fingal, Dun Laoghaire-
Rathdown, South Dublin as well as counties Meath, Kildare and Wicklow (see Appendix 1). 
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Dublin has been ranked 40th in the top-50 world cities classified by the number of 
headquarters and first level subsidiary locations among the worlds 100 largest businesses. 
However, given its proximity to a major ‘alpha’ world city such as London, a better indicator 
of Dublin’s place in broader functional and spatial systems might be to consider alternative 
indices. Taylor (2003) has identified Dublin as the fifth most important city in relation to its 
network or gateway power, and twelfth in global terms. It is ranked ahead of other cities 
including Milan, Barcelona and Madrid suggesting a much greater embeddedness in global 
webs of economic activity.  

 

Figure 1.1 – Determinants of urban competitiveness  

 

Source: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2006, p309)  
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The more recent report by the OECD (2006) on competitive cities shows that Dublin was 
ranked 23rd out of 78 urban areas in terms of GDP per capita. Moreover, the study showed 
that Dublin had the highest annual growth rate between 1995 and 2002 of the 78 urban areas 
studied (OECD, 2006). The OECD report discusses a range of factors which determine urban 
competitiveness and which generate higher output and productivity such as: agglomeration 
economies; specialisation and diversity; innovation activity; greater endowment of human 
capital and a larger stock of physical capital. Conversely, however, they argue that large 
agglomerations may not necessarily lead to higher productivity and point to diseconomies of 
agglomeration, overstatement of innovation capacity and problems of exclusion, joblessness 
and poverty. Moreover, they point to classic negative externalities of some urban areas such 
as traffic congestion and poor quality infrastructure. In general terms the OECD are pointing 
to the complexity of urban competitiveness and the difficulty of making strategic choices 
about how to make a city more competitive.  

It is this broad context, that of the competitiveness of cities, which forms the background to 
this report. More specifically, this report is framed in part by the argument of Richard Florida 
and others that so-called ‘soft factors’ are important in attracting and retaining creative 
knowledge workers and that creative and talented people are the major resource which attracts 
inward investment. This report, therefore, describes and analyses the results of a survey of 
creative and knowledge workers in the Greater Dublin Area (the Metropolitan Area) 
undertaken between June and November 2007. The purpose of the survey was to assess the 
levels of satisfaction of creative knowledge workers as well as graduates with aspects of city 
life, their work and workplace, their residence and residential environment as well as their 
levels of tolerance. 

The report is divided into four main sections. The current section provides an introduction to 
the Greater Dublin Area as well as an overview of the creative knowledge economy in Ireland 
and Dublin. Both of these issues are examined in more detail in earlier reports (see the ACRE 
website). The second section examines the methodology in some detail focusing on the 
development of the questionnaire survey, the sampling framework and the application of the 
survey. The third section reports on some of the key results from the survey through an 
analysis of descriptive statistics. The fourth section presents some bi-variate analysis 
investigating the relationship between some key factors and respondent’s mobility, 
satisfaction with their residential and work environments as well as their level of satisfaction 
with the city. The final section offers some concluding remarks focusing on the key results to 
emerge from the survey and how they related to prevailing theory as well as the potential 
implications of the results for the competitiveness of Dublin. 
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1.2 The Greater Dublin Area 

1.2.1 Development of the Irish Economy 

Global economic cycles of growth and recession have acutely affected the development and 
prosperity of Ireland, particularly in the 1970s when the widespread recession that affected 
large parts of the developed world had particularly adverse economic and socio-demographic 
impacts on the state. In the major cities, districts were cleared as part of slum clearance 
programmes and the emergence of large tracts of unused space as a result of changing 
technologies due to economic restructuring resulted in the overall impression of urban 
landscapes of dereliction. The unprecedented rise in unemployment across the country 
affected inner urban areas particularly badly (MacLaran, 1993; Prunty, 1998). The fragility of 
indigenous industry and the dependence of the economy on foreign enterprise resulted in the 
Irish urban economy being disproportionately affected by global influences and was one of 
the major drivers behind emigration that characterised the country until the 1990s and 
accounted for a loss of almost 500,000 people through the 1980s (MacEinri, 2003).  

However, the introduction of fiscal rectitude combined with wage restraint and the 
development of a social partnership framework between government, employers and unions 
in the late 1980s, sowed the seeds for the economic boom that has characterized the Irish 
economy since the mid 1990s. The first social partnership agreement entitled the Programme 
for National Recovery (1987-1990) has since been followed by five other social partnership 
agreements. Between 1995 and 2002, the Republic of Ireland experienced an average annual 
growth rate of 8%. This growth was driven by an increased emphasis on the tertiary, and in 
particular the high tech and pharmaceutical sectors. According to recent figures by the ESRI 
for 2005 (2006), the services sector accounted for 66 per cent of employment, industry for 28 
per cent and agriculture for 6 per cent. Current economic forecasts suggest that the Irish 
economy remains healthy, with overall growth in Gross National Product of 6.2 per cent in 
2006 and a forecasted growth of 5.3 per cent in 2007, still above the European averages (see 
Table 1.1). 

 
Table 1.1 – GDP per capita at market prices: Ireland and EU (25) and EU (15), 1998-2007 (€) 

 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

EU (25) 17,900 18,800 20,100 20,800 21,500 21,800 22,700 23,500 25,000 25,600 
EU (15) 20,600 21,700 23,100 23,800 24,500 24,800 25,800 26,500 27,600 28,700 
Ireland 21,200 24,200 27,500 30,300 33,100 34,800 36,400 38,800 40,900 43,400 
Source: Eurostats 

1.2.2 A changing city  

Since the early 1990s, Dublin has undergone a dramatic transition. Although national 
economic development has been the most widely publicised and influential element of 
change, social and cultural transformations have also provided new challenges to be 
addressed. Immigration and return migration have also contributed to the emergence of a new 
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set of socio-cultural challenges and since 1998, immigration has, for the first time, exceeded 
emigration in Ireland. But although these shifts have caused major controversy and debate, 
issues of physical and economic development continue to dominate the urban agenda in 
Ireland. Chief among these are concerns about the direction and sustainability of future spatial 
development which are seen as potentially threatening the economic development of the 
urban region.  

One major impact of economic growth and development has been the rapidly growing 
population. In a reversal of the situation that characterised Ireland from at least the 1900s until 
the early 1990s, immigration now significantly exceeds emigration in Ireland. Coupled with 
the fall in the number of those leaving the country, Ireland is now seen as an attractive 
destination for migrants and net immigration to Ireland has grown dramatically, and 
particularly since the mid 1990s. Much of this began as return migration with many of those 
citizens who had been forced to leave due to economic and financial necessity a decade earlier 
returning home to obtain employment. Return migration had been on the increase since 1987 
but finally peaked at 27,000 in 2002. However, MacEinri (2003) has estimated that between 
1996 and 2003, Ireland experienced an influx of approximately 200,000 migrants, a 
significant proportion given the overall population figures for the state as a whole.  

Unlike all of the other EU-15 countries, except Sweden and the United Kingdom, Ireland 
welcomed labour migrants from the new member states immediately on their accession. 
During the same time period (1996-2003), it is estimated that 85,115 immigrated to Ireland 
with almost half of that number coming from Poland (MacEinri, 2005). It is now estimated 
that there are over 150,000 Polish migrants in Ireland, followed by significant numbers of 
Lithuanian and Latvian migrants.  

In addition to this, the Irish population is also expanding due to natural increase. Unlike many 
other European countries where population decline is a serious economic and social concern, 
Ireland is currently experiencing a baby boom. The current birth rate in Ireland is 15.1 per 
1,000 of the population with an average death rate of only 6.6 per 1,000 of the population. 
The most recent statistics available, those covering the year to December 2005, conclude that 
the national natural increase was 33,601. Since 2005, there has been a 32 per cent increase in 
natural increase setting Ireland apart from other European countries and boding well for 
continued and future economic growth (Central Statistics Office, 1979-2007).  

 
Table 1.2 – Actual and projected population (‘000s) of Regional Authority areas, 2002 and 2021  
Regional 
authority area 

Population 
2002 

Natural 
increase 

Internal 
migration 

External 
migration 

Population 
2021 

Total 
increase 

Average annual 
increase (%) 

Border 433 57 8 48 546 113 1.2 
GDA 1,535 298 -54 284 2,063 528 1.6 
 Dublin 1,123 197 -112 232 1,440 317 1.3 
 Mid-East 413 101 58 51 623 210 2.2 
Midland 225 37 14 19 296 71 1.4 
Mid-West 340 50 -4 24 410 70 1.0 
South-East 424 59 20 35 537 114 1.3 
South-West 580 72 2 50 705 124 1.0 
West 380 59 13 60 513 133 1.6 
State 3,917 633 0 520 5,070 1,153 1.4 
Source: Central Statistics Office, 2006.  
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While government policy seeks to achieve what it terms balanced regional development, the 
reality is that the GDA has grown at a fast pace and the dominant position of Dublin has 
become more rather than less entrenched as a result. Most forecasts of future growth predict 
that this trend will continue. Table 1.2 shows the actual population in 2002 and the projected 
population to 2021. The population of the GDA stood at just over 1.5 million people in 2002 
but this is expected to rise to just over 2 million in 2021. This anticipated growth would result 
in the GDA having over forty per cent of the national population. In reality, as Figure 1.2 
demonstrates, the functional region, in terms of the regions commuting zone and its economic 
footprint, extends beyond the boundaries of the GDA and into adjoining administrative 
districts. In short, the impact and influence of Dublin extends across practically the whole of 
the Eastern seaboard. 

 
Figure 1.2 – Dublin Functional Urban Region 2005  

 

Source: Williams, Sheils and Hughes (2007 
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1.2.3 Economic development  

Dublin is somewhat unusual in terms of its place in the urban structure of Ireland when 
compared with other European cities. It has historically had a dominant position in the urban 
hierarchy and has therefore had a central economic, political and cultural role. Over the past 
decade, as economy and society have developed and transformed at an astonishing pace, the 
role of Dublin has become ever more dominant. As stated earlier, this area now officially 
recognised for the purposes of regional and metropolitan planning, contains approximately 40 
per cent of the national population and over 40 per cent of its economic activity. Thus, what 
happens in the GDA is crucially important not only for the region itself but also for the nation 
as a whole.  

Table 1.3 details some of the most recent figures for employment structure in the GDA. What 
is clear is that the services sector dominates the employment structure not only of the GDA 
but of the country as a whole. However, in the GDA service sector employment accounts for 
77 per cent of all jobs while nationally services jobs account for 71 per cent of jobs. The 
Table also shows the strength of particular sectors in the GDA. For example, two thirds of all 
banking and financial services jobs are located in the GDA, while 60 per cent of real estate 
and related jobs are in the GDA. Over half of transport and communication jobs are in the 
GDA (discussed in detail in section 6). We know also that a number of the leading ICT firms 
are located in the GDA. Examples include Intel, Microsoft, Google and E-bay, all of whom 
have their major European operations located in the GDA. 

 
Table 1.3 - Employment structure in Ireland and the Greater Dublin Area (2006) 

 State GDA % in GDA 

Manufacturing    
Mining, quarrying and turf production 7,751 1,823 23.5 
Manufacturing industries 243,182 79,149 32.5 
Electricity, gas and water supply 11,290 4,525 40.1 
Construction 215,184 70,213 32.6 
Services    
Wholesale and retail trade 257,309 106,524 41.4 
Hotels and restaurants 100,731 37,604 37.3 
Transport, storage and communications 105,705 53,917 51.0 
Banking and financial services 85,413 55,153 64.6 
Real estate, renting and business activities 180,973 103,085 57.0 
Public administration and defence 101,264 47,223 46.6 
Education 127,476 50,655 39.7 
Health and social work 191,219 74,838 39.1 
Other community, social and personal service activities 80,358 38,205 47.5 
Industry not stated 132,910 65,323 49.1 
Agriculture, forestry and fishing 89,277 12,003 13.4 
Total 1,930,042 800,240 41.5 
Source: Census of Population, 2006 
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1.2.4  Quality of life  

While policy developments to encourage R&D and a knowledge economy are well 
developed, the ability of government agencies and local urban management systems to cope 
with rapid growth has not been sufficiently developed. The buoyant economy has generated 
considerable urban growth and development in Dublin but this has been managed poorly from 
the viewpoint of overall infrastructure provision, particularly in terms of poor provision. 
There is little doubt that issues such as traffic congestion and poor connectivity between urban 
functions generally have had a detrimental impact on overall quality of life in Dublin. In 
essence, urban planning has been largely unsuccessful in the GDA, particularly in terms of 
delivering hugely important regional infrastructure projects. One reason for this is that the 
current planning and development system has its main focus and statutory powers at the 
individual local authority level and there is little co-operation between local authorities at the 
regional level. These structures have proved inadequate at dealing with the emerging 
infrastructure and quality of life issues that require responses at the regional and even national 
level.  

A recurring theme in the analyses of Dublin’s issues and problems suggests that key problems 
of transport and infrastructure deficits and housing affordability lie partly in the lack of robust 
and effective governance and management structures. From central to local government, it is 
suggested, there is an inability to plan for and deliver basic infrastructure such as public 
transport, sewage, water supply at a regional level. However, the Government has recently 
passed a Strategic Infrastructure Act, which is intended to fast-track major projects such as 
public transportation infrastructure and waste management facilities. Yet it remains to be seen 
whether this will address the core issue of co-ordinated administrative action at the regional 
level. 

A number of reports have identified quality of life, broadly construed, as an important issue in 
terms of maintaining and sustaining Dublin’s evolution towards a knowledge economy. These 
are clearly important issues with respect to the long term ability of Dublin to attract 
knowledge industries and the creative class. Failure to deal with such issues may, in the long 
run, lead to serious problems with regard to the sustainability of the city. Compared with 
many EU cities of a similar size, most analysts agree that Dublin has a serious under 
provision of public transport. With the rapid growth of the past decade the problems that this 
has generated have increased considerably, to the extent that traffic congestion is causing 
major problems with regard to business efficiency and overall mobility. Some of the key 
issues with respect to transport are: traffic congestion and increasing travel times; 
undeveloped public transport systems (particularly rail-based systems) when compared to 
similar sized urban areas in the EU, and long delays and cost overruns in construction and 
completions of key infrastructure projects. 
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Figure 1.3 - House completions in state and Greater Dublin Area  
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Source: Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government (2007) 

 
One of the other crucial factors causing concern is the buoyancy of the residential property 
market and problems of access to sufficient affordable housing. A number of important 
factors led to a house price explosion in the Irish housing market over the past decade. On the 
economic side, low interest rates, high increases in employment, wage inflation from an 
expanding economy all increased the demand for housing. Demographically, natural 
population increase, alongside extensive in-migration from return emigrants and immigration 
by non-EU nationals has also driven demand. Since the short-run supply of housing is 
relatively inelastic, the shift in demand due to growth in disposable income, growing 
employment levels and lower interest rates resulted in prices escalating rapidly. However, 
supply did respond by the late 1990s (see Figure 1.3). The main characteristic of the Irish 
housing market is that 90% of all houses completed over the past ten years were private 
houses, while social housing accounted for only 9% of the total completions. Moreover, the 
rate of house completions in recent years has been the highest per capita in the European 
Union.  

Although supply increased very substantially, the level and scale of demand for new housing 
resulted in extraordinarily rapid house price inflation (see Figure 1.4). While the rapid 
increase in house prices is evident from 1997 onwards, what is also evident is the even more 
rapid increase in the Dublin area. Over the decade 1993-2003, new house prices increased by 
221% nationally while in Dublin new house prices increased by 286%. The second hand 
market was even more buoyant. Over the same period second hand house prices increased by 
296% nationally while in Dublin they increased by an extraordinary 362%. The rate of these 
price increases, especially when compared to general inflation, suggest the emergence of 
affordability problems.  
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Figure 1.4 - House prices in Ireland and Dublin (Euro) 
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Source: Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government (2007) 

 
There are mixed views on the impacts of the buoyant residential property market. While some 
analysts take a fairly sanguine view of house price escalation and its impacts, others are more 
pessimistic (Fahey, Nolan and Maitre, 2004; National Economic and Social Council, 2004). 
Overall, however, the balance of the argument suggests that house price escalation has 
generated significant problems of affordability with a number of obvious and some less clear 
consequences. First, the evidence suggests that first-time buyers have affordability problems, 
with clear implications for the labour market and knowledge-based industries. One of the 
problems in Dublin has been a relative undersupply of new housing in the city and, as a 
consequence, the dispersion of new house building into adjoining areas. This has happened 
rapidly, with new housing being developed in an arc of 90km around Dublin. While the 
location of jobs remains predominantly in the built-up area of the city, the development of a 
spatially dispersed pattern of development has led to a Dublin housing market which in reality 
extends well beyond the city confines. In turn, this has generated a complex pattern of 
commuting to Dublin from towns and villages in adjoining areas. However, recent decreases 
in house prices (Figure 1.4) and a decline in the projected housing output suggests that 
housing may become more affordable, at least in the short term. 

1.3 The creative knowledge sector in Dublin 

1.3.1 The emergence of the knowledge economy and the dominance of Dublin 

In the last few decades Ireland’s economy has moved away from a manufacturing branch-
plant economy; service sector employment now predominates. The ‘post’ Celtic-tiger 
economy continues to show a decline in manufacturing activities and a strong performance 
within certain service sector activities (see Table 1.3). This is reinforced by an examination of 
Tables 1.4 and 1.5. Table 1.4 shows that those in the employer and manager category and in 
the higher professional category are over-represented in the GDA. Table 1.5 examines broad 



INTRODUCTION 
 

 13

occupational group and shows an over-presentation in Dublin of professional, technical and 
government occupations.  

 
Table 1.4 - Socio-economic group in Ireland and Greater Dublin Area 2006 

 GDA State GDA % 

A. Employers and managers 295,584 650,552 45.44 
B. Higher professional 121,042 245,170 49.37 
C. Lower professional 182,060 451,865 40.29 
D. Non-manual 347,526 818,573 42.46 
E. Manual skilled 146,605 429,779 34.11 
F. Semi-skilled 118,356 355,441 33.30 
G. Unskilled 55,738 159,904 34.86 
H. Own account workers 66,216 180,500 36.68 
I. Farmers 14,727 166,864 8.83 
J. Agricultural workers 5,621 27,407 20.51 
Z. All others gainfully occupied and unknown 309,061 753,793 41.00 
Total 1,662,536 4,239,848 39.21 
Source: Census of population 2006 

 
Rapid economic growth in recent years has reinforced Dublin’s primacy. Recent Foreign 
Direct Investment, for example, has been concentrated in Dublin. The regional output of the 
GDA amounted to €43bn in 2000 and accounted for 47 percent of the national economy 
(Yarwood et al, 2005). Moreover, much of this investment and growth has been within the 
service sector. Of the total regional output of €43bn in 2000, output of the service sector was 
more than half (€27bn). Hence, the service sector accounts for 62 per cent of regional output 
and approximately 75 per cent of employment (Yarwood et al, 2005). Within the service 
sector, both Banking and Financial Services (66.5 per cent) and Real Estate, Renting and 
Business activities (60.4 per cent) have the highest percentage of people employed within the 
GDA.  

 
Table 1.5 - Labour force by Broad Occupational Group 2006 

 GDA State GDA % 

Looking for first regular job 11,942 29,372 40.7 
Farming, fishing and forestry workers 10,436 88,414 11.8 
Manufacturing workers 78,808 245,234 32.1 
Building and construction workers 58,484 183,429 31.9 
Clerical, managing and government workers 186,698 365,670 51.1 
Communication and transport workers 51,702 114,919 45.0 
Sales and commerce workers 130,633 284,164 46.0 
Professional, technical and health workers 151,568 342,414 44.3 
Services workers 87,949 224,964 39.1 
Other workers (incl. not stated) 104,789 230,918 45.4 
Total in labour force 873,009 2,109,498 41.4 
Source: Census of Population 2006 

 
Undoubtedly then, relative to other sectors of the economy, service sector employment in the 
GDA is particularly dominant. Between 1996 and 2002, the total labour force of the GDA 
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increased by 18.9 per cent. The rate of participation in the labour force by people within the 
15-24 year age bracket has fallen since 1996, which is primarily due to increased participation 
levels in third level education. In terms of gender participation in the labour force, the most 
significant changes have occurred within the 35-44 and 45-54 age brackets. The rate of 
participation of women aged between 35-44 years increased from 41.5 per cent in 1991 to 
63.6 per cent in 2002; there was an increase of 23.8 to 35.1 per cent in the 45-54 group 
(Yarwood et al, 2005). The increased participation of women in the labour force is partly a 
product of more women returning to work after starting a family and reflects changes in Irish 
attitudes towards working women as well as the increased need for households to have two 
working parents. However, the 2002 Census indicates that 16 per cent of the female working 
population (of all ages) are employed on a part-time basis for less than 20 hours a week 
(Drudy, 2004).  

Ireland’s economic policies adopted in the 1990s proved successful in significantly lowering 
unemployment rates, increasing GNP per capita, increasing the country’s exports and 
expanding the country’s rate of employment. Recent economic strategy has focused on 
creating an attractive financial environment for investment. A fundamental part of Ireland’s 
attraction to investors is its young, English speaking, and well-educated population. Ireland’s 
economy grew by an average of 8 per cent a year between 1995 and 2002 (Eurostats); 
Ireland’s growth has far outstripped the EU (15 countries) average of 2.5 percent. 
Unemployment stood at 15.4 percent in 1992 but declined to 4.4 percent in 2002; the EU 
average is 8.1 per cent. Thus, according to Richard Florida (2005a), Ireland is no longer a 
marginal player in the global economy. It is among the leading group of players in the global 
competition for ‘talent’. For instance, Ireland has emerged as the world’s second largest 
software exporter behind the United States (Florida, 2005a). Much of this growth has 
concentrated in Dublin and the Greater Dublin Area. Florida (2005a) argues that Dublin has 
transformed itself into a lifestyle destination, with a large and growing group of foreign and 
home-grown technology companies, proficient technical colleges and universities, and a 
thriving artistic and cultural scene (Florida, 2005a, 176; Florida and Tinagli, 2004). 

Despite the rapid economic progress that has been made in Ireland over the past decade, 
increased regional disparities have become evident, in terms of economic output (Gross Value 
Added) and disposable incomes. Most of the recent growth in Ireland’s output can be 
attributed to the Eastern part of the country, most notably the Greater Dublin Area (GDA). 
Economic indicators such as the Gross Value Added (GVA) per capita for different regions in 
Ireland show the economic centrality of Dublin and the Mid-east areas relative to the rest of 
the country. Dublin & the Mid-east together with the South West region show the highest 
GVA in the country. Dublin’s GVA per person increased from 127.7 in 1995 to 133.3 in 
2004. In addition to broad national indicators of economic growth, household and individual 
figures also show how Ireland’s economy has flourished in the last decade. The country’s 
disposable income (per person) increased by more than 100 per cent from 1995 to 2004. In 
2004, the Dublin region had the highest disposable income per person of any of the eight 
regional authority areas; the national average is 11.8%.  
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1.3.2 Policy development and innovation 

Despite Ireland’s rapid economic boom, a growing concern among policy makers during the 
late 1990s was the country’s dependence on inward investment and imported technologies 
(Grimes and Collins, 2002, 2003). In recent years, policy makers and government officials 
have stressed the importance of developing strategies to facilitate the creation of economic 
clusters, sectoral specialisations, and the development of urban regions as so-called 
‘gateways’ for international business and enterprise. In terms of sectoral specialisation, 
Ireland has focused predominantly in areas of the ‘knowledge economy’. Technology 
Foresight Ireland (TFI), published in 1999, identified knowledge as a key driver of economic 
growth. The TFI brought together eight broad expert panels encompassing chemicals and 
pharmaceuticals, information and communication technologies, materials and manufacturing 
processes, health and life sciences, natural resources (agrifood, marine, forestry), energy, 
transport and logistics, construction and infrastructure (Williams and Redmond, 2006). TFI is 
based on the premise that societies that maximise opportunities for individuals and enterprises 
to develop knowledge-based skills and access knowledge-based services are the most likely to 
succeed (ICSTI/Forfas, 1999). 

The knowledge economy framework stresses the importance of links between industry, higher 
education, government bodies, and the broader society. The fruits of this policy can be seen in 
Table 1.6 which examines educational attainment. What is particularly striking is the over-
representation of those with higher degrees in the GDA, indicating the presence of a talented, 
highly skilled labour force in the Dublin region. The original TFI document was highly 
influential in shaping Ireland’s future economic development policies, including the National 
Development Plan 2000-2006. The NDP, a €50 billion programme, is Ireland’s largest and 
most ambitious investment plan; €2.54 billion has been invested in research and technology 
since 2000. In an effort to ensure that future economic growth builds a strong knowledge-
based economy, spending is concentrated in research and development in the information 
technology and biotechnology sectors (Grimes and Collins, 2002). The major initiatives of 
this plan involve the formation of Science Foundation Ireland (SFI) and the expansion of the 
HEA’s Programme for Research in Third Level Institutions (PRTLI). According to the IDA, 
Ireland’s current total investment in the knowledge sector (including investment in public and 
private spending on higher education) increased by an average annual rate of over 10 per cent 
over the past decade compared with averages of approximately 3 per cent by the EU and the 
OECD (Industrial Development Authority, 2006). 
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Table 1.6 - Highest level of educational attainment 2006 

 GDA State GDA % 

Total whose full-time education has ceased 1,111,877 2,850,333 39.0 
No formal education 6,079 16,167 37.6 
Primary 165,971 497,918 33.3 
Lower secondary 194,093 573,411 33.8 
Upper secondary 215,114 559,934 38.4 
Technical or vocational 58,422 159,200 36.7 
Both upper secondary and technical or vocational 32,347 84,364 38.3 
Third level, non-degree 119,256 301,327 39.6 
Third level, primary degree 83,204 166,524 50.0 
Professional qualification (of degree status at least) 34,060 73,052 46.6 
Both a degree and a professional qualification 48,923 98,217 49.8 
Postgraduate certificate or diploma 41,502 90,942 45.6 
Postgraduate degree (Masters) 48,625 84,628 57.5 
Doctorate (Ph.D) 8,018 14,412 55.6 
Not stated 56,263 130,237 43.2 
Total whose full-time education not ceased 224,711 525,066 42.8 
Total at school, university, etc. 142,529 349,596 40.8 
Other 82,182 175,470 46.8 
Total 1,336,588 3,375,399 39.6 
Source: Census of Population, 2006 

 
Despite increases in R&D expenditure the amount spent remains relatively low when 
compared to other OECD countries and the EU 25. Spending on R&D in Ireland is 1.43 per 
cent of Gross Domestic Product which represented an increase from the 2002 level of 1.35 per 
cent was nonetheless significantly lower when compared with the OECD average of 2.24 per 
cent. Although in absolute terms expenditure on R&D in Ireland has increased, it has done so 
at a time when GDP also increased even more significantly. 

Nonetheless, as a consequence, Ireland’s creative class has grown significantly in recent 
years, a change which the Irish state has been instrumental in bringing about. For example, 
the Irish government legislated in 1969 to make creative works by actors, painters, writers and 
musicians exempt from taxation. Partly as a consequence of this legislation, the country’s 
creative class has grown annually by 7 per cent since 1995 (Florida and Tingali, 2004). Table 
1.7 provides general figures for the creative sector in Ireland from 1991 to 2001. The growth 
in creative industries is quite remarkable. For example, the number of people employed in 
recreational activities increased from 14,664 in 1991 to 29,645 in 2002. Similarly the number 
of people engaged in architectural and engineering activities increased from 3,991 to 18,767 
in ten years.  

 



INTRODUCTION 
 

 17

Table 1.7– Persons employed in creative sector in Ireland 1996-2002 

 1991 1996 2002 

Advertising 1,723 2,518 4,217 
Architecture 3,991 5,944 18,767 
Manufacture textiles, clothing, footwear and leather 26,155 23,003 10,621 
Recreational Services2 14,665 23,435 29,645 
Total 1,149,080 1,307,236 1,641,587 
Source: Census of Industrial Production (various years) 

 
The Greater Dublin Area has benefited considerably from these developments. In 2000, in an 
attempt to combine creativity and urban redevelopment, the Irish government created an 
urban digital cluster area in Dublin known as the Digital Hub. The Digital Hub Development 
Agency (DHDA) was created to manage the development of a c.9 acre site located close to 
the historic core of Dublin’s city centre. It was an attempt by government to create an 
international centre of excellence for knowledge, creativity and innovation focused on digital 
content and technology enterprises. One of the core objectives of the Hub was to foster 
collaboration between digital media research on the one hand and enterprise on the other 
(Bayliss, 2007). The project, however, has been wrought with difficulties ever since its anchor 
tenant Media Lab Europe (around which much R&D facilities were expected to grow) closed 
due to a shortfall in funding in 2005. To date, only two of the sites nine acres have been 
developed and there have been significant difficulties attracting tenants to the Hub. According 
to Bayliss (2007), the government has spent c.70 million Euro on the project and it is 
estimated that a further 150 – 200 million is needed to complete the project. Perhaps the 
greatest lesson to be learned from the Digital Hub is that policy intervention alone is 
insufficient to develop creative knowledge clusters within cities. 

ICT companies have traditionally enjoyed success in Ireland and have helped place Ireland on 
the international map as a key location for investment across the ICT value chain. In the 
1980s, young, fast-growing companies such as Lotus, Microsoft, Symantec and Oracle 
established manufacturing and localisation centres in Ireland to supply the European, Middle 
East and African markets. This initial growth later became the catalyst for the emergence of a 
world-class sub-supply and vendor industry in Ireland. In addition to the first wave of 
investments from Intel, SAP, Sun, Novell, and Dell, Ireland’s existing FDI base – such as 
Microsoft, IBM, Accenture, Ericsson, Motorola, Apple and EDS - began to expand their 
operations during 1990s. In the ten years from 1991 to 2001, Ireland’s software industry 
experienced extraordinary levels of growth. While the industry employed a total of 7,793 in 
1991, the number more than quadrupled (31,500 total employed) by 2001 (Collins, 2007). 
However, the number employed in the ICT sector has declined significantly since 2001 with 
24,000 being employed a the end of 2005 (Bayliss, 2007).  

                                                 
2 The categories for recreational services changed in 2002. In 1991 and 1996 recreational services included art 
galleries; cinemas and film studios, theatre and broadcasting, horse racing, bookmaking, sweepstakes, lotteries 
etc. In 2002 the definition changed to include the following additional activities: motion picture and video 
activities; radio and television; other entertainment; news agency; library, archives, museums and other cultural 
activities; sporting activities. 
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Today Ireland is the largest exporter of software in the world. Eight of the top ten software 
suppliers in the world have operations in Ireland and it continues to be a leading European 
location for technology companies as demonstrated by recent investments such as Siebel, 
SAP, Net IQ, Google and Adobe. These newer investments tend to be more strategic in nature 
and many have European or global mandates for product development, high level pan-
European technical support, revenue accounting and financial shared services. Generally, 
companies in the sector now have multifunctional operations in Ireland that contribute to 
Ireland’s growing reputation as a location for high value, high skilled knowledge based 
activities. More than 1,300 indigenous and foreign owned companies market and manufacture 
a wide range of leading edge products in Ireland. Seven of the world’s top 10 ICT companies 
have a substantial base in Ireland. Overseas companies, including IBM, Intel, Hewlett 
Packard, Dell and Microsoft employ 45,000 people in Ireland.  

In 2004, the ICT sector employed 83,400 people and accounted for more than 16 per cent of 
total value added in industry and services. The ICT manufacturing sector employed 30,000 
and accounted for almost 13 per cent of total industrial employment, while 53,400 were 
employed in ICT services accounting for over 7 per cent of total services employment. This 
compares to 80,100 people employed and 17 per cent of total value added in 2003 (Central 
Statistics Office, 2006). Furthermore, exports in this sector exceeded €21 billion, representing 
26% of all exports in 2003. Over 800 software companies, both Irish and foreign owned, 
employ approximately 32,000 people, generating 10% of Ireland’s exports and have total 
annual revenues of €12billion. Over 800 software companies, 140 of them foreign, employing 
24,000 people and exporting over €23bn worth of products and services. Irish companies 
account for almost €1.2bn of that value (www.nsd.ie). The location of ICT industries has a 
very particular geography within Ireland. More than 75 percent of all software companies 
(both Irish and foreign) are located in the Greater Dublin Area (Collins, 2007). 

Repositioning Ireland in the global market places emphasis on Dublin’s perceived strengths. 
These include achieving recognition as a high skill, low taxation, and low cost gateway for 
FDI to European Union markets with minimal regulatory and planning restrictions. Current 
policy through the National development Plan 2000-2006 was heavily influenced by the 
Technology Foresight Ireland report (ICSTI/Forfas, 1999). This report essentially devised 
possible scenarios in relation to the development of the IT and Biotechnology sectors in 
Ireland and recommended certain courses of action for implementation at policy level. 
Specific referencing is made to facilitating the development of a Biotechnology cluster, which 
would be based on the development of strong links between the third level colleges and 
industry, agriculture and the financial services sectors with the following links seen as 
necessary.  

The knowledge framework can be visualised as a pyramid where industry, the higher 
education sector, government and society are the four inter-linked faces forming a partnership 
at all levels. The concept of excellence is intended to permeate all the faces of the pyramid. 
Excellence in the education systems, enterprises, whether technology takers or technology 
makers; government in its pro-active management of the innovation environment; and in 
society, where science and technology is valued and supported for its contribution to the 
economy and the health and well-being of citizens. However, a gap at the apex of the 
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education face of the pyramid has been identified - the need for a world-class research 
capability of sufficient scale in a number of strategic areas within the universities, research 
institutes and industry. The gap identified will only be filled if the partnership of government, 
industry, the higher education sector and society can combine to deliver the knowledge 
framework, which will hold in the future. TFI seeks to generate a critical mass of world class 
research and output in topics which are at the forefront of research. Moves in this direction 
can be seen as the rationale for increased commitments in funding for education in research 
and development in central government budgetary proposals for 2006 and 2007.  

Innovation policy in Ireland is directed by Forfas, the enterprise agency, and is formulated by 
the Irish Council for Science, Technology and Innovation (ICSTI) which is an agency 
operating under the aegis of Forfas. As Ireland is a small, open and export-oriented economy, 
the nation is heavily dependent of foreign direct investment and the existence of a solid base 
of competitive industry. The industrial and economic future well being of Ireland is heavily 
dependent on the development of an innovation-driven economy. Investment in research, 
related human resources and the application of new technology would enable Ireland to attract 
high quality foreign direct investment (FDI). The current National Development Plan 2000-
2006 aims to significantly upgrade the innovation capacity of the Irish economy through the 
provision of both hard and soft infrastructure and generate key linkages between existing 
Third Level institutions and industry engaged in innovation (ICSTI/Forfas/, 1999).  

There is a clear recognition of this at policy level and expenditure on R&D is now being 
targeted at the third level education sector. In the most recent budget, for example, a €1.2bn 
investment package was announced which will fund capital investment and research funding 
for the university sector over the period 2006-2010. Overall, however, it must be concluded 
that such investment is playing catch-up with other nations. The recent report by Florida and 
Tinagli (2004) on the rise of the creative class and the state of the associated creative 
economies in Europe, suggests that Ireland has seen the highest growth rates in numbers 
employed in the knowledge economy, although from a low base. While the thesis of the 
creative class is a controversial one, clearly the figures do report on a reality of increased 
knowledge-based industries developing in Ireland and an associated change in the nation’s 
occupation structure. A much less reported aspect of these findings, however, shows that 
Ireland ranks low in comparative context with respect to tolerance (13th out of 15 countries), 
something which Florida and Tingali argues is important in producing a true creative 
knowledge economy. It is notable that Ireland also ranks low on the technology index (11th 
out of 15 countries) despite the dominance of the ICT sector in Ireland. More specifically, 
Ireland ranks lows on the R&D index, the innovation index and the high-tech index all of 
which comprise the euro-technology index. This suggests that much of the benefit of Ireland’s 
ICT industry (such as software patents and product innovation) is perhaps being accrued 
elsewhere. 

Government policy with respect to third level education (university sector) is seeking a 
radical realignment which will make the sector respond more flexibly to the changing needs 
of industry. As stated earlier, the university sector is to receive additional funding aimed at 
R&D. It is also clear that Ireland’s model of economic development, which emphasises a 
social partnership approach, is seen as being crucial to economic success. Although the model 
has been criticised recently, the Government is currently in negotiations on a new national 
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agreement. It almost goes without saying perhaps that the maintenance of Ireland’s low 
corporation tax rate remains a major incentive for the attraction of inward investment.  

1.3.3 Challenges 

While investment in R&D has increased significantly over the past ten years, it is clear that 
from a comparative perspective additional investment is needed if Ireland is to further 
develop and compete with other nations and cities. A recent survey of 600 businesses by the 
Cambers of Commerce of Ireland reveals quite high levels of dissatisfaction with 
transportation in Ireland and with Dublin in particular (Chambers Ireland, 2005). The majority 
of respondents complained of loss of revenue due to congestion and problems of the 
workforce being late. While it is difficult to retro-fit a city which has no underground 
transport system, for example, few would argue that investment in public transport is needed 
for long term sustainability and future economic competitiveness.  

Ireland’s creative class has grown considerably in recent years, a change which the Irish state 
has been instrumental in bringing about through a policy of tax exemption for creative works 
by actors, painters, writers and musicians introduced in 1969. The government have taken an 
interventionist approach in creating appropriate conditions for creativity and innovation, and 
have achieved considerable success in that Ireland – a relatively small European state – is now 
the largest exporter of software in the world. ICT has become a critical part of the national 
economic success story over the last ten years. Direct intervention by the government with the 
1980s Finance Acts lead directly to the creation of the International Financial Services Sector 
(IFSC), a major centre for knowledge-based industry. Tax relief and other forms of financial 
incentives were critical to the development of the Centre and it now employs over 30,000 
highly skilled graduates. However, a city’s attractiveness is based on other factors also such 
as the level of crime and safety, available amenities and social tolerance. Dublin currently 
faces the challenge of managing an increasingly multi-ethnic and heterogeneous society.  

The outlook for the future development of creative knowledge industries is potentially bright, 
especially given increased funding allocations towards research and development activities in 
the current National Development Plan, 2007-2011. Dublin’s development path can therefore 
be characterised as having emerged from a relatively weak industrial base with the aid of 
significant pro-market government intervention to a situation where currently the creation and 
promotion of a ‘knowledge-intensive city’ has become a key part of the national economic 
discourse. 
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2 METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Introduction 

This section describes the methodology used in developing and implementing the employee 
survey. The second section describes the development of the questionnaire, the third section 
describes the sampling methods and the final section describes the application of the 
questionnaire in the field. A common sampling methodology for all thirteen urban areas was 
devised in April 2007. One of the core challenges was to come to a common definition of 
knowledge and creative workers but this necessarily entailed some degree of compromise. A 
more detailed analysis of the definitions used for the Dublin case study can be found in 
Crossa et al (2007).  

2.2 Work package objectives 

This work package investigates the attitudes of creative knowledge workers and higher 
educated graduates in relation to their experiences of living and working in the Dublin region. 
Of particular importance is the extent to which the attractiveness of the metropolitan region is 
influenced by consumption related 'soft' factors (for example, attractive housing, amenities 
and leisure facilities; the atmosphere or 'buzz' of a city) or by production related 'hard' factors 
(such as job availability, the quality of public services, local taxation policy and transport 
accessibility). To this end, employees working in creative and knowledge industries were 
surveyed together with higher educated graduates with a view to understanding the relative 
importance of these factors for creative knowledge workers and graduates in the Dublin 
metropolitan region. The survey sought to analyse the importance placed by individuals on 
residential and workplace location factors (in terms of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors) as well as 
levels of satisfaction with the residential environment and satisfaction with the work 
environment. Focus was also placed on general levels of satisfaction with the city and its 
living environment including satisfaction with both 'hard' and 'soft' factors and the perceptions 
of individuals with regard to the level of tolerance within the city. 

2.3 Questionnaire design  

The questionnaire survey was developed and led by members of the Dublin team. The 
creation of the questionnaire entailed a number of steps which involved collaboration both 
within the Dublin team and with members of the entire ACRE project. An outline of the 
process involved in developing the questionnaire survey is now discussed. 
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2.3.1 Developing the questionnaire survey 

In developing the questionnaire, a core objective was to understand the drivers behind the 
decisions of workers in creative and knowledge industries and higher educated graduates to 
seek a job at a specific location in the region. A further and related objective was to explore 
the role that both ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors play in the decision of creative and knowledge 
workers and graduates to live in a particular location in the region. Consequently, and with 
the foregoing objectives in mind, the survey was divided into four distinct sections. 

The first relates to ‘satisfaction with the city’. One of the key arguments in the debate on 
creative and knowledge cities is concerned with the role of ‘hard’ and ‘soft factors’ in the 
location decisions of firms/organisations as well as individual workers. In particular, the 
creative class hypothesis purports that workers in the creative sector place a high value on 
what are termed ‘soft factors’, for example the atmosphere of a city, its amenities, the variety 
of attractions and interests that are available and even the general ‘buzz’ of the city and its 
vibrancy are considered important location factors. Thus, the objective of this section of the 
questionnaire was to determine workers levels of satisfaction with various different aspects of 
the city including their perceptions of the general level of tolerance within the city. 

The second section is concerned with ‘satisfaction with job and work environment’. One of 
the main objectives here was to investigate levels of satisfaction of creative knowledge 
workers with ‘soft’ factors related to the intrinsic nature of the working environment, such as 
the sense of achievement gained from work, the scope for innovation in the workplace and the 
level of influence individuals have in directing their work as opposed to traditional ‘hard’ 
factors such as salary, job security, workplace facilities and training. The prevailing 
hypothesis here is that a healthy work-life balance is important for the new breed of 
individual working within the creative knowledge economy and therefore ‘soft’ factors are 
important in determining where these individuals work and the length of time the stay in the 
job. 

The third section deals with ‘satisfaction with neighbourhood/area and dwelling’. Once again 
the emphasis here is in relation to the role of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors in terms of what 
individuals perceive to be the most important residential location factors. ‘Hard’ factors 
include the cost of the dwelling as well as its proximity to the workplace in terms of journey 
time and journey distance. ‘Soft’ factors include the proximity of the dwelling to public or 
private open space as well as proximity to leisure facilities and crèches. Emphasis was placed 
also on investigating levels of satisfaction with the dwelling itself. 

The final section, ‘background data’, gathered background information on each respondent. 
Issues such as their age, gender, level of educational attainment, income and nationality were 
important in this regard. Much of the background data is used for controlling for specific 
categories of respondents during the data analysis.  

Once the foregoing was completed, the formulation of many of the questions required 
drawing from current research on, for example, life satisfaction and quality of life issues. 
Upon completion of this task, the Dublin team ‘brainstormed’ and produced a series of 
possible questions. Through a deliberative process some questions were used and were 
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questions overlapped they were discarded. Once the overlaps were addressed, the challenge 
was to identify gaps in each section and this was to be done through the used of a pilot survey. 

The Dublin team piloted the questionnaire (a sample size of 12) locally and detailed feedback 
was received. Respondents who partook in the pilot survey were asked to be critical of the 
survey and to include their written feedback with the questionnaire. A number of gaps were 
identified and substantive revisions of some sections of the questionnaire were made and a 
number of questions were amended. After this task was completed, the Dublin team analysed 
the questionnaire once again to ensure it was substantively, grammatically and linguistically 
correct.  

2.3.2 Distributing the draft questionnaire survey 

Upon completion of the first draft, the questionnaire was sent to the management team 
(Amsterdam). Thereafter, it was returned to the Dublin team with some minor comments and 
suggestions. Changes and edits were made accordingly. During the project meeting in March 
2007 (Sofia), the Dublin team gave an outline presentation detailing the rationale behind the 
structure of the survey and each team was given a draft copy. The merits of the survey 
surveys as well as gaps that still existed were discussed using a ‘questions and answers’ 
session. Consensus was reached to proceed with the existing structure of the survey and each 
team was to provide comments and suggestions (as per an agreed deadline) on how the survey 
may be changed fit the broad objectives of the research more accurately as well as to account 
for each individual city.  

2.3.3 Feedback and revision 

After the deadline for feedback and suggestions was exceeded, the Dublin team held a 
meeting to discuss the feedback. The feedback received was generally constructive and most 
of the suggested revisions only required minor editing. Others, however, required more 
extensive thought and, in some cases, substantive revisions. In the majority of cases, the 
suggestions and recommendations from the various teams were incorporated to the 
questionnaire. However, this resulted in the length of the questionnaire being expanded to 
more than double its original size. This was a particular concern for the Dublin team because 
it brought issue about the length of time that respondents needed to complete the survey to the 
fore. As a result, the questionnaire was revised and reduced significantly in size by the project 
by the project coordinator and the co-ordination team. Insofar as was possible teams were 
asked to restrain from changing the questionnaire significantly due to the potential difficulties 
that may arise for future comparisons. The final questionnaire, which was used for the current 
analysis, can be found in Appendix 1. 
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2.4 General sampling framework 

The framework used for sampling creative knowledge workers for Dublin was based on 
stratified random sampling. Three strata were identified for sampling purposes: 

1. Workers from creative industries 
2. Workers from knowledge-intensive industries 
3. Higher educated graduates 

 
The total number of survey responses required was 200; 75 responses each were required 
from workers in creative and knowledge industries with 50 being required from higher 
educated graduates. Responses were to be generated randomly within each stratum. 

Workers in creative and knowledge industries were required to meet with three basic criteria 
in order to be included in the final sample. First, they must be working in a creative or 
knowledge industry according to predefined NACE codes (Table 2.1). Second, they were 
required to be both living and working within the administrative district of the Greater Dublin 
Area (see Appendix 1). Third, they were not permitted to be engaged in an administrative 
occupation. This is justified on the basis that administration duties are common across all 
industries and thus would provide little insight into the attitudes and preferences of creative 
and/or knowledge workers. 

 
Table 2.1 - Employment in selected creative and knowledge industries in the GDA 
 Description # employed 

(2004) 
% employed 

in sector 
# of people 
required 

Creative 
industries 

Computer games, electronic publishing, 
software, software consultancy 

16,536 36.2 27 

 - Motion picture & video 
- Radio & TV activities 

4,522 
4,416 (‘01) 

9.9 
9.7 

7 
7 

 Architecture 20,262 44.3 33 

Total  45,736  75 

Knowledge-
intensive 

Legal accounting, book-keeping, etc 48,765 42.1 32 

 Financial intermediation 44,477 (‘02) 38.4 29 
 R & D 

Higher Education 
2,066 

20,620 (‘02) 
1.8 
17.8 

2 
13 

Total  115,928  75 

 

Higher educated graduates were required to meet with all three criteria outlined above with 
one addition; graduates who were not working in creative or knowledge industries but who 
were considered to have graduated from a creative or knowledge discipline (based on ISCED-
97 codes; see Table 2.2) were included in the final sample. Only graduates who graduated 
between 1997 and 2002 were selected. It was felt that individuals who had graduated for five 
years or more would have made more definitive career choices and thus graduates working in 
creative industries were likely to be doing so out of choice rather than necessity. 
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Table 2.2 - Education fields for creative and knowledge disciplines (ISCED-97 codes) 

Broad Field Narrow field Detailed fields 

2. Humanities & Arts 21 Arts 211 Fine arts 

  212 Music & Performing arts 

  213 Audio Visual techniques & media 
production 

  214 Design 

  215 Craft skills 

31 Social & Behavioural Science 314 Economics 3. Social Sciences, Business & Law 

32 Journalism & Information 321 Journalism & Reporting 

 34 Business & Administration 342 Marketing & advertising 

  343 Finance, Banking Insurance 

  344 Accounting & taxation 

  345 Management & administration 

 38 Law 380 Law 

 48 Computing 481 Computer Science 

  482 Computer Use 

5. Engineering, Manuf. & construction 58 Architecture and Building 581 Architecture & town planning 

Source: Eurostats (1999) 

 

2.5 Generating company/institution databases 

Individuals working in the each of the three sectors were not targeted directly. For each sector 
and for sub-sectors within creative, knowledge and graduate sectors, a database of companies 
and, in the case of graduates, institutions was compiled (Table 2.3). Companies from these 
databases were contacted and requested to partake in the survey. 
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Table 2.3 - Database source information for each of three sectors 

Creative industry by NACE code Information source 

722 Computer games, software, 
electronic publishing, software 
consultancy & supply 

ICT Database, Digital Hub E-Bulletin Board, Digital Hub Companies 
Database 

921/922 Motion picture & video activities; 
Radio & TV activities 

IFTN (Irish Film & Television Network) Directory; AIPRI 
(Association of Independent Radio Producers of Ireland) 

742 Architecture & Planning RIAI (Directory of Registered Architects Practices 
2006/2007(Ireland), IPI (Irish Planning Association) Listing 

Knowledge industry by NACE code Information source 
Legal Law Society Ireland Directory 
tax consultancy, accounting, book-
keeping & auditing activities 

Kompass and FAME company directories  

market research & public opinion 
polling 

(MII) Marketing Institute Ireland Listing 

741 

business & management 
consultancy & holdings 

IMCA (Institute of Management Consultants & Advisers) Database 
of Registered Consulting Practices; IBA (Irish Brokers Association) 
Listing; Kompass & FAME 

65 Financial intermediation (not 
insurance or pension funding) 

IFSC (International Financial Services Centre) Listings, IAIM (Irish 
Association of Investment Managers), IBA (Irish Brokers 
Association); Kompass and FAME 

73 Research & Development Universities in the GDA and Kompass 
803 Higher Education Universities in the GDA 

Graduate database sources 
Graduates Alumni Offices of TCD, DIT, DCU, NCAD, Griffith College, UCD; UCD Business Alumni; UCD GPEP 

MRUP Alumni; Boards i.e. online notice boards for Graduates; Graduate respondents from companies who 
participated in the survey  

 

2.6 Survey application  

Companies in each sector were contacted from the relevant databases. Details of the number 
of companies contacted and the number who co-operated with survey distribution in each 
sector is detailed in Table 2.4. In total 961 companies were contacted and asked to participate 
in the survey; 570 companies in the creative sector and 391 in the knowledge sector. Of the 
total contacted, 47 (5.0%) companies participated; 22 in the creative sector and 25 (3.8%) in 
the knowledge sector (6.4%). Evidently, the participation rate was higher in the knowledge 
sector than in the creative sector. 

Data from Graduates was collected in two ways. First, respondents who met with the 
previously defined criteria for graduates were included in the graduate sample from our online 
surveys. Two questions were included in the questionnaire which enabled the determination 
of the year of each respondent’s primary degree and the discipline of that degree. Thus, we 
could determine whether online responses met with our criteria for graduates. Second, 
graduates were targeted directly from local universities. Alumni organisations in DIT, DCU, 
TCD, NCAD, UCD and Griffith College were contacted by email and by telephone and asked 
to co-operate. Due to privacy issues alumni organisations would not allow direct access to 
their graduate database. However, a number agreed to include details of the survey and a link 
to the online survey in graduate e-bulletins. This method conforms to the random sampling 
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strategy outlined at the beginning of this section in the sense that those who completed the 
survey were randomly self-selected. 

 
Table 2.4 - Companies contacted and company responses in each sector 

NACE CODE Sector name Companies 
contacted Participated 

Creative industries   
722 Computer games, software, electronic publishing, 

software consultancy 
304 10 

921 Motion picture and video 23 3 
922 Radio & TV 27 4 
742 Architecture 216 5 

Knowledge industries   
741 Law 82 1 
 Accounting, Book-keeping, Auditing, Tax 70 2 
 Market Research, Public Opinion Polling 19 6 
 Business & Management Consultancy, Holdings 78 4 
65 Financial intermediation 119 6 
73 R&D 15 1 
803 Education 8 5 

 
A number of survey distribution methods were employed during the course of data collection 
and are outlined in Table 2.5. The most important method of data collection was via the 
World Wide Web (internet) followed by hand-delivered paper-based surveys. Online surveys 
were generally administered through an executive officer in a company or through a personnel 
officer who sent the survey link to employees via their email system. Our experience over the 
course of data collection was that companies appeared to be more willing to complete an 
online survey because it was perceived as less time consuming than dealing with a person on 
a face-to-face basis or filling out a paper-based survey. In addition, many administrative 
officers felt that they did not possess the authority to distribute a paper-based survey to 
employees while they did feel that they could circulate an email with a link to the online 
survey. Individuals who completed the online survey and paper-based surveys did so of their 
own accord. In other words, there was a large element of self-selection in completing the 
surveys which was random. This conforms to the general sampling framework laid out 
previously. 

 
Table 2.5 - Methods of survey distribution and number of responses 

Distribution method Responses 

Face to face 2 

Paper based (hand delivered) 70 

Paper based (posted) 27 

Online 135 
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2.7 Response breakdown: Industry sector, size of enterprise and geographic 
location 

Table 2.6 shows the breakdown of responses by creative and knowledge sub-sectors. It also 
shows the geographical breakdown of respondent companies and the size of the enterprise. 
The sampling methodology also uses response weighting based on the relative importance of 
the industry in each sector (see Table 2.1). As can be seen, in some cases it was not possible 
to get responses in some cases. There are a number of reasons for this. In some cases, there 
were no companies in a particular sector in the outer city while in other cases, particularly in 
large knowledge industries, they were unwilling to complete the survey.  

 
Table 2.6 - Breakdown of responses by sector, size of enterprise and geographic location 
NACE Sector name  Inner city Outer/suburban Responses 

Creative industry 
Small 6 8 722 Computer games, software, electronic 

publishing, software consultancy Large 13 2 
29 

Small  5 921 Motion picture and video 
Large 3  

8 

Small 1 1 922 Radio & TV 
Large 1 5 

8 

Small 3 18 742 Architecture 
Large 9 13 

43 

Small 3 1  Other 
Large 2 1 

7 

Total 95 

Knowledge industry 
Small   741 Law 
Large 1  

1 

Small  1 741 Accounting, Book-keeping, Auditing, 
Tax Large 21  

22 

Small 9 8 741 Market Research, Public Opinion 
Polling Large  7 

24 

Small 2  741 Business & Management Consultancy, 
Holdings Large 1 1 

4 

Small 2 6 65 Financial Intermediation 
Large 5  

13 

Small   73 R&D 
Large  1 

1 

Small   803 Education 
Large 4 16 

20 

Total 85 

 
We were anxious, insofar as was possible, to achieve a geographical breakdown relative to the 
distribution of companies in the study area and to achieve a proportionate breakdown of small 
and large companies. For our analysis we consider the inner city to be the area of Dublin city 
which falls within the canal boundaries; we consider small enterprises to be firms with 50 
employees or less as per the guidelines of the Irish Small Business Forum (Small Business 
Forum, 2006). 
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In terms of creative and knowledge workers only, the total number of responses for the inner 
and outer city was 86 and 94 respectively. In the creative sector, the number of inner and 
outer city respondents was 41 and 54 respectively while the corresponding number for 
knowledge respondents was 45 and 40 respectively. Thus, the geographic distribution of 
respondents is more or less evenly spread between the inner and outer city. 

We also achieved a healthy balance of responses from small and large enterprises. In the 
creative sector 46 and 49 responses were from individuals working in small and large 
enterprises respectively while the corresponding figure for the knowledge-intensive sector 
were 28 and 57 respectively. In the case of knowledge industries it was more difficult to get 
small enterprises to co-operate with survey distribution. 

2.8 Statistical methods 

During the course of the analysis it was necessary to employ two different statistical methods: 
an independent samples t-test and a chi-square test as applied to contingency tables. A brief 
explanation of each method is provided. 

2.8.1 Independent samples T-test 

The independent samples t-test is used to compare the sample means of any two independent 
sample populations. The null hypothesis assumes that no difference exists between the mean 
values of the two sample population while the alternative hypothesis assumes that a 
significant difference exists (see Burt and Barber, 1996). It is also important to note that 
during the course of this analysis, homogeneity of variance tests were conducted prior to 
undertaking t-tests. 

2.8.2 Chi-square test 

The chi-square test is a statistical test used to test whether observed values (empirically 
obtained) differ significantly from what would be expected under conditions of independence. 
In other words, the test examines the extent to which empirical frequencies differ from those 
expected under conditions of independence and determines the probability of these 
frequencies occurring by chance. Thus, the null hypothesis assumes that there is no 
association between the variables being analysed while the alternative hypothesis assumes the 
opposite (see Blalock, 1979; Salkind, 2004). The test assumes that samples are randomly 
generated. 
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3 DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS 

3.1 Introduction 

This section provides a comparative analysis of the key differences between the three groups 
of workers selected in the sampling framework: workers in creative industries, workers in 
knowledge industries and higher educated graduates. The objective is to determine whether 
creative, knowledge and graduate workers have different demographic, job and residential 
characteristics. A further objective is to explore whether or not different attitudes exist 
towards work and residential environments and to determine whether levels of satisfaction 
with the city of Dublin differ to any great extent between groups. This is crucial in terms of 
understanding the drivers behind the decisions of different groups to work in the Dublin 
Region and also in terms of distinguishing between the importance of hard and soft factors in 
the location decision making of creative knowledge workers. 

3.2 Basic demographic features 

As stated in the methodology section, the total number of employee responses for the study is 
234. The objective was to receive 75 responses each from workers in the creative and 
knowledge sectors and 50 responses from higher educated graduates. For the Dublin study, 
the total number of responses from employees in the creative and knowledge sectors was 95 
and 85 respectively while the number of responses for higher educated graduates was 54. 

3.2.1 Gender 

The gender breakdown for the total sample is 51.5 per cent male and 48.5 per cent female. 
According to the Census of Population 2006 the male versus female breakdown in the labour 
force is 58 per cent male 42 per cent female so females are slightly overrepresented in our 
sample. Looking at the breakdown of the sample by worker subgroup, respondents from the 
creative sector were 57.9 per cent male and 42.1 per cent female; the corresponding figures 
for those from the knowledge sector were 48.8 per cent and 51.2 per cent. Thus, there are a 
larger proportion of females in the creative sector than in the knowledge sector and a higher 
proportion than for industry as a whole in Ireland. The reasons for this are unclear but the 
results do indeed suggest that female workers are more attracted to employment in the 
creative industries. 

The breakdown for higher educated graduates was 44.2 per cent male and 55.8 per cent 
female. This is an interesting result because it implies that higher educated graduates are 
mostly female which is indicative of current trends in the Irish education system whereby 
females are consistently outperforming their male counterparts in recent years. 
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3.2.2 Age 

Table 3.1 shows the age profile of the respondents for the total sample and for each of the 
three subgroups. The results for the total sample show that a large majority fall within the 25 
to 34 age bracket which is reflective of the youthful nature of the population of the Dublin 
region. In fact 71.3 per cent of the total sample falls within the 15-34 age range. 

For both creative (66.7 per cent) and knowledge (61.2 per cent) workers, there are large 
proportions of workers from the 15 to 34 age group. This is a significant finding given that 
individuals in this age group comprised only 28.9 per cent of the total working population in 
1996 (CSO, 19961). This suggests that there is disproportionate number of individuals in this 
age group working in creative and knowledge industries, and particularly in the creative 
sector. Table 3.1 also shows that a large proportion of graduates fall within the 25-34 age 
range. However, this is to be expected given that the sampling strategy employed targeted 
graduates who completed their primary degree between 1997 and 2002. 

 
Table 3.1 - Age range of respondents by worker type  

 15-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 refused 

Creative 11.8% 55.9% 19.4% 10.8% 2.2% 0.0% 
Knowledge 21.3% 40.0% 25.0% 3.8% 8.8% 1.3% 
Graduate 0.0% 94.1% 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Total sample 12.5% 58.9% 18.2% 5.8% 4.0% 0.4% 

3.2.3 Household structure 

Table 3.2 shows the household structure of respondents The results generated for the total 
sample show that 49.3 per cent of households are cohabiting couples (married or otherwise) 
with 22.7 per cent of co-habiting couples also having children. Non-family households (29.1 
per cent) represent a significant secondary position and this is related to the fact that it is 
common for many people in Dublin to co-habit with friends, particularly in the private-rented 
sector, in order to reduce rental payments. 

In terms of worker subgroups, it is clear from the results that the majority of respondents 
(with the exception of graduates) are in some form of relationship either as a co-habiting 
couple or as a co-habiting couple with children; the figures for creative and knowledge 
workers are 56.4 per cent and 50.6 per cent respectively while for graduates the figure is 
considerably lower at 36.8 per cent. It is notable that 44.4 per cent of graduates live in non-
family households which is likely to be related to the fact that the vast majority of workers in 
this category are in the younger age range (25-34; see Table 3.2) and thus are less likely to be 
in a long-term committed relationship and more likely to be living with friends.  

 

                                                 
1 This is the latest reference for which this data is available 
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Table 3.2 - Household type of respondents for each worker type 
 One 

person 
house-
hold 

Husband& 
wife/ co-
habiting 
couple 

Husband& 
wife/ co-
habiting 
couple 
with 
children 

Lone 
father/ 
mother 
and 
child 

Husband& 
wife/ co-
habiting 
couple and 
other 
persons 

Husband& 
wife/ co-
habiting 
couple& 
children& 
others 

Lone 
father/ 
mother 
and 
children 
and 
others 

Non-
family 
household 
with 
related or 
non-
related 
persons 

Other 

Creative 11.7% 29.8% 26.6% 1.1% 1.1% 3.2% 1.1% 20.2% 5.3% 
Knowledge 10.6% 24.7% 25.9% 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 29.4% 3.5% 
Graduate 13.0% 24.1% 11.1% 1.9% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 44.1% 0.0% 
Total 
sample 

11.6% 26.6% 22.7% 3.0% 1.7% 1.3% 0.4% 29.1% 3.4% 

 

3.2.4 Income 

Table 3.3 shows the income range for the total sample and for the respondents in each of the 
three worker subgroups. Looking at the total sample, the results show that 65.7 per cent of 
respondents have a monthly income of between €2000-3999 with relatively small proportion 
in each of the other income range. Given that the average net monthly industrial wage (before 
taxes) in Ireland is €2,190 (CSO, 2006) the foregoing results are in line with expectations. 

The results show that the largest proportion of creative and knowledge workers also earn 
between €2000-2999 per month. However, this trend is more prominent in the case of creative 
workers with 53.8 per cent of respondent’s monthly earnings within this income range. A 
closer look at the cumulative percentage figures shows that 75.3 per cent of creative workers 
earn between €2000-3999 while the corresponding figures for knowledge workers and 
graduates are 44.9 per cent and 79.2 per cent respectively. This does not necessarily imply 
that the majority of knowledge workers earn less than the other groups. On the contrary, 28.2 
per cent of knowledge workers earn €4000 and above while the corresponding figures for 
creative workers and graduates are 10.8 per cent and 13.2 per cent respectively. It seems that 
knowledge workers have a greater range and variability of incomes, particularly in the higher 
income ranges, while creative and graduate incomes are clustered in the 2000-3999 income 
range. It is notable also that a large proportion (11.5 per cent) of knowledge workers refused 
to provide details in relation to their income range. 

 
Table 3.3 - Monthly income range (after taxes) of respondents by worker type (€) 

 500-
999 

1000-
1999 

2000-
2999 

3000-
3999 

4000-
4999 

5000-
5999 

6000-
6999 

7000-
7999 

10000 
+ 

Ref-
used 

Creative 1.1% 7.5% 53.8% 21.5% 6.5% 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 5.4% 
Knowledge 1.3% 14.1% 34.6% 10.3% 6.4% 12.8% 6.4% 2.6% 0.0% 11.5% 
Graduate 5.7% 0.0% 39.6% 39.6% 11.3% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 
Total sample 2.2% 8.0% 43.8% 21.9% 7.6% 6.3% 2.2% 0.4% 0.9% 6.7% 

 
Table 3.4 shows that there are significant differences between gender and income level for our 
respondents. Significantly more men earn in the higher income ranges than women with 21.4 
per cent of male workers earning €4000 or above while the corresponding figure for female 
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workers is less than half that figure at 10.3 per cent. This trend is broadly in line with 
expectations given that the gross national average industrial salary for female workers is 
€23,458 while the corresponding salary for male workers is €32,471 (CSO, 2006). 

Table 3.4 - The relationship between gender and income 

 500-
999 

1000-
1999 

2000-
2999 

3000-
3999 

4000-
4999 

5000-
5999 

6000-
6999 

10000
+ 

7000-
7999 Refused 

Male .9% 8.6% 37.9% 23.3% 10.3% 7.8% 3.4% .9% 1.7% 5.2% 

Female 2.8% 7.5% 50.0% 20.8% 4.7% 4.7% .9% 0.0% 0.0% 8.5% 

3.2.5 Level of education 

Table 3.5 displays the highest level of education attainment by respondents in each worker 
group. A massive 91.7 per cent of creative workers and 89.9 per cent of knowledge workers 
have achieved a third level qualification. The corresponding figure for those with a primary 
degree or higher are 75.6 per cent and 85.1 per cent for creative and knowledge workers 
respectively. For Dublin, this result supports the notion of Florida (2005) that those working 
in creative and knowledge industries are talented individuals2. The results also demonstrate 
that 50.7per cent of those working in knowledge industries have a Masters or PhD degree 
while the corresponding values for those working in creative industries and for graduates is 
18.3 per cent and 32.4% per cent respectively. This perhaps explains, to some extent at least, 
why a higher proportion of knowledge workers are in the higher income brackets (see Table 
3.3).  

Table 3.5 - Highest level of education attained by respondents for each worker type 

 Diploma Degree Masters PhD Other 

Creative 16.1% 57.3% 18.3% 0.0% 8.3% 
Knowledge 4.8% 34.4% 33.0% 17.7% 10.1% 
Graduate 0% 60.4% 13.1% 19.3% 5.2% 

 

3.2.6 Nationality 

Table 3.6 shows the various nationalities represented in the survey responses. There are 19 
different nationalities represented in the total sample; 80.9 per cent are Irish, 13.5 per cent are 
from EU nations while 5.6 per cent are from outside the EU. This suggests that Dublin is a 
particularly attractive location for individuals from EU nations.  

Of the respondents in the creative and knowledge sector, 74.7 per cent and 85.5 per cent are 
Irish respondents while the corresponding figure for respondents in the graduate sector is 86.3 
per cent. This suggests that there are a greater proportion of non-Irish individuals working in 
the creative sector. German and Polish are the largest groups other than Irish represented in 
the creative sector while for the knowledge sector the UK is the most prominent secondary 
nationality represented. For graduates, there is no prominent non-Irish nation represented.  

                                                 
2 Florida (2005, 37) defines Talent (one of the 3 T’s) in terms of individuals with a primary degree or above. 
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In broad terms, the results demonstrate the diverse range of nationalities currently living and 
working in the Dublin region. Florida (2005) has outlined diversity as one of the key 
underlying factors necessary for regional competitiveness in the emerging creative knowledge 
economy. From his viewpoint ‘living in a diverse environment helps to make talented and 
creative people even more productive’ (Florida, 2005, 39). Thus, it seems that Dublin’s 
creative knowledge sector does indeed have a diverse range of individuals and this has 
positive implications for the attractiveness of the city to workers.  

 
Table 3.6 - Respondents for each worker group by nationality 

 Creative Knowledge Graduate 

American 0 0 1 
Bulgarian 1 0 0 
Chinese 2 0 0 
English 1 1 0 
English/Irish 1 0 0 
French 1 1 0 
German 6 0 1 
Indian 1 1 0 
Irish 71 71 44 
Israel 0 1 0 
Italian 1 1 1 
Northern Irish 0 1 1 
Polish 3 1 0 
Romanian 0 1 0 
Rwandan / Irish 1 0 0 
Scottish 1 1 1 
Slovak 1 0 0 
South African 2 1 0 
Swedish 0 0 1 
UK 1 2 0 
UK / Irish 1 0 0 
Welsh 0 0 1 
Total 95 83 51 
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3.3 Basic employment features 

This section describes the basic employment features of respondents including occupation, 
type of employee, contract status and the number of hours worked each week. Particular 
attention is given to differences that emerge in the results between creative, knowledge and 
graduates workers.  

3.3.1 Employment Status and occupation 

Table 3.7 shows the respondents occupation for the total sample and for each of the worker 
subgroups. Looking at the overall figures the results show that the vast majority of workers 
are employees (92.2 per cent) with only a small proportion of respondents being self-
employed/freelance (7.8 per cent). To put these figure in perspective, the corresponding 
figures for the national labour force show that 82.7 per cent or workers are employees and 
16.5 per cent are self-employed (CSO, 2007). This suggests that more workers in creative and 
knowledge industries are employees than is the standard for all workers in the labour force. 
However, the foregoing results are undoubtedly related to the sampling strategy employed 
which is not conducive to receiving responses from self-employed individuals because it 
specifically focussed on registered companies. When the figures are broken down by worker 
subgroup, the proportion of creative and knowledge workers that are employees is 88.0 per 
cent and 92.9 per cent respectively with the corresponding figure for graduates being 98.1 per 
cent. 

 
Table 3.7 - Employment status by worker subgroup 

 Employed Self-employed 

Creative 88.0% 12.0% 
Knowledge 92.9% 7.1% 
Graduate 98.1% 1.9% 
Total 92.2% 7.8% 

 

Table 3.8 reveals the various different occupations of each of the three sample groups. The 
sampling strategy employed in the analysis was highly successful at producing a range of 
occupations in both the creative and knowledge sectors. In addition, the key groups identified 
in each sector were sampled successfully together with the relative weightings of occupation 
types in each worker subgroup. The range and relative weightings of occupations for each 
worker subgroup are reflective of the sampling strategy employed (see Section 2). 
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Table 3.8 - Occupation characteristics (ISCO occupation codes) by worker subgroup 

 Creative Knowledge Graduate Total 
sample 

Directors and chief executives 2.1% 2.4% 0.0% 1.7% 
Production+operators managers in transport, storage… 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 
Production and operations dept managers in business 
services 

1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 

Production+operations dept managers(not class. elsewhere) 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 
Finance and admin department managers 4.2% 2.4% 0.0% 2.6% 
Sales and marketing department managers 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.4% 
Advertising and public relations department managers 0.0% 1.2% 1.9% 0.9% 
Computer services dept managers 1.1% 0.0% 1.9% 0.9% 
Computer systems designers and analysts 8.4% 0.0% 5.6% 4.7% 
Computer programmers 2.1% 2.4% 1.9% 2.1% 
Architects, town and traffic planners 34.7% 0.0% 13.0% 17.1% 
Civil engineer 0.0% 0.0% 5.6% 1.3% 
Electronics and telecommunications engineers 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 
Architects, engineers and related professionals 8.4% 0.0% 1.9% 3.8% 
College, university and HE teaching professionals 0.0% 23.5% 14.8% 12.0% 
Accountants 3.2% 20.0% 11.1% 11.1% 
Personnel and careers professionals 0.0% 1.2% 1.9% 0.9% 
Business professionals not elsewhere classified 10.5% 27.1% 5.6% 15.4% 
Lawyers 0.0% 2.4% 18.5% 5.1% 
Legal professionals not elsewhere classified 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.4% 
Authors, journalists and other writers 2.1% 0.0% 9.3% 3.0% 
Sculptors, painters and related artists 6.3% 0.0% 1.9% 3.0% 
Mechanical engineering technicians 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 
Computer assistants 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 
Photographers and image, sound recording equipment 
operators 

3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 

Securities and finance dealers and brokers 0.0% 7.1% 3.7% 3.4% 
Business services agents+trade brokers(not class. 
elsewhere) 

0.0% 1.2% 1.9% 0.9% 

Statistical, mathematical and related associate professional 3.2% 1.2% 0.0% 1.7% 
Administrative associate professionals (not class. 
elsewhere) 

0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.4% 

Decorators and commercial designers 0.0% 4.7% 0.0% 1.7% 

 

3.3.2 Employment contract 

Table 3.9 shows the contract status of respondents for the total sample and by worker 
subgroup. The results show that a large majority of workers are on an unlimited permanent 
contract. This demonstrates a very high degree of worker security for our respondents. When 
differentiated by worker type, the results show that a large majority of creative workers are on 
an unlimited permanent contract while this trend is less prominent in the case of knowledge 
workers. In fact, considerably more knowledge workers (24.7 per cent) than either creative 
workers (9.5 per cent) or graduates (14.8 per cent) are on a fixed term contract. This suggests 
that there is a greater level of job security among creative workers than for knowledge 
workers. This is quite an unexpected result given that the hypothesis postulated by Florida 
(2005) implies that because creative workers are highly mobile they prefer short contracts. 
Our results show that in the case of Dublin at least, the foregoing hypothesis has been 
falsified. 
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Table 3.9 - Contract status of respondents for each sample group 
  Un-

limited 
perman-
ent 
contract 

Contract 
for a 
specific 
project 

Fixed 
term 
contract 
for less 
than 12 
months 

Fixed 
term 
contract 
of 12 
months 
or more 

Temporary 
employment 
agency 
contract 

Apprenti-
ceship or 
other 
training 
scheme 

without 
written 
contract 

Other Don’t 
know 

Creative 70.5% 5.3% 1.1% 8.4% 1.1% 0.0% 5.3% 6.3% 2.1% 
Knowledge 63.0% 3.7% 4.9% 19.8% 0.0% 6.2% 0.0% 2.5% 0.0% 
Graduate 68.5% 13.0% 3.7% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 1.9% 0.0% 
Total sample 67.4% 6.5% 3.0% 13.0% 0.4% 2.2% 2.6% 3.9% 0.9% 

 

3.3.3 Current employment term 

Table 3.10 shows the length of time that respondents have worked at their current workplace. 
The results for the total sample show that workers have been in their current workplace for an 
average of 54 months; however, the standard deviation value demonstrates that there is 
significant variability around this value. 

When differentiated by worker subgroup, the results show that knowledge workers have 
worked, on average, eleven months longer in their workplace than creative workers. However, 
for both sample groups the average term of employment in the current workplace is more than 
five years, which suggests that neither group could be considered short-term workers. 
Graduates have worked in their workplace for the shortest period of time. This is as expected 
due to the fact that only graduates who received their primary degree between 1997 and 2002 
were sampled. 

 
Table 3.10 - Period of time (months) at current workplace by worker subgroup 

 Mean N Std. Deviation 

Creative 54.76 92 63.054 
Knowledge 66.25 85 86.729 
Graduate 34.28 53 23.801 
Total sample 54.29 230 67.923 

 
In order to test whether or not a statistically significant variation exists between the average 
length of time in the workplace for creative and knowledge an independent samples t-test was 
conducted. The resultant test was insignificant (p-value=0.31) suggesting that although 
variability does exist, it cannot be said that there is a statistically significant difference 
between the average employment term for creative and knowledge workers. 

Given the previous results (Table 3.10), one might have expected that because creative 
workers have a greater level job security than knowledge workers, they would have a longer 
average term of employment and vice versa. On the contrary, it seems that the opposite is the 
case which indicates strongly that job security and average term of employment are unrelated 
for creative and knowledge workers. 
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3.3.4 Weekly working hours 

Table 3.11 shows the weekly working hours for each of the sample groups in the analysis. 
The results show that 81.2 per cent of the total sample work between 31 and 55 hours each 
week. When broken down by worker subgroup, the results show that the majority of 
respondents in all groups work less than 42 hours per week. However, a significant proportion 
also works between 43 and 55 hours per week. It is interesting that a larger proportion of 
graduates work more than 55 hours than either creative or knowledge workers. There is no 
obvious explanation for this trend but it is likely be related to the fact that graduates are at a 
certain stage of their career where they may be required or feel under pressure to work longer 
hours in order to advance their future career prospects. 

 
Table 3.11 - Weekly working hours by worker subgroup 

 Less than 
20 

Between 21 
and 30 

Between 
31 and 42 

Between 
43 and 55 

More than 
55 hours 

Varies 
each week 

Creative 2.1% 5.3% 47.4% 41.1% 1.1% 3.2% 
Knowledge 0.0% 4.7% 52.9% 35.3% 5.9% 1.2% 
Graduate 0.0% 0.0% 51.9% 37.0% 9.3% 1.9% 
Total sample 0.9% 3.8% 50.4% 30.8% 4.7% 1.7% 

 

3.4 Job satisfaction 

The objective of this section is to determine what aspects of respondent’s employment they 
are satisfied and unsatisfied with and how levels of satisfaction differ between ‘hard’ and 
‘soft’ factors associated with the job. This will enable the determination of factors that 
respondents in each worker subgroup are satisfied or unsatisfied with so that the research 
results may help to inform industrial policy pertaining to working conditions that are 
attractive or other wise to creative and knowledge workers. 

Table 3.12 reveals that the vast majority of individuals in each worker subgroup are either 
very satisfied or quite satisfied with the sense of achievement they get from work, the scope 
for using their initiative and the amount of influence they have over their job. This suggests 
that respondents are content with ‘soft’ factors relating to the intrinsic nature of the job itself.  

The vast majority of respondents in all sample groups are also highly satisfied with the 
intellectually stimulating aspect of the work environment as well as the friendliness of the 
work environment. However, a relatively high proportion of knowledge workers and 
graduates in particular are dissatisfied with their ability to balance professional and family life 
especially when compared with creative workers. A chi-square test showed that there was also 
a statistically significant variation (at the 5% level) between observed and expected levels of 
satisfaction between the worker subgroups for this factor. 

In relation to what could be conceived as ‘hard’ factors relating to the workplace, it seems that 
the majority of respondents in all sample groups are satisfied with the amount of facilities in 
the workplace. Despite this however, there is a notably greater proportion of graduates (15.4 
per cent) who are dissatisfied with workplace facilities when compared, in particular, with 
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creative workers. In the case of the training that respondents receive, the level of satisfaction 
is not quite as high as with most ‘soft’ factors. It is notable also that a relatively high 
proportion of creative workers and graduates are dissatisfied with the amount of holidays/paid 
leave they receive. In the case of this factor, there was also a statistically significant (p=0.07) 
variation between observed and expected levels of satisfaction between worker subgroups. 
Analysis of the data shows that fewer creative workers than expected are satisfied or very 
satisfied with the amount of holiday time they receive with more than expected being 
dissatisfied. The opposite was the case for knowledge workers. 

Perhaps the most important result of all is that 81.0 per cent of all respondent are satisfied or 
very satisfied with their job. Thus, in general terms, the vast majority of workers appear to be 
happy with their job and working conditions. Looking at the breakdown of the sample by 
worker subgroup, it can be seen that 83.9 per cent and 75.7 per cent of creative and 
knowledge workers respectively are either satisfied or very satisfied with their job while the 
corresponding figure for graduates is 84.3 per cent. This is a highly significant result and 
suggests that workers in all sample groups are relatively happy with their present work 
environment. 

 
Table 3.12 - Satisfaction with various employment factors by worker subgroup 
 Very satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 

Sense of achievement you get from your work 
Creative 25.3% 62.1% 6.3% 5.3% 1.1% 
Knowledge 21.7% 56.6% 14.5% 7.2% 0.0% 
Graduate 21.2% 57.7% 17.3% 3.8% 0.0% 
Total sample 23.0% 59.1% 11.7% 5.7% 0.4% 
The scope for using your initiative 
Creative 28.4% 56.8% 11.6% 2.1% 1.1% 
Knowledge 29.8% 52.4% 14.3% 3.6% 0.0% 
Graduate 32.7% 53.8% 13.5%  0.0% 
Total sample 29.9% 54.5% 13.0% 2.2% 0.4% 
The amount of influence you have over your job 
Creative 20.0% 51.6% 24.2% 2.1% 1.1% 
Knowledge 26.2% 39.3% 26.2% 6.0% 2.4% 
Graduate 19.2% 53.8% 15.4% 11.5% 0.0% 
Total sample 22.1% 47.6% 22.9% 5.6% 1.3% 
The facilitates in the workplace 
Creative 21.1% 52.6% 15.8% 8.4% 2.1% 
Knowledge 15.5% 54.8% 15.5% 11.9% 2.4% 
Graduate 13.5% 48.1% 19.2% 15.4% 3.8% 
Total sample 17.3% 52.4% 16.5% 13.3% 2.6% 
The intellectually stimulating aspect of your job 
Creative 29.5% 51.6% 8.4% 9.5% 1.1% 
Knowledge 31.0% 47.6% 13.1% 7.1% 1.2% 
Graduate 37.3% 47.1% 11.8% 3.9% 0.0% 
Total sample 31.7% 49.1% 10.9% 7.4% 0.9% 
The friendliness of the working environment 
Creative 43.2% 45.3% 8.4% 1.1% 1.1% 
Knowledge 36.9% 50.0% 6.0% 3.6% 3.6% 
Graduate 39.2% 52.9% 2.0% 5.9% 0.0% 
Total sample 40.0% 48.7% 6.1% 3.0% 1.7% 
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The training you receive 
Creative 22.3% 41.5% 14.9% 13.8% 4.3% 
Knowledge 21.4% 41.7% 26.2% 7.1% 3.6% 
Graduate 19.6% 31.4% 31.4% 15.7% 0.0% 
Total sample 21.4% 39.3% 22.7% 11.8% 3.1% 
The amount of pay you receive 
Creative 11.6% 43.2% 26.3% 14.7% 3.2% 
Knowledge 10.7% 52.4% 22.6% 11.9% 2.4% 
Graduate 17.6% 47.1% 13.7% 15.7% 5.9% 
Total sample 12.6% 47.4% 22.2% 13.9% 3.5% 
The amount of holiday time/paid leave you receive* 
Creative 12.6% 36.8% 24.2% 18.9% 5.3% 
Knowledge 23.8% 47.6% 14.3% 10.7% 2.4% 
Graduate 17.6% 52.9% 7.8% 15.7% 5.9% 
Total sample 17.8% 44.3% 17.0% 15.2% 4.3% 
Your job security 
Creative 16.3% 53.3% 18.5% 5.4% 2.2% 
Knowledge 27.7% 55.4% 10.8% 1.2% 4.8% 
Graduate 15.7% 49.0% 19.6% 7.8% 7.8% 
Total sample 20.4% 53.1% 15.9% 4.4% 4.4% 
Prospects for career advancements 
Creative 11.6% 40.0% 26.3% 9.5% 6.3% 
Knowledge 18.3% 46.3% 22.0% 9.8% 3.7% 
Graduate 21.6% 39.2% 17.6% 15.7% 5.9% 
Total sample 16.2% 42.1% 22.8% 11.0% 5.3% 
The ability to balance professional and family life^ 
Creative 16.8% 47.4% 21.1% 12.6% 2.1% 
Knowledge 11.9% 46.4% 14.3% 26.2% 1.2% 
Graduate 17.6% 39.2% 7.8% 27.5% 7.8% 
Total sample 15.2% 45.2% 15.7% 20.9% 3.0% 
Ability to meet and network with professionals within the same field 
Creative 16.5% 40.7% 35.2% 5.5% 0.0% 
Knowledge 18.2% 39.4% 30.3% 9.1% 3.0% 
Graduate 18.4% 51.0% 22.4% 8.2% 0.0% 
Total sample 17.5% 42.7% 30.6% 7.3% 1.0% 
Overall satisfaction with the job 
Creative 22.6% 61.3% 10.8% 3.2% 2.2% 
Knowledge 15.9% 59.8% 15.9% 7.3% 1.2% 
Graduate 23.5% 60.8% 9.8% 3.9% 2.0% 
Total sample 20.4% 60.6% 12.4% 4.9% 1.8% 
Note: *Variation in response is significant at 0.10 using chi-Square test 
^Variation in response is significant at 0.05 using chi-square test  
Those who answered were not excluded from the Table 

3.4.1 Expected time period in current employment 

Table 3.13 shows the length of time that workers expect to remain in their current place of 
employment. It is not surprising perhaps that the results for the total sample show that over a 
quarter of respondents do not know how long they expect to remain in their current 
employment. In fact, the figure for creative workers is 40.2 per cent which suggests that these 
respondents have a high degree of indecision in relation to their current period of employment 
and may perhaps be considering moving job in the near future. 
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However, for those who do know how long they will remain in their current job, it is clear 
that largest proportion expect to remain there for between one and three years. This suggests 
that there is quite a high level of job turnover among creative, knowledge and graduate 
workers. Undoubtedly, this is also due to the fact that in recent times Dublin has been very 
much an employee market in the sense that jobs are relatively abundant and there has been a 
high level of competition between companies for talented staff. In such a climate workers are 
much more likely to move jobs due to (say) better working conditions or higher wages being 
offered elsewhere. 

It is also notable that over a third of workers only expect to remain in their current place of 
employment for between one and three years with the trend being remarkably consistent 
across the worker subgroups. In fact, it is quite remarkable that almost half of the total sample 
(47.0 per cent) expect to remain in their current place of employment for three years or less 
especially given that 67.4 per cent of respondents are on unlimited permanent work contracts 
(see Table 3.9). This implies strongly that creative and knowledge workers are highly mobile 
and seek new challenges and new job opportunities on a fairly regular basis. 

 
Table 3.13 - Expected time period in current employment by worker subgroup 
 Less than 

6 months 
Less than 
1 year 

Between 1 
and 3 years 

More than 3 
but less than 
5 years 

Between 5 
and 10 
years 

More than 
10 years 

Don’t 
know 

Creative 2.2% 2.2% 32.6% 10.9% 3.3% 8.7% 40.2% 
Knowledge 3.6% 12.0% 34.9% 6.0% 12.0% 14.5% 16.9% 
Graduate 12.5% 14.6% 33.3% 12.5% 6.3% 8.3% 12.5% 
Total sample 4.9% 8.5% 33.6 9.4% 7.2% 10.8% 25.6% 

 

3.4.2 Reasons for leaving current employment 

For those who intend leaving their current place of employment in the next year, Table 3.14 
shows the main reasons why this is the case. The results for the overall sample show that the 
two most important reasons for respondents leaving their current job is to find better pay and 
because their current contract is up. Thereafter, other important reasons include the fact that 
they are leaving the country as well as to seek a more interesting job. SO it seems that both 
‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors associated with the job are important determinants in an individual’s 
decision to leave their place of employment. 

For creative workers, the two most important reasons are first, because they are leaving the 
country and second, because the want to find better pay. This would appear to suggest that for 
creative workers, ‘hard’ factors are most important in terms of job turnover. For knowledge 
workers the main reason is because their current contract is coming to an end while the aim of 
finding an interesting job is also an important consideration. Thus, it seems that ‘soft’ factors 
related to the intrinsic nature of the job are more important for knowledge workers than for 
creative workers, which is somewhat unexpected. The main reason for graduates is because 
they are leaving the country while the aim of finding better pay is also an important secondary 
reason.  
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Table 3.14 - Reasons for leaving current employment in the near future 
 Find more 

interesting 
job 

Find 
better 
pay 

Find a less 
stressful 

job 

Find better 
conditions 

Contract 
is up 

Moving 
out of 
Dublin 

Leaving 
the 

country 

Other 

Creative 14.9% 21.3% 6.4% 0.0% 10.6% 8.5% 25.5% 12.8% 
Knowledge 20.0% 12.0% 12.0% 8.0% 24.0% 12.0% 8.0% 4.0% 
Graduate 17.2% 24.1% 0.0% 3.4% 27.6% 10.3% 13.8% 3.4% 
Total sample 16.8% 19.8% 5.9% 3.0% 18.8% 9.9% 17.8% 7.9% 

 

3.5 Main residential features 

This section describes the main residential features of respondents. Emphasis is placed on 
residential location, household structure, dwelling tenure, dwelling size and satisfaction with 
various aspects of the dwelling. We are particularly interested in determining the relative 
importance of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors for residential location choice of each of the three 
sample populations. 

3.5.1 Residential location 

Table 3.15 shows the residential location of individuals for the total sample and for each of 
the three worker subgroups. The results for the total sample show that 50.5 per cent of 
respondents live in what they perceive to be the city centre or the core of the city with the rest 
of the sample living in the area beyond. Housing has become so expensive in Dublin over the 
last ten years that it has become extremely difficult for most individuals (and particularly 
younger workers) to afford housing in the core of the city (Kelly and MacLaran, 2004). It is 
not surprising therefore that almost half of respondents live in the area beyond the core of the 
city. 

 
Table 3.15 - Residential location of respondents by worker type 
 City centre Rest of the 

core city 
Rest of city, 

including the 
outskirts 

Village or 
small town in 
metropolitan 

area 

Medium or 
large town in 
metropolitan 

area 

Don’t 
know 

Creative 13.0% 41.3% 26.1% 14.1% 5.4% 0.0% 
Knowledge 10.8% 33.7% 30.1% 16.9% 4.8% 3.6% 
Graduate 17.0% 35.8% 30.2% 11.3% 5.7% 0.0% 
Total sample 13.2% 37.3% 28.5% 14.5% 5.1% 1.3% 

 

When broken down by worker subgroup, the data shows that more creative workers live in the 
city centre or the rest or the core of the city (54.3 per cent) than either knowledge workers 
(44.5 per cent) or graduates (52.8 per cent) although the differences can hardly be said to be 
significant. Broadly speaking, there are no major differences between groups of workers in 
terms of where they live: the majority of respondents tend to reside in the central area. This is 
as one would expect if, as hypothesised by Florida, creative and knowledge workers prefer to 
live close to the main social and cultural amenities. 
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3.5.2 Length of time in current neighbourhood 

Table 3.16 displays the length of time that respondents have lived in their current 
neighbourhood or area. The results for all workers show that the vast majority (70.7 per cent) 
of individuals have lived in their neighbourhood for five years or less with only 16.3 per cent 
having lived in their current neighbourhood for more than ten years. This is likely to be 
related to the young age profile of the overall sample whereby 71.4 per cent of the sample is 
less than 35 years of age. Thus, many would not have had the opportunity to establish 
themselves in the neighbourhood for more than five years. 

 
Table 3.16 - Time period in current neighbourhood 

 Less than 1 year Between 1 and 
5 years 

Between 5 and 10 
years 

More than 10 
years 

Creative 25.8% 44.9% 11.2% 18.0% 
Knowledge 23.4% 40.3% 16.9% 19.5% 
Graduate 22.4% 59.2% 10.2% 8.2% 
Total sample 24.2% 46.5% 13.0% 16.3% 

 
For the worker subgroups, the crucial point to note is that 81.6 per cent of graduates have 
been residing in their current neighbourhood for five years or less while the number is 
considerably lower for both creative (65.7 per cent) and knowledge workers (63.7 per cent). 
However, this is as expected given that age range of the graduates sampled. It is notable also 
that more knowledge than creative workers or graduates have lived in their 
residence/neighbourhood between five and ten years. 

3.5.3 Household size 

Table 3.17 shows the total number of individuals living in a dwelling for all workers and for 
each of the three subgroups. The most common household type for all workers is a two person 
household (43.8%) of respondents followed by three person households (21.0%). This is 
broadly in line with expectation given that the average household size in county Dublin is 2.8 
persons. 

When differentiated by worker subgroup, the results show that more graduates live in two-
person households than either creative or knowledge workers while more knowledge workers 
live in four-person households than either creative workers or graduates. One might perhaps 
have expected a larger number of graduates to live in larger households given that many of 
them live in non-family households in private-rented accommodation. However, this is not the 
case. 

Broadly speaking, there appears to be no significant variation in the number of individuals per 
dwelling for knowledge or creative workers. However, graduates have a larger proportion of 
either 2 or 3 person households than either creative or knowledge workers. Once again, this is 
likely to be related to the fact that the sampling framework for graduates ensured that the vast 
majority of respondents were in the 25-34 age range and this age range are more likely to be 
living with friends or non-related persons. 
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Table 3.17 - Total number of persons living in dwelling by worker subgroup 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 + 

Creative 9.5% 45.3% 16.8% 16.8% 8.4% 3.2% 
Knowledge 9.5% 38.1% 23.8% 21.4% 7.1% 0.0% 
Graduate 11.1% 50.0% 24.1% 9.3% 5.6% 0.0% 
Total sample 9.9% 43.8% 21.0% 16.7% 7.3% 1.3% 

 

3.5.4 Tenure 

Table 3.18 provides a breakdown of respondent’s accommodation status by worker type. The 
results for the total sample show that the majority of respondents own their residence with a 
mortgage (42.4 per cent) or are private-rented tenants (45.7 per cent). This is an interesting 
result because the proportion of respondents in private rented accommodation is considerably 
higher than is standard in Dublin. Census results from 2006 show that in the Greater Dublin 
Area only 12 per cent of households are private-rented whereas the survey shows that 45.7 per 
cent of the total sample is private-rented. This high level of private renting suggests that 
creative knowledge workers are more mobile and transient than the general population as 
renting provides individuals with a greater degree of freedom as compared with owner 
occupation.  

When the results are broken down by worker subgroups, it is clear that more graduates than 
either creative or knowledge workers live in private-rented accommodation. This is as one 
would expect given the age range of graduate respondents. However, there is a larger 
proportion of creative workers in private-rented accommodation than knowledge workers 
which suggests that they do not intend to settle in the city. By way of contrast, more 
knowledge workers (56.4 per cent) than creative workers (45.3 per cent) or graduates (36.5 
per cent) are a property owners (either with or without a mortgage) which suggests that more 
of them intend living and working in the Dublin region for a considerable period of time.  

 
Table 3.18 - Breakdown of accommodation status by worker subgroup 

 Own 
without 

mortgage 

Own with 
mortgage 

Tenant, 
paying 
rent to 
private 

landlord 

Tenant, paying 
rent in 

social/voluntary/
municipal 
housing 

Accomm-
odation 

provided 
rent free 

Other Don’t 
know 

Creative 4.2% 41.1% 44.2% 2.1% 4.2% 3.2% 1.1% 
Knowledge 8.2% 48.2% 37.6% 0.0% 1.2% 4.7% 0.0% 
Graduate 1.9% 34.6% 61.5% 0.0% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 
Total sample 5.2% 42.4% 45.7% 0.9% 2.6% 3.0% 0.4% 

 

In terms of affordability, the survey results also show that for 52.6 per cent of creative 
workers their mortgage repayments represent less than 30 per cent of their income; the 
corresponding figures for knowledge workers and graduates are 42.5 per cent and 36.8 per 
cent respectively (See Table 3.19). In Irish terms this would be seen as being under the 
official affordability threshold. However, it does mean that half of creative workers pay over 
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30 per cent on their mortgage repayments, almost 60 per cent of knowledge workers pay over 
30 per cent on mortgage repayments and almost two thirds of graduates pay over 30 per cent 
on their mortgages. However, in the current residential property market rents are cheaper than 
mortgage repayments and the survey results show that 77.7 per cent, 89.0 per cent and 88.2 
per cent of creative, knowledge and graduate workers respectively pay rents which account 
for less than 30 per cent of their income. Clearly, there is a significant difference in 
affordability depending on whether individuals are in private-rented or owner-occupied 
accommodation. This suggests that in order to purchase a property in Dublin, individuals are 
forced to make significant sacrifices with regard to their levels disposable income and thus 
their overall quality of life. 

 
Table 3.19 - Affordability perceptions of rent/mortgage by worker type 
 Very easy to 

afford 
Easy to 
afford 

Just about 
affordable 

Not easy to 
afford 

Very difficult 
to afford 

Creative 8.1% 39.5% 47.7% 3.5% 1.2% 
Knowledge 6.6% 34.2% 46.1% 11.8% 1.3% 
Graduate 5.8% 48.1% 34.6% 9.6% 1.9% 
Total sample 7.0% 39.7% 43.9% 7.9% 1.4% 

 

Table 3.19 shows that 52.4 per cent of creative workers and 59.2 per cent of knowledge 
workers feel that their rent/mortgage repayments are just about affordable, not easy to afford 
or very difficult to afford; the corresponding figure for graduates is 46.1 per cent which 
reflects the fact that a significant proportion of graduates are in private-rented accommodation 
which is considerably more affordable than that of owner-occupation. The foregoing implies 
that the relative lack of housing affordability, and particularly of affordable owner-occupied 
accommodation, is potentially a significant barrier preventing creative and knowledge 
workers from settling in the Dublin region and this may limit the ability of Dublin to attract 
creative knowledge workers to the region in the longer term. 

3.6 Satisfaction with dwelling and neighbourhood 

The aim of this section is to determine the relative levels of satisfaction of different worker 
types with their dwelling. A further aim is to differentiate between the importance of hard and 
soft location factors in the residential location decision-making process. Of particular note in 
this regard is the relative importance of classic location factors vis-à-vis ‘soft’ location 
factors. 

3.6.1 The most important and unimportant factors for residential location choice 

Table 3.20 presents the most important and the unimportant factors for residential location for 
the total sample and for each of the three workers subgroups. The top five ‘very important’ 
factors were chosen for each of the three worker categories together with the top three 
‘unimportant’ factors. 
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Table 3.20 - Important and unimportant factors for residential location 

 Very important Not important 

Creative 1. Cost of dwelling (54.3%) 
2. Travel time to work (50.0%) 
3. Travel distance to work (48.9%) 
4. Closeness to public open spaces (41.3%) 
5. Quality of the surrounding neighbourhood 
(34.8%) 

1. Proximity to pubs/nightclubs (42.4%) 
2. Proximity to major roads (27.2%) 
3. Availability of crèches (22.8%) 

Knowledge 1. Cost of dwelling (56.6%) 
2. Travel time to work (48.4%) 
3. Size of dwelling (45.8%) 
4. Travel distance to work (42.7%) 
5. Availability of private open space (38.6%) 

1. Proximity to pubs/nightclubs (42.4%) 
2. Availability of crèches (33.7%) 
3. Availability of leisure facilities (22.0%) 
 

Graduate 1. Travel distance to work (61.5%) 
2. Travel time to work (60.8%) 
3. Cost of dwelling (51.9%) 
4. Proximity to public transport (36.5%) 
5. Closeness to the city centre (31.4%) 

1. Proximity to good quality schools 
(36.5%) 
2. Proximity to major roads (34.6%) 
3. Availability of crèches (33.3%) 

Total sample 1. Cost of dwelling (54.6%) 
2. Travel time to work (54.5%) 
3. Travel distance to work (49.6%) 
4. Size of dwelling (37.2%) 
5. Availability of private open space (34.1%) 

1. Proximity to pubs/nightclubs (37.9%) 
2. Availability of crèches (29.2%) 
3. Proximity to major roads (26.4%) 

 
The most crucial point to emerge from the results is that classic location factors are highly 
relevant in the location choice of all workers. In fact, these factors emerge as the main 
considerations in the location choice for the total sample as well as for each of the three 
worker subgroups. For all workers taken together, dwelling costs as well as travel time and 
travel distance to work are the major considerations. These are very much ‘hard’ classic 
location factors. However, two ‘soft’ location factors are also important, namely the size of 
the residential dwelling and the availability of private open space. The main implication to be 
drawn from the foregoing is that ‘hard’ as well as ‘soft’ location factors are brought into 
consideration by creative and knowledge workers during location choice. Thus, the final 
decision on where to locate is a combination of both types of location factors. 

Some significant differences are visible between the worker subgroups. For all subgroups is it 
clear that accessibility – a classic location factor - is crucial for location choice. Aside from 
this, it is evident that for creative and knowledge workers, ‘soft’ location factors do indeed 
emerge as being important for location choice: ‘closeness to public open space’ and ‘quality 
of the surrounding neighbourhood’ (for creative workers) and ‘dwelling size’ and ‘availability 
of private open space’ (for knowledge workers) are important considerations. This suggests 
that while classic ‘hard’ location factors remain the primary consideration for location choice, 
the important secondary position occupied by ‘soft’ location factors is highly significant. 

A further point to emerge from Table 3.20 is that ‘proximity to pubs/nightclubs’ and 
‘availability of crèches’, which are very much ‘soft’ location factors, are considered to be 
unimportant by respondents in all worker groups. It is interesting also, and somewhat 
surprising, that ‘proximity to major roads’, which is very much a classic location factor, is 
considered to be an unimportant factor for location choice of all three worker groups. 
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3.6.2 Satisfaction with dwelling 

Table 3.21 displays the respondents’ levels of satisfaction with various aspects of their 
dwelling. The most interesting results to emerge from this analysis is in relation to the 
variation in levels of satisfaction between worker groups particularly with storage space 
inside the dwelling, the size of the kitchen and the size of the bedrooms. A chi-square test was 
conducted for all factors in order to investigate whether or not observed levels of satisfaction 
were different from those expected under conditions of independence. The resultant tests 
proved conclusive for the aforementioned factors (see Table 3.21). The implication of this 
analysis is that more knowledge workers than expected and fewer graduates than expected are 
very satisfied with the storage space in their dwelling while more creative workers than 
expected are somewhat unsatisfied with this aspect of their dwelling. 

In the case of kitchen size, the analysis shows that more creative workers than expected are 
either somewhat unsatisfied or very unsatisfied with the size of the kitchen while less than 
expected were unsatisfied while the opposite is the case for knowledge workers. It is also 
worth noting that fewer graduates than expected are very unsatisfied while more than 
expected are somewhat unsatisfied with the size of the kitchen in their dwelling. The same 
general trend emerges when the size of bedrooms is considered. The results suggest that 
creative and graduates are less satisfied with these aspects of their dwellings than knowledge 
workers. 

Another important point of note from Table 3.21 is that there is a significant variation 
between worker groups in terms of their satisfaction with the level of noise in the 
neighbourhood. A chi-squared test proved conclusive at the 5% significance level for 
difference between observed and expected frequencies. More specifically, the results show 
that fewer respondents than expected are quite satisfied and more than expected are somewhat 
unsatisfied with the level of noise from neighbours. The opposite trend emerges for 
knowledge workers. This implies that creative workers live in neighbourhoods that are noisier 
than knowledge workers and this is likely to be related to the fact that more knowledge than 
creative workers are property owners and are more likely to live in residential environments 
that are less noisy (see Table 3.17). 

The results for the other factors (Table 3.21) show that there is no significant variation in 
level of satisfaction between groups of workers and that generally speaking individuals are, in 
the main, either satisfied or very satisfied with other aspects of their dwellings. 
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Table 3.21 - Respondents levels of satisfaction with various aspects of their dwelling 
 Very satisfied Quite satisfied Somewhat unsatisfied Very unsatisfied No opinion 

Overall size of the dwelling 
Creative 31.9% 43.6% 20.2% 3.2% 1.1% 
Knowledge 38.8% 48.2% 10.6% 2.4% 0.0% 
Graduate 24.1% 63.0% 13.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Total sample 32.6% 49.8% 15.0% 2.1% 0.4% 
Storage space inside the dwelling* 
Creative 27.4% 26.3% 35.8% 9.5% 1.1% 
Knowledge 35.3% 35.3% 23.5% 5.9% 0.0% 
Graduate 16.7% 44.4% 29.6% 9.3% 0.0% 
Total sample 27.8% 33.8% 29.9% 8.1% 0.4% 
Size of the kitchen* 
Creative 33.7% 33.7% 24.2% 7.4% 1.1% 
Knowledge 32.9% 49.4% 15.3% 2.4% 0.0% 
Graduate 16.7% 50.0% 27.8% 5.6% 0.0% 
Total sample 29.5% 43.2% 21.8% 5.1% 0.4% 
Size of the bedrooms* 
Creative 30.5% 37.9% 23.2% 7.4% 1.1% 
Knowledge 32.9% 50.6% 12.9% 3.5% 0.0% 
Graduate 18.5% 48.1% 31.5% 1.9% 0.0% 
Total sample 28.6% 44.9% 21.4% 4.7% 0.4% 
Outlook from the dwelling 
Creative 30.1% 41.9% 20.4% 5.4% 2.2% 
Knowledge 29.4% 52.9% 12.9% 4.7% 0.0% 
Graduate 14.8% 59.3% 22.2% 3.7% 0.0% 
Total sample 26.3% 50.0% 18.1% 4.7% 0.9% 
Security of the dwelling 
Creative 25.5% 56.4% 16.0% 1.1% 1.1% 
Knowledge 24.7% 61.2% 9.4% 3.5% 1.2% 
Graduate 22.6% 62.3% 13.2% 1.9% 0.0% 
Total sample 24.6% 59.5% 12.9% 2.2% 0.9% 
Provision of open (garden) space 
Creative 23.2% 36.8% 25.3% 9.5% 5.3% 
Knowledge 34.1% 44.7% 15.3% 4.7% 1.2% 
Graduate 9.4% 52.8% 18.9% 11.3% 7.5% 
Total sample 24.0% 43.3% 20.2% 8.2% 4.3% 
Physical quality of the dwelling 
Creative 28.7% 50.0% 16.0% 4.3% 1.1% 
Knowledge 27.1% 58.8% 9.4% 3.5% 1.2% 
Graduate 20.4% 61.1% 14.8% 3.7% 0.0% 
Total sample 26.2% 55.8% 13.3% 3.9% 0.9% 
Parking space 
Creative 28.4% 36.8% 17.9% 6.3% 10.5% 
Knowledge 27.1% 52.9% 12.9% 3.5% 3.5% 
Graduate 24.1% 46.3% 14.8% 5.6% 9.3% 
Total sample 26.9% 44.9% 15.4% 5.1% 7.7% 
Level of noise from neighbours^ 
Creative 37.9% 36.8% 18.9% 4.2% 2.1% 
Knowledge 30.6% 60.0% 7.1% 1.2% 1.2% 
Graduate 20.4% 55.6% 18.5% 5.6% 0.0% 
Total sample 31.2% 49.6% 14.5% 3.4% 31.2% 
Quality of management/maintenance of building (is apartment building) 
Creative 20.0% 30.0% 11.4% 4.3% 34.3% 
Knowledge 13.8% 19.0% 17.2% 5.2% 44.8% 
Graduate 11.6% 48.8% 14.0% 2.3% 23.3% 
Total sample 15.8% 31.0% 14.0% 4.1% 35.1% 
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Other 
Creative 18.5% 7.4% 7.4% 3.7% 63.0% 
Knowledge 15.0% 30.0% 0.0% 0.0% 55.0% 
Graduate 5.3% 21.1% 5.3% 0.0% 68.4% 
Total sample 13.6% 18.2% 4.5% 1.5% 62.1% 
Note: *Observed and expected values significantly different at 0.10 using chi-Square test 
^ Observed and expected values significantly different at 0.05 using chi-square test  

3.7 Satisfaction with neighbourhood/area 

The aim of this section is to determine the relative levels of satisfaction of different worker 
types with their neighbourhood. It is hypothesised that ‘soft’ location factors attract creative 
and knowledge workers to specific locations and an attractive residential environment and 
good housing conditions are two such factors to be examined herein. 

3.7.1 Satisfaction with neighbourhood 

Table 3.22 displays the results for levels of satisfaction with various neighbourhood aspects 
for all workers and for each of the three worker subgroups. The majority of respondents in all 
groups are either very satisfied or quite satisfied with ‘proximity to their place of 
employment’, a ‘hard’ factor. However, a chi-square test showed a significant difference 
between observed and expected levels of satisfaction between worker subgroups (p=.09). 
More specifically, there are more graduates and fewer knowledge workers than expected very 
satisfied with proximity to their employment. In addition, there are more graduates and less 
creative workers than expected somewhat unsatisfied with proximity to their place of 
employment while the responses from creative workers were generally as expected. The 
foregoing results suggest that there is a significant degree of variability between worker 
subgroups in relation to the juxtaposition of their place of residence and place of work. 

Broadly speaking, the vast majority of creative and knowledge workers and graduates are 
either very satisfied or quite satisfied with personal safety and the level of traffic noise in their 
neighbourhoods. These are considered ‘soft’ factors and are important factors in creating an 
attractive residential environment. 

Turning to levels of pollution, the results show that there is a significant difference in levels 
of satisfaction for each of the three worker subgroups. A look at Table 3.22 demonstrates that 
creative workers have different levels of satisfaction than either knowledge workers or higher 
educated graduates. A smaller proportion of creative workers are either very satisfied or quite 
satisfied (59.1 per cent) as compared with knowledge workers (80.0 per cent) and graduates 
(79.7 per cent) with a significantly larger proportion of creative respondents being somewhat 
dissatisfied or very unsatisfied with the level of pollution in their neighbourhood. 

It is interesting that the majority of respondents in each of the three groups have no opinion 
on their level of satisfaction with childcare facilities. Clearly, the provision of childcare 
facilities is not a major concern for the majority of respondents in these sectors. Undoubtedly, 
this is related to the fact that the sample comprises mostly 15-34 year olds, many of whom 
may not have any children. 
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It is interesting also that the proportion of respondents who are very satisfied with the 
provision of healthcare facilities in their area is extremely low with a large proportion of 
workers in each of the three categories being somewhat unsatisfied or very unsatisfied. This is 
broadly in line with expectations given that the Irish healthcare system is, broadly speaking, 
looked upon poorly by the general public. 

The results show that a significant proportion of respondents, particularly creative workers 
and graduates, are relatively unsatisfied with the level of social interaction between 
neighbours. By way of contrast, the vast majority of respondents in each of the three worker 
groups are either very satisfied or quite satisfied with neighbourhood appearance, access to 
commercial facilities and as well as access to public spaces and access to public transport 
facilities. 

Perhaps the most significant result from the satisfaction ratings is that 81.7 per cent and 93.0 
per cent of creative and knowledge workers are either very satisfied or quite satisfied with the 
overall quality of life in the neighbourhood; the corresponding figure for graduates is 94.4 per 
cent. It is also notable that not a single respondent from any group was very unsatisfied with 
the overall quality of life in their neighbourhood. A chi-square test to analyse whether or not 
observed levels of satisfaction were as expected produced a statistically significant result at 
the 10% level (p=.09). A closer examination of the data revealed that considerably less 
creative workers than expected were quite satisfied with the overall quality of life in the 
neighbourhood while considerably more than expected were unsatisfied. By way of contrast, 
considerably more than expected knowledge workers are quite satisfied with the overall 
quality of life in the neighbourhood. One explanation for this result is that a larger proportion 
of creative workers are in private-rented accommodation while a large proportion of 
knowledge workers are in owner occupied accommodation which is likely to be in privately 
managed estates where overall, the facilities and the surrounding environment is likely to be 
of a higher standard. Either way, the results suggest that creative workers are less satisfied 
with the overall quality of life in their neighbourhoods than either knowledge workers or 
graduates. Despite this, the results clearly demonstrate that the vast majority or workers in 
each sector are highly satisfied with the overall quality of life in their neighbourhood. This 
point is reinforced by the fact that 90.5 per cent, 94.0 per cent and 98.1 per cent of creative, 
knowledge and graduate workers respectively felt that the neighbourhood lived up to their 
expectations. 
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Table 3.22 - Levels of satisfaction with various neighbourhood factors by worker type 
 Very satisfied Quite satisfied Somewhat unsatisfied Very unsatisfied No opinion 

Nearness to employment* 
Creative 40.0% 35.8% 12.6% 11.6% 0.0% 
Knowledge 32.9% 38.8% 18.8% 9.4% 0.0% 
Graduate 46.3% 25.9% 25.9% 1.9% 0.0% 
Total sample 38.9% 34.6% 17.9% 8.5% 38.9% 
Personal safety 
Creative 30.5% 56.8% 11.6% 1.1% 0.0% 
Knowledge 35.7% 56.0% 7.1% 1.2% 0.0% 
Graduate 31.5% 59.3% 9.3% 0.0% 0.0% 
Total sample 32.6% 57.1% 9.4% 0.9% 32.6% 
Level of traffic noise 
Creative 27.7% 45.7% 18.1% 8.5% 0.0% 
Knowledge 28.2% 52.9% 15.3% 3.5% 0.0% 
Graduate 27.8% 50.0% 16.7% 5.6% 0.0% 
Total sample 27.9% 49.4% 16.7% 6.0% 27.9% 
Level of pollution* 
Creative 21.5% 37.6% 32.3% 5.4% 3.2% 
Knowledge 24.7% 55.3% 18.8% 1.2% 0.0% 
Graduate 27.8% 51.9% 14.8% 1.9% 3.7% 
Total sample 24.1% 47.4% 23.3% 3.0% 2.2% 
Provision of childcare facilities 
Creative 4.3% 10.8% 20.4% 7.5% 60.0% 
Knowledge 5.9% 21.2% 15.3% 4.7% 53.0% 
Graduate 3.7% 14.8% 13.0% 1.9% 66.7% 
Total sample 4.7% 15.5% 16.8% 5.2% 57.8% 
Provision of healthcare facilities 
Creative 4.2% 32.6% 24.2% 14.7% 24.2% 
Knowledge 7.1% 44.7% 25.9% 8.2% 14.1% 
Graduate 3.7% 27.8% 31.5% 7.4% 29.6% 
Total sample 5.1% 35.9% 26.5% 10.7% 21.8% 
Level of social interaction between neighbours 
Creative 12.9% 34.4% 30.1% 11.8% 0.0% 
Knowledge 12.9% 40.0% 29.4% 4.7% 13.0% 
Graduate 3.8% 26.4% 32.1% 15.1% 22.6% 
Total sample 10.8% 34.6% 30.3% 10.0% 14.3% 
Neighbourhood appearance 
Creative 17.0% 48.9% 22.3% 5.3% 6.4% 
Knowledge 24.7% 55.3% 15.3% 4.7% 0.0% 
Graduate 20.4% 57.4% 13.0% 5.6% 3.7% 
Total sample 20.6% 53.2% 17.6% 5.2% 3.4% 
Access to commercial facilities 
Creative 36.8% 45.3% 14.7% 3.2% 0.0% 
Knowledge 36.9% 54.8% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 
Graduate 29.6% 59.3% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 
Total sample 35.2% 51.9% 11.6% 1.3% 35.2% 
Access to public spaces 
Creative 36.8% 41.1% 14.7% 3.2% 4.2% 
Knowledge 38.1% 47.6% 9.5% 3.6% 1.2% 
Graduate 33.3% 46.3% 18.5% 0.0% 1.9% 
Total sample 36.5% 44.6% 13.7% 2.6% 2.6% 
Access to public transport 
Creative 35.8% 44.2% 12.6% 7.4% 0.0% 
Knowledge 22.4% 48.2% 22.4% 7.1% 0.0% 
Graduate 32.1% 34.0% 26.4% 7.5% 0.0% 
Total sample 30.0% 43.3% 19.3% 7.3%  
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Overall quality of life in the neighbourhood* 
Creative 22.3% 59.6% 18.1% 0.0% 0.0% 
Knowledge 22.4% 70.6% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 
Graduate 25.9% 68.5% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 
Total sample 23.2% 65.7% 11.2%   
Note: *Significant at 0.10 using Chi-Square test  

3.8 Living in Dublin and satisfaction with the city 

This aim of this section is to determine some basic characteristic of the respondents living in 
Dublin and to determine how satisfied they are with various aspects of the city including 
overall quality of life, public services and levels of tolerance within the city. All of these 
factors are important in determining how satisfied or otherwise respondents are with regard to 
‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors in Dublin. 

3.8.1 Living in Dublin 

Tables 3.23 and 3.24 show the length of time respondents have lived in Dublin and their 
location prior to living at their current location. Looking first at Table 3.23 and at the total for 
all workers, it is evident that the vast majority of respondents (70.3 per cent) have lived in 
Dublin for five years or more. Looking at the breakdown of the statistics by sample subgroup 
shows that the majority of creative and knowledge workers have lived in Dublin for more 
than 10 years. Given the age range of graduates it is not surprising that the corresponding 
value for this group is considerably less. 

Table 3.23 - Period of time lived in Dublin by sample group 
 Less than 1 

year 
Between 1 and 

2 years 
Between 2 and 

5 years 
Between 5 

and 10 years 
More than 10 

years 
Creative 8.5% 10.6% 7.4% 22.3% 51.1% 
Knowledge 4.7% 5.9% 15.3% 22.4% 51.8% 
Graduate 1.9% 7.5% 32.1% 32.1% 26.4% 
Total sample 5.6% 8.2% 15.9% 24.6% 45.7% 

 
Turning to Table 3.24, and once again looking at the figures for all workers initially, it can be 
seen that a large proportion of respondent (25.2 per cent) lived in another country prior to 
living in Dublin while 57.8 per cent lived outside Dublin. This suggests that a large 
proportion of the workers surveyed in this analysis are indeed highly mobile individuals, 
which conforms to the prevailing hypothesis. 

 
Table 3.24 - Location prior to current address by sample group 

 Never 
moved 

In city but 
other 

neighbour-
hood 

Another City in 
region/ province/ 

country 

Another 
city in 

country 

Outside 
country 

Outside 
Europe 

Creative 11.8% 22.6% 19.4% 17.2% 23.7% 5.4% 
Knowledge 6.0% 44.0% 11.9% 13.1% 17.9% 7.1% 
Graduate 0.0% 43.4% 11.3% 26.4% 13.2% 5.7% 
Total sample 7.0% 35.2% 14.8% 17.8% 19.1% 6.1% 
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Looking at the breakdown of the figures by worker subgroup shows that 29.1 per cent of 
creative workers lived outside Ireland prior to moving to Dublin while the corresponding 
figures for knowledge workers and graduates are 25 per cent and 18.7 per cent. This implies 
that Dublin is quite successful at attracting a large number of creative and knowledge workers 
from outside Ireland to live in the city. The foregoing results are indicative of the diverse 
nature of Dublin’s creative knowledge workforce.  

3.8.2 Reasons for living in Dublin 

Table 3.25 shows respondents first choice reason for living in Dublin. The results for the total 
sample show that the three main reasons why respondents are living in Dublin is because of 
their job, because their family lives in the city and because they were born in the city. These 
are ‘hard’ location factors and they imply that the majority of individuals are living in Dublin 
due mainly to ‘hard’ location factors. 

For creative workers, the three most important reasons for living in Dublin are their job, their 
family, and jointly because they were born in the city and because of employment 
opportunities. For knowledge workers the most important reasons are because they were born 
in the city, their job, and because of family living in the city. The three most important 
reasons for graduates are because of their job, they studied in Dublin and because their family 
lives in the city. The foregoing suggests that ‘hard’ location factors are the most important 
reasons why creative and knowledge workers are currently living in the city. 

 
Table 3.25 - The main reason for living in Dublin by sample group 

 Creative Knowledge Graduate Total sample 

Born here 15.6% 26.6% 10.0% 18.4% 
Family lives here 20.8% 17.7% 20.0% 19.4% 
Studied in Dublin 9.1% 10.1% 22.0% 12.6% 
Proximity to friends 6.5% 8.9% 8.0% 7.8% 
Moved here because of job 23.4% 24.1% 24.0% 23.8% 
Moved here because of partner's job 1.3% 5.1% 0.0% 2.4% 
Good employment opportunities 15.6% 7.6% 10.0% 11.2% 
Higher wages 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 
Size of city 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 
Housing availability 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 0.5% 
Diversity of leisure and entertainment facilities 1.3% 0.0% 2.0% 1.0% 
Presence of good universities 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 0.5% 
Other 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 
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3.8.3 Satisfaction with the city 

According to Florida (2005), quality of place (including its amenities, its diversity, its 
tolerance and the quality of life it offers) is a highly important determinant for attracting 
talented individuals to a city and for keeping them. This section examines the degrees of 
satisfaction respondents have with the city including its facilities, public services, 
environmental aspects, tolerance and commuting. 

3.8.4 Satisfaction with quality and range of leisure and cultural facilities 

Table 3.26 displays data relating to levels of satisfaction with various facilities offered in the 
city. The results show that the majority of people are satisfied with the quality and range of 
cultural and leisure facilities offered in Dublin. Levels of satisfaction with ‘soft’ location 
factors such as the quality and range of restaurants, pubs, cinemas and shopping are very high. 
People appear less satisfied but still satisfied with the quality of public open spaces and the 
architecture of the city although in the case of the later, the proportion of individuals who 
were dissatisfied was, in relative terms, somewhat high. 

Perhaps the most interesting point to emerge from Table 3.26 is that there is considerable 
dissatisfaction among respondents in all groups in relation to the quality of sports facilities 
offered in the city with more than a quarter of respondents being either dissatisfied or very 
dissatisfied in each of the three worker subgroups. A chi-square test to examine whether 
observed and expected values differed significantly with regard to the quality of sports 
facilities proved conclusive at the 5% level. An analysis of the relevant data shows that fewer 
creative workers than expected are satisfied with the quality of sports facilities in the city 
while the opposite is the case for knowledge workers and graduates. Similarly, more creative 
workers than expected and more graduates than expected are very dissatisfied with the quality 
of sports facilities in the city. The foregoing highlights the dissatisfaction among creative 
workers with the quality of sports faculties offered in the city. This suggests that policies 
aimed at improving these facilities may contribute to the attractiveness of the city for creative 
workers. In terms of all ‘soft’ factors associated with the city, the results suggest that 
individuals are, in the main, highly satisfied with living in Dublin. 
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Table 3.26 - Satisfaction with a range of leisure and cultural facilities by sample group 
 Very satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 

Quality of public open spaces 
Creative 8.4% 52.6% 14.7% 18.9% 4.2% 
Knowledge 8.2% 58.8% 11.8% 21.2% 0.0% 
Graduate 9.3% 55.6% 16.7% 14.8% 3.7% 
Total sample 8.5% 55.6% 14.1% 18.8% 2.6% 
Quality of sports facilities^ 
Creative 4.3% 25.5% 26.6% 26.6% 5.3% 
Knowledge 6.0% 42.2% 16.9% 26.5% 2.4% 
Graduate 3.7% 46.3% 16.7% 16.7% 13.0% 
Total sample 4.8% 36.4% 20.8% 24.2% 6.1% 
Quality and range of festival and cultural facilities 
Creative 12.8% 58.5% 16.0% 7.4% 0.0% 
Knowledge 8.3% 54.8% 20.2% 16.7% 0.0% 
Graduate 7.5% 62.3% 17.0% 11.3% 1.9% 
Total sample 10.0% 58.0% 17.7% 11.7% 0.4% 
Quality and range of art galleries and museums 
Creative 8.4% 61.1% 16.8% 7.4% 0.0% 
Knowledge 6.0% 63.1% 22.6% 3.6% 0.0% 
Graduate 13.0% 55.6% 22.2% 7.4% 0.0% 
Total sample 8.6% 60.5% 20.2% 6.0% 0.0% 
Quality and range of restaurants 
Creative 16.8% 66.3% 13.7% 1.1% 1.1% 
Knowledge 23.8% 57.1% 8.3% 7.1% 2.4% 
Graduate 24.1% 64.8% 1.9% 5.6% 3.7% 
Total sample 21.0% 62.7% 9.0% 4.3% 2.1% 
Quality of pubs 
Creative 20.0% 57.9% 16.8% 2.1% 2.1% 
Knowledge 27.4% 54.8% 11.9% 1.2% 0.0% 
Graduate 27.8% 61.1% 1.9% 5.6% 3.7% 
Total sample 24.5% 57.5% 11.6% 2.6% 1.7% 
Quality of cinemas 
Creative 20.0% 61.1% 12.6% 4.2% 1.1% 
Knowledge 27.1% 52.9% 14.1% 4.7% 0.0% 
Graduate 33.3% 57.4% 3.7% 3.7% 0.0% 
Total sample 25.6% 57.3% 11.1% 4.3% 0.4% 
Quality of shopping areas 
Creative 18.1% 58.5% 14.9% 6.4% 1.1% 
Knowledge 35.7% 45.2% 9.5% 7.1% 2.4% 
Graduate 25.9% 64.8% 5.6% 3.7% 0.0% 
Total sample 26.3% 55.2% 10.8% 6.0% 1.3% 
Architecture of city/relevant monuments 
Creative 8.5% 27.7% 35.1% 19.1% 8.5% 
Knowledge 12.0% 42.2% 21.7% 14.5% 6.0% 
Graduate 9.3% 42.6% 22.2% 24.1% 1.9% 
Total sample 10.0% 36.4% 27.3% 18.6% 6.1% 
Number of associations/organisations for social activities 
Creative 5.3% 28.7% 36.2% 16.0% 1.1% 
Knowledge 6.0% 36.1% 32.5% 15.7% 3.6% 
Graduate 3.7% 33.3% 33.3% 18.5% 3.7% 
Total sample 5.2% 32.5% 34.2% 16.5% 2.6% 
Note: * Observed and expected values significantly different at 0.05 using Chi-Square test. 
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3.8.5 Satisfaction with public services in the city 

Table 3.27 displays satisfaction levels with various public services offered in Dublin for all 
workers and separately for each of the three worker subgroups. The results presented show 
that there is very high level of dissatisfaction with the quality of public services offered in 
Dublin – the traditional ‘hard’ factors associated with the city. Section 3.6.1 demonstrated the 
importance of hard location factors in residential location decision making for all sample 
groups in the analysis. Given that this is the case the results that emerge in Table 3.27 are 
somewhat worrying. They suggest that, in terms of ‘hard’ factors associated with the city, 
Dublin is not an attractive place for creative and knowledge workers. 

In particular, the results show a very high level of dissatisfaction with the quality of public 
transport in Dublin and with transport in the city generally as well as the level of connectivity 
between the city and the periphery. This is as expected due to the fact that traffic congestion 
and the lack of adequate public transport provision has been a considerable problem within 
the city for the last ten years. However, it is notable also that there is a significant variation in 
levels of satisfaction with transport within the city for each of the three worker subgroups. 

Individuals are also highly dissatisfied with the level of safety on the streets, the level of 
police services, the quality of the health service as well as the number of bicycle lanes in the 
city. It should be noted however, that police and health services fall under the remit of 
national government and therefore are issues that are not easily addressed by administrative 
authorities within the study area. Nevertheless, they are clearly issues that workers in creative 
knowledge industries are highly dissatisfied with. 

Table 3.27 - Satisfaction with public services offered in Dublin by sample group 
 Very satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 

Quality of Dublin’s public transport system 
Creative 4.3% 17.0% 6.4% 33.0% 38.3% 
Knowledge 0.0% 16.9% 10.8% 45.8% 26.5% 
Graduate 1.9% 18.5% 7.4% 38.9% 33.3% 
Total sample 2.2% 17.3% 8.2% 39.0% 32.9% 
Transport within the city* 
Creative 2.2% 21.5% 14.0% 29.0% 33.3% 
Knowledge 0.0% 15.5% 8.3% 50.0% 26.2% 
Graduate 3.7% 13.0% 18.5% 31.5% 33.3% 
Total sample 1.7% 17.3% 13.0% 37.2% 30.7% 
Connectivity between the city and the periphery 
Creative 1.1% 12.9% 16.1% 32.3% 34.4% 
Knowledge 0.0% 14.3% 8.3% 42.9% 29.8% 
Graduate 0.0% 11.1% 11.1% 38.9% 33.3% 
Total sample 0.4% 13.0% 12.1% 37.7% 32.5% 
Safety on the streets 
Creative 1.1% 20.2% 34.0% 27.7% 17.0% 
Knowledge 1.2% 23.8% 25.0% 36.9% 13.1% 
Graduate 3.7% 27.8% 22.2% 42.6% 3.7% 
Total sample 1.7% 23.3% 28.0% 34.5% 12.5% 
Police services 
Creative 4.3% 27.7% 30.9% 17.0% 12.8% 
Knowledge 0.0% 32.5% 30.1% 24.1% 12.0% 
Graduate 0.0% 43.4% 18.9% 24.5% 7.5% 
Total sample 1.7% 33.0% 27.8% 21.3% 11.3% 
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Number of bicycle lanes^ 
Creative 3.2% 15.1% 19.4% 25.8% 22.6% 
Knowledge 0.0% 8.4% 41.0% 24.1% 16.9% 
Graduate 0.0% 13.0% 25.9% 37.0% 16.7% 
Total sample 1.3% 12.2% 28.7% 27.8% 19.1% 
Quality of the tourist attractions 
Creative 2.1% 37.2% 36.2% 12.8% 3.2% 
Knowledge 2.4% 36.1% 38.6% 14.5% 3.6% 
Graduate 3.7% 37.0% 29.6% 22.2% 1.9% 
Total sample 2.6% 36.8% 35.5% 15.6% 3.0% 
Social security 
Creative 3.2% 22.3% 40.4% 12.8% 9.6% 
Knowledge 0.0% 26.5% 34.9% 16.9% 7.2% 
Graduate 1.9% 16.7% 27.8% 31.5% 11.1% 
Total sample 1.7% 22.5% 35.5% 18.6% 9.1% 
Quality of health services^ 
Creative 0.0% 11.7% 22.3% 29.8% 28.7% 
Knowledge 1.2% 4.8% 25.3% 38.6% 30.1% 
Graduate 0.0% 20.8% 9.4% 26.4% 39.6% 
Total sample 0.4% 11.3% 20.4% 32.2% 31.7% 
Note: * Observed and expected values significantly different at 0.05 using Chi-Square test. 
^ Observed and expected values significantly different at 0.10 using Chi-Square test. 

3.8.6 Environmental aspects of the city 

Table 3.28 shows levels of satisfaction with various environmental aspects of the city. For 
each of the factors, a chi-square test was conducted to examine whether or not a significant 
variation in response existed between the worker subgroups for each of the factors. In all 
cases no significant difference existed in terms of how worker subgroups rated environmental 
aspects of the city. Broadly speaking therefore, each sample group rates the environmental 
aspects of the city in a similar manner. 

The most significant points to emerge from Table 3.28 is that respondents rate the cleanliness 
of the streets poorly as well as the quality of recycling facilities and the level of noise and air 
pollution. Even worse ratings are evident for traffic congestion in the city, the availability of 
parking space and, interestingly, the availability of bicycle lanes in the city. These are all 
‘soft’ factors associated with the city that need to improve if Dublin is to continue to attract 
creative workers and by implication creative industry to the city but, more importantly 
perhaps, so that they are encouraged to stay on a long term basis. The results in this section 
and in the previous section relating to public services imply that creative and knowledge 
workers are quite dissatisfied with ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factor of the cities living environment and 
this is a worrying trend for the future attractiveness of the city. 
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Table 3.28 - Rating of various environmental aspects of the city by sample group 
 Very good Good Average Poor Very poor 

Pavement condition of city streets and footpaths 
Creative 4.2% 25.3% 38.9% 17.9% 11.6% 
Knowledge 2.4% 12.9% 54.1% 24.7% 5.9% 
Graduate 3.7% 13.0% 51.9% 25.9% 5.6% 
Total sample 3.4% 17.9% 47.4% 22.2% 8.1% 
Condition/cleanliness of city streets and footpaths 
Creative 2.1% 12.6% 32.6% 31.6% 21.1% 
Knowledge 1.2% 4.8% 45.2% 34.5% 14.3% 
Graduate  16.7% 24.1% 40.7% 18.5% 
Total sample 1.3% 10.7% 35.2% 34.8% 18.0% 
Recycling collection services 
Creative 6.3% 26.3% 29.5% 25.3% 10.5% 
Knowledge 1.2% 25.9% 36.5% 29.4% 5.9% 
Graduate 1.9% 31.5% 24.1% 35.2% 7.4% 
Total sample 3.4% 27.4% 30.8% 29.1% 8.1% 
Quality of drinking water 
Creative 10.5% 41.1% 28.4% 11.6% 3.2% 
Knowledge 12.9% 44.7% 27.1% 10.6% 4.7% 
Graduate 3.7% 46.3% 38.9% 5.6% 5.6% 
Total sample 9.8% 43.6% 30.3% 9.8% 4.3% 
Refuse/waste collection 
Creative 7.4% 40.0% 37.9% 9.5% 4.2% 
Knowledge 5.9% 48.2% 31.8% 9.4% 4.7% 
Graduate 11.1% 40.7% 42.6% 3.7% 1.9% 
Total sample 7.7% 43.2% 36.8% 8.1% 3.8% 
Cleanliness of facilities in city parks 
Creative 10.5% 34.7% 38.9% 11.6% 2.1% 
Knowledge 2.4% 40.0% 35.3% 14.1% 7.1% 
Graduate 3.7% 38.9% 37.0% 13.0% 1.9% 
Total sample 6.0% 37.6% 37.2% 12.8% 3.8% 
Traffic congestion 
Creative 2.1%  11.6% 18.9% 66.3% 
Knowledge   3.5% 21.2% 75.3% 
Graduate  1.9% 5.6% 24.1% 68.5% 
Total sample 0.9% 0.4% 7.3% 20.9% 70.1% 
Availability of parking space 
Creative 2.1% 6.4% 26.6% 26.6% 30.9% 
Knowledge  3.6% 22.6% 32.1% 36.9% 
Graduate  9.3% 25.9% 24.1% 33.3% 
Total sample 0.9% 6.0% 25.0% 28.0% 33.6% 
Availability of bicycle lanes 
Creative 3.2% 12.8% 23.4% 21.3% 25.5% 
Knowledge 1.2% 4.8% 32.1% 21.4% 25.0% 
Graduate  11.1% 20.4% 38.9% 24.1% 
Total sample 1.7% 9.5% 25.9% 25.4% 25.0% 
Noise pollution 
Creative  11.6% 40.0% 27.4% 16.8% 
Knowledge 1.2% 8.2% 45.9% 32.9% 11.8% 
Graduate  7.4% 48.1% 35.2% 9.3% 
Total sample 0.4% 9.4% 44.0% 31.2% 13.2% 
Air pollution 
Creative 1.1% 10.5% 50.5% 22.1% 10.5% 
Knowledge 3.5% 12.9% 44.7% 25.9% 12.9% 
Graduate  13.0% 42.6% 37.0% 7.4% 
Total sample 1.7% 12.0% 46.6% 26.9% 10.7% 
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Quality of city playgrounds 
Creative 1.1% 13.7% 25.3% 11.6% 10.5% 
Knowledge 3.6% 14.3% 27.4% 15.5% 15.5% 
Graduate  9.3% 16.7% 14.8% 16.7% 
Total sample 1.7% 12.9% 24.0% 13.7% 13.7% 

3.8.6 Issues of concern 

Table 3.29 shows the extent to which individuals feel worried or otherwise with various 
issues in the city. As was the case with environmental aspects of the city, a chi-square test 
was conducted to examine whether or not observed and expected values differ significantly 
for any of the issues dealt with in Table 3.29. Only in one case did a significant difference 
emerge in terms of how the sample groups worried and that was in relation to the availability 
of recreation facilities for adults.  

It is clear from Table 3.29 that a large proportion of respondents are worried about numerous 
aspects of the city including the level of crime, recreation facilities for teenagers and children, 
housing affordability, public transport availability, traffic congestion, drug issues, 
homelessness and anti-social behaviour. Issues which they are not overly worried about 
include the availability of jobs, graffiti, prostitution and demonstration in public spaces. As 
with the previous sections, the results show that respondents are worried about ‘hard’ as well 
as ‘soft’ conditions associated with the cities living environment. 

 
Table 3.29 - Levels of worry with various issues in the city by sample group 

 Very worried Somewhat 
worried 

Not particularly 
worried 

Not worried Not worried at 
all 

Amount of crime in the city 
Creative 22.1% 45.3% 30.5% 2.1%  
Knowledge 15.3% 54.1% 25.9% 2.4% 2.4% 
Graduate 14.8% 51.9% 29.6% 3.7%  
Total sample 17.9% 50.0% 28.6% 2.6% 0.9% 
Safety 
Creative 15.8% 38.9% 40.0% 5.3%  
Knowledge 12.9% 55.3% 23.5% 5.9% 2.4% 
Graduate 13.0% 48.1% 33.3% 5.6%  
Total sample 14.1% 47.0% 32.5% 5.6% 0.9% 
Availability of recreation for teenagers 
Creative 17.0% 37.2% 21.3% 4.3%  
Knowledge 15.3% 40.0% 25.9% 5.9% 3.5% 
Graduate 20.4% 38.9% 27.8% 5.6% 3.7% 
Total sample 17.2% 38.6% 24.5% 5.2% 2.1% 
Availability of affordable housing 
Creative 33.0% 28.7% 21.3% 4.3% 3.2% 
Knowledge 34.1% 30.6% 22.4% 8.2%  
Graduate 45.3% 28.3% 20.8% 5.7%  
Total sample 36.2% 29.3% 21.6% 6.0% 1.3% 
Availability of recreation facilities for adults* 
Creative 6.3% 30.5% 35.8% 7.4% 3.2% 
Knowledge 9.4% 20.0% 42.4% 12.9% 7.1% 
Graduate 13.0% 29.6% 40.7% 11.1% 5.6% 
Total sample 9.0% 26.5% 39.3% 10.3% 5.1% 
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Availability of jobs 
Creative 1.1% 18.9% 47.4% 14.7% 16.8% 
Knowledge 4.8% 19.0% 44.0% 25.0% 6.0% 
Graduate 7.4% 20.4% 38.9% 25.9% 7.4% 
Total sample 3.9% 19.3% 44.2% 21.0% 10.7% 
Availability of public transportation 
Creative 31.6% 34.7% 28.4% 4.2% 1.1% 
Knowledge 27.1% 34.1% 30.6% 7.1% 1.2% 
Graduate 23.1% 40.4% 25.0% 9.6% 1.9% 
Total sample 28.0% 35.8% 28.4% 6.5% 1.3% 
Availability of recreation for children 
Creative 10.5% 40.0% 18.9% 5.3% 4.2% 
Knowledge 12.9% 31.8% 28.2% 11.8% 4.7% 
Graduate 15.4% 28.8% 30.8% 11.5% 1.9% 
Total sample 12.5% 34.5% 25.0% 9.1% 3.9% 
Amount of graffiti 
Creative 7.4% 20.0% 37.9% 17.9% 10.5% 
Knowledge 6.0% 21.4% 34.5% 27.4% 8.3% 
Graduate 9.6% 15.4% 38.5% 30.8% 5.8% 
Total sample 7.4% 19.5% 36.8% 24.2% 8.7% 
Drug problems 
Creative 42.1% 40.0% 12.6% 1.1% 1.1% 
Knowledge 30.6% 42.4% 20.0% 4.7% 2.4% 
Graduate 32.7% 40.4% 21.2% 5.8%  
Total sample 35.8% 40.9% 17.2% 3.4% 1.3% 
Homelessness 
Creative 46.3% 32.6% 14.7% 3.2%  
Knowledge 35.3% 44.7% 16.5% 1.2% 1.2% 
Graduate 42.3% 34.6% 19.2% 1.9% 1.9% 
Total sample 41.4% 37.5% 16.4% 2.2% 0.9% 
Aggressive/anti-social behaviour 
Creative 45.3% 34.7% 14.7% 2.1%  
Knowledge 32.9% 44.7% 15.3% 3.5% 2.4% 
Graduate 33.3% 47.1% 15.7%  3.9% 
Total sample 38.1% 41.1% 15.2% 2.2% 1.7% 
Prostitution on streets 
Creative 9.5% 23.2% 38.9% 10.5% 8.4% 
Knowledge 5.9% 22.4% 40.0% 15.3% 8.2% 
Graduate 9.8% 25.5% 35.3% 21.6% 5.9% 
Total sample 8.2% 23.4% 38.5% 14.7% 7.8% 
Traffic 
Creative 57.9% 28.4% 11.6% 2.1%  
Knowledge 53.6% 38.1% 4.8% 2.4% 1.2% 
Graduate 48.1% 38.5% 5.8% 7.7%  
Total sample 54.1% 34.2% 7.8% 3.5% 0.4% 
Air pollution 
Creative 18.9% 34.7% 35.8% 7.4%  
Knowledge 15.3% 38.8% 29.4% 9.4% 7.1% 
Graduate 13.5% 48.1% 25.0% 11.5% 1.9% 
Total sample 16.4% 39.2% 31.0% 9.1% 3.0% 
Demonstrations on public spaces 
Creative 2.1% 6.4% 36.2% 24.5% 23.4% 
Knowledge 2.4% 9.5% 34.5% 29.8% 20.2% 
Graduate 1.9% 1.9% 50.0% 13.5% 30.8% 
Total sample 2.2% 6.5% 38.7% 23.9% 23.9% 
Note: * Observed and expected values significantly different at 0.10 using Chi-Square test. 
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3.8.7 Level of expensive in the city for basic requirements 

Table 3.30 displays respondent’s perceptions of how expensive they feel basic facilities and 
services are in Dublin. Looking at the total sample, the general perception is that Dublin is 
either an expensive or a very expensive city. Perhaps the most notable statistic to emerge from 
the results is that 83.7 per cent of respondents feel that the cost of housing in the city is very 
expensive. In fact, not a single respondent felt that housing costs were average or less in terms 
of expense. Respondents also feel that the cost of basic services related to housing is highly 
expensive and this suggests that housing affordability, in terms of capital cost as well as the 
provision of basic services, is particularly difficult for respondents. The cost and affordability 
of housing in the city is an issue that has been prevalent throughout the survey results. 

The results also show that respondents find ‘soft’ factors such as the cost of leisure facilities 
and food and beverages highly expensive while the vast majority consider the general cost of 
living either expensive or very expensive (94.5 per cent). This implies that one of the 
difficulties that Dublin has in attracting and maintaining creative knowledge workers in the 
future is the level of expense in the city as well as the cost of housing and basic services. 

 
Table 3.30 - Perceptions of the expense of basic facilities in Dublin by sample group 

 Very expensive Expensive Average Cheap Very cheap 

Housing cost 
Creative 84.0% 14.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Knowledge 85.9% 14.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Graduate 79.6% 20.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Total sample 83.7% 15.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Basic services related to housing 
Creative 43.2% 38.9% 16.8% 0.0% 0.0% 
Knowledge 38.8% 43.5% 17.6% 0.0% 0.0% 
Graduate 37.0% 37.0% 22.2% 3.7% 0.0% 
Total sample 40.2% 40.2% 18.4% 0.0% 0.0% 
Cost of leisure activities 
Creative 36.8% 47.4% 14.7% 1.1% 0.0% 
Knowledge 32.9% 45.9% 21.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
Graduate 40.7% 37.0% 22.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
Total sample 36.3% 44.4% 18.8% 0.4% 0.0% 
Cost of transportation 
Creative 22.3% 39.4% 36.2% 2.1% 0.0% 
Knowledge 20.2% 36.9% 40.5% 2.4% 0.0% 
Graduate 18.5% 33.3% 44.4% 3.7% 0.0% 
Total sample 20.7% 37.1% 39.7% 2.6% 20.7% 
Cost of food and beverage 
Creative 47.4% 36.8% 15.8% 0.0% 0.0% 
Knowledge 40.0% 42.4% 16.5% 1.2% 0.0% 
Graduate 35.2% 46.3% 18.5% 0.0% 0.0% 
Total sample 41.9% 41.0% 16.7% 0.4% 0.0% 
General cost of living 
Creative 61.1% 33.7% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
Knowledge 54.1% 40.0% 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% 
Graduate 50.0% 44.4% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 
Total sample 56.0% 38.5% 5.1% 0.0% 0.0% 
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 3.8.8 Tolerance 

Table 3.31 presents the results of respondent’s answers in relation to how tolerant they think 
Dublin is as a city. If we look initially at the total sample it is evident that the majority of 
respondents strongly agree or agree that Dublin is a welcoming place to people from other 
countries, while only a small proportion disagrees. The results for worker subgroups show 
that a larger proportion of graduates agree that Dublin is a welcoming place to people from 
other countries when compared to either creative or knowledge workers.  

A much smaller proportion of the total sample feels that Dublin is a welcoming place to 
visible minorities. In fact, similar proportions of the total sample agree (29.1 per cent) and 
disagree (26.1 per cent) with the statement. However, the results must be cautioned with the 
fact that a lot of respondents (30.4 per cent) have no opinion. Looking at the breakdown of the 
statistics, the most significant trend to note is that more graduates agree with the foregoing 
statement than either creative or knowledge workers while more knowledge workers disagree 
with the statement. Broadly speaking, it seems that the opinion of respondents is more or less 
split as to whether the city is a welcoming one to visible minorities. 

In terms of Dublin being a lesbian-friendly city, 29.1 per cent of respondents agree while only 
12.7 per cent disagree. When the statistics are broken down by worker subgroups it can be 
seen that a larger proportion of creative and knowledge workers agree with the statement than 
graduates. It is notable also that considerably more knowledge workers and graduates 
disagree than creative workers. This suggests that there are different attitudes towards these 
statements for each worker group. 

The results show that a larger proportion of respondents feel that Dublin is a gay-friendly city 
than that do not. If we look at the statistics for each of the individual subgroups it is evident 
that significantly more creative workers than either knowledge workers or graduates agree 
that Dublin is gay-friendly. This suggests that, in terms of being gay-friendly, creative 
workers feel that Dublin is a relatively tolerant city. Despite this, it is notable that a significant 
proportion of knowledge workers and graduates disagree that Dublin is gay-friendly which 
suggests some variation in opinion surrounding the issue. 

The final factor in Table 3.31 shows that a majority of respondents (53.4 per cent) either agree 
or strongly agree that Dublin is a place with tensions between people with high and low 
incomes. The breakdown of the statistics by worker subgroup shows that considerably more 
graduates (65.4 per cent) than creative (50.5 per cent) or knowledge workers (49.4 per cent) 
agree or strongly agree with the foregoing statement. This suggests that in terms of tensions 
between people with high and low incomes, graduates may have experienced greater levels of 
intolerance than either creative and knowledge workers. 
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Table 3.31 - Levels of agreement with various statements about Dublin’s tolerance 
 Strongly agree Agree Neither Disagree Strongly disagree 

Dublin is a welcoming place to people from other countries 
Creative 12.8% 52.1% 23.4% 8.5% 2.1% 
Knowledge 4.8% 53.6% 21.4% 14.3% 3.6% 
Graduate 3.8% 69.2% 7.7% 17.3%  
Total sample 7.8% 56.5% 19.1% 12.6% 2.2% 
Dublin is a welcoming place to visible minorities 
Creative 6.4% 29.8% 30.9% 23.4% 5.3% 
Knowledge 1.2% 25.0% 27.4% 32.1% 4.8% 
Graduate 1.9% 34.6% 34.6% 21.2% 3.8% 
Total sample 3.5% 29.1% 30.4% 26.1% 4.8% 
Dublin is a place which is lesbian-friendly 
Creative 3.2% 27.4% 23.2% 5.3% 1.1% 
Knowledge 2.4% 26.5% 26.5% 18.1%  
Graduate 3.9% 21.6% 35.3% 17.6% 2.0% 
Total sample 3.1% 25.8% 27.1% 12.7% 0.9% 
Dublin is a place which is gay-friendly 
Creative 3.2% 40.0% 20.0% 4.2%  
Knowledge 2.4% 26.5% 27.7% 18.1% 1.2% 
Graduate 5.8% 26.9% 26.9% 21.2% 1.9% 
Total sample 3.5% 32.2% 24.3% 13.0% 0.9% 
Dublin is a place with tensions between people with high and low incomes 
Creative 11.6% 38.9% 26.3% 10.5% 4.2% 
Knowledge 8.4% 41.0% 25.3% 16.9% 1.2% 
Graduate 17.3% 48.1% 25.0% 5.8%  
Total sample 11.7% 41.7% 25.7% 11.7% 2.2% 

3.8.9 Quality of life 

Table 3.32 shows respondents perceptions as to whether or not they feel the quality of life in 
Dublin has improved or otherwise over the last number of years. Taking the total sample 
initially, the results are more or less split between those who feel the quality of life has either 
improved or greatly improved and those who feel that it has stayed the same or disimproved. 
However, it is certainly the case that a relatively small proportion of respondents feel that the 
quality of life has disimproved. 

Table 3.32 - Perception of quality of life improvements or disimprovements by sample group 

 Greatly improved Improved Stayed the same Disimproved 

Creative 25.3% 36.8% 20.0% 17.9% 
Knowledge 13.6% 34.6% 32.1% 19.8% 
Graduate 3.8% 49.1% 20.8% 26.4% 
Total sample 16.2% 38.9% 24.5% 20.5% 

 
When the sample is broken down by worker subgroups, it is evident that considerably more 
creative workers than knowledge workers feel that the quality of life has greatly improved in 
Dublin while the corresponding figure for graduates is very small. It is also the case that more 
graduates than either creative or knowledge workers feel that the quality of life has improved. 
It is also the case, however, that more graduates feel that the quality of life in Dublin has 
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disimproved when compared to both other worker subgroups. This suggests that graduates are 
somewhat polarised as to whether the quality of life in the city has improved or disimproved. 

A chi-square test was conducted in order to determine whether the foregoing differences in 
opinion regarding Dublin’s quality of life differed from what would be expected under 
condition The resultant test proved conclusive (p=0.01). Thus, opinions in relation to quality 
of life in the city are significantly different from expected. In particular, the analysis showed 
that more creative workers than expected felt that the quality of life in Dublin had greatly 
improved while the opposite was the case for higher educated graduates. It was also the case 
that more graduates than expected felt that the quality of life in Dublin had gotten worse. The 
foregoing suggests that graduates in particular have significantly different opinions towards 
the quality of life in Dublin than either creative or knowledge workers. 

 
Table 3.33 - Perceptions of the city for respondents who have lived elsewhere for a year or more 
 The best 

place in 
which to 

live 

A much 
better 

place in 
which to 

live 

A slightly 
better 

place in 
which to 

live 

A slightly 
worse 

place in 
which to 

live 

A much 
worse 

place in 
which to 

live 

The 
worst 

place in 
which to 

live 

Not 
applicable 

Creative 3.3% 6.5% 31.5% 21.7% 9.8% 2.2% 25.0% 
Knowledge 2.5% 11.1% 23.5% 30.9% 4.9% 2.5% 24.7% 
Graduate 2.0% 14.0% 34.0% 18.0% 4.0% 2.0% 26.0% 
Total sample 2.7% 9.9% 29.1% 24.2% 6.7% 2.2% 25.1% 

 
Table 3.33 presents respondent’s perceptions of Dublin when compared to another place that 
they have lived for one year or more. The results show that the question was not applicable to 
25 per cent of respondents; 29.1 per cent of the remaining 75 per cent of respondents feel that 
Dublin is a slightly better place in which to live with 24.2 per cent saying that Dublin is a 
slightly worse place in which to live. Clearly, respondents are more or less split as to whether 
or not they think the quality of life has improved in Dublin in recent years. 

The key point to emerge when the results are differentiated by worker type is that a smaller 
proportion of creative workers feel that Dublin is a much better place in which to live than the 
other two groups. In fact, a larger proportion of creative workers feel that Dublin is a much 
worse place in which to live than the other worker subgroups. This suggests that creative 
workers are not as satisfied as knowledge workers or graduates with the quality of life in 
Dublin when compared to other places that they have lived. 

Table 3.34 - Overall satisfaction with life in Dublin (%) 
 Very 

satisfied 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Very 

dissatisfied 
Creative 6.4 9.6 28.7 16.0 9.6 7.4 12.8 6.4 2.1 1.1 
Knowledge 1.2 12.0 21.7 16.9 12.0 7.2 18.1 10.8 0.0 0.0 
Graduate 5.6 18.5 16.7 18.5 13.0 7.4 13.0 5.6 0.0 1.9 
Total sample 4.3 12.6 23.4 16.9 11.3 7.4 14.7 7.8 .9 .9 

 
Table 3.34 presents the results for respondents overall satisfaction with life in Dublin. The 
satisfaction rating is based on a 1-10 scale with 1 being very satisfied and 10 being very 
dissatisfied. Looking at the total sample, the results show that 56.7 per cent of individuals rate 
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their overall level of satisfaction between 1 and 4 while 31.7 per cent rate their level of 
satisfaction between 5 and 10. This suggests that the majority of respondents are satisfied 
with their life in Dublin. Despite this, close to one third of respondents feel the opposite and 
this is quite a large proportion of respondents which is somewhat worrying. 

When the sample is differentiated by worker subgroup the results show that 60.7 per cent of 
creative workers rate their overall level of satisfaction with the city between 1 and 4 while the 
corresponding figures for knowledge workers and graduates is 51.8 per cent and 59.3 per 
cent. This suggests that overall levels of satisfaction with the city are higher for creative and 
knowledge workers than for graduates. By way of contrast, the results for respondents who 
rate their overall level of satisfaction with the city between 6 and 10 are 28.7 per cent, 36.1 
per cent and 26.0 per cent for creative, knowledge and graduate workers respectively. This 
suggests that overall levels of satisfaction with the city are greater for knowledge workers 
than for creative workers or graduates. 

 
Table 3.35 - Likelihood of moving from Dublin in the next three years 

 Almost definitely Very likely Somewhat likely Not too likely Not likely at all 

Creative 17.9% 16.8% 17.9% 28.4% 18.9% 
Knowledge 10.8% 19.3% 15.7% 24.1% 30.1% 
Graduate 13.0% 13.0% 24.1% 38.9% 11.1% 
Total sample 14.2% 16.8% 18.5% 29.3% 21.1% 

 
Table 3.35 shows information concerning the likelihood of respondents moving away from 
Dublin in the next three years. The results for the total sample show that the majority of 
people feel that it is likely, albeit in different degrees, that they will leave Dublin within the 
next three years. This is quite a surprising result and suggests that a large proportion of 
respondents are not completely happy with some aspects of their life in the city. 

3.8.10 Commuting in Dublin 

Table 3.36 shows travel time to work by category for the total sample and for each worker 
subgroup. The results for the total sample show that the majority of respondents (54.4 per 
cent) travel between 15 and 44 minutes to work with 67.0 per cent commuting 44 minutes or 
less. To place these results in context, the results from the latest Census of Population (2006) 
show that the 75.2 per cent of individuals resident in county Dublin travel less than 45 
minutes to work. 

 
Table 3.36 - Respondents travel time to work (minutes) for each sample group 

 Work from 
home <15 15-29 30-44 45-59 60-90 90+ 

Creative 2.1% 17.0% 27.7% 26.6% 11.7% 13.8% 1.1% 
Knowledge 0.0% 4.7% 24.7% 24.7% 20.0% 24.7% 1.2% 
Graduate 0.0% 13.0% 22.2% 40.7% 13.0% 7.4% 3.7% 
Total sample 0.9% 11.6% 25.3% 29.2% 15.0% 16.3% 1.7% 
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If we look at a breakdown of the respondents by sample group it can be seen that considerably 
more graduate than either creative or knowledge workers commute between 30 and 44 
minutes. In fact, 73.4 per cent and 75.9 per cent of creative workers and graduates 
respectively commute 44 minutes or less compared to only 54.1 per cent for knowledge 
workers. This suggests that knowledge workers commute for longer periods of time than 
creative workers or graduates. 

Table 3.37 shows the results for commuting distance. The results for the total sample show 
that a majority of respondents (62.1 per cent) travel between one and nine kilometres to their 
place of employment with 70.1 per cent commuting nine kilometres or less to work. To place 
these results in context, the results from the latest Census of Population (CSO, 2006) show 
that the 58.6per cent of individuals resident in county Dublin travel less than nine kilometres 
to work. Thus, creative knowledge workers live closer to their place of employment than is 
the standard which suggests that, in terms of distance to work, they have more efficient 
commuting patterns. 

The key point to emerge from the breakdown of the total sample between workers types is 
that 25.8 per cent and 28.0 per cent of creative workers and graduates respectively commute 
10 kilometres or above while the corresponding figure for knowledge workers is 34.6 per 
cent. Intuitively this result is as expected given that the previous results for travel time 
showed that knowledge workers had longer commuting times. However, given that the vast 
bulk of employment opportunities are located in the central area in Dublin, the foregoing 
result suggests that knowledge workers are located on average further form the central area 
than either creative or graduate workers. There is little doubt also that this is related to higher 
levels of owner-occupation of knowledge workers who are likely to have purchased cheaper 
accommodation at the outskirts of the city. 

 
Table 3.37 - Respondents travel distance to work (kilometres) for each sample group 

 
Work 
from 
home 

No fixed 
work 
place 

<1 1-4 5-9 10-14 15-29 30+ Don’t 
know 

Creative 2.2% 1.1% 9.7% 29.0% 31.2% 11.8% 10.8% 3.2% 1.1% 
Knowledge 0.0% 1.2% 1.2% 25.0% 38.1% 14.3% 15.5% 4.8% 0.0% 
Graduate 0.0% 0.0% 8.0% 36.0% 28.0% 16.0% 12.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Total sample .9% .9% 6.2% 29.1% 33.0% 13.7% 12.8% 3.1% .4% 

 
Table 3.38 shows the normal mode of transport used by respondents for the journey to work. 
The results for the total sample show that only 32.1 per cent used the car for the journey to 
work. This is a highly interesting given that recent Census figures for 2006 show that 57.1 per 
cent of commuters in Dublin use the car for the journey to work. The results also show that 
29.7 per cent of respondents use some form of public transport for the journey to work while 
even more interesting is the fact that 25.9 per cent of respondents walk to work. The 
foregoing implies that the commuting patterns of creative and knowledge workers are 
considerably more sustainable than those of the average worker in Dublin. This provides 
evidence which suggests that policies aimed at attracting more creative and knowledge 
workers are not only beneficial in economic terms but may also contribute to enhancing 
regional sustainability, at least in terms of the efficiency of commuting patterns. 
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Table 3.38 - Main mode of transport for the journey to work for each sample group 

 Walk Cycle Rail Car driver Car passenger Bus Tram Other 

Creative 28.4% 15.9% 6.8% 27.3% 2.3% 13.6% 2.3% 3.4% 
Knowledge 22.0% 7.3% 8.5% 36.6% 0.0% 17.1% 7.3% 1.2% 
Graduate 27.8% 9.3% 14.8% 27.8% 1.9% 9.3% 5.6% 3.7% 
Total sample 25.9% 11.2% 9.4% 30.8% 1.3% 13.8% 4.9% 2.7% 

 
If we look at the breakdown of the statistics for each of the sample groups it is evident that 
more knowledge workers use the car for the journey to work than either of the other two 
sample populations. This may be related to the fact that 92.0 per cent of knowledge workers 
are car owners while the corresponding figures for creative workers and graduates are less at 
83.9 per cent and 81.5 per cent respectively (Table 3.39). However, it is also the case that 
more knowledge workers (32.9 per cent) use some form of public transport for the journey to 
work when compared to creative workers (22.4 per cent) and graduates (29.7 per cent). 
Undoubtedly, this is related to the fact that considerably more creative and graduate workers 
walk and cycle to work. As stated previously, the results suggest that creative workers have 
more sustainable commuting patterns with 44.3 per cent of individuals using non-motorised 
transport (walking and cycling) to get to work compared to 29.7 per cent and 37.1 per cent for 
knowledge workers and graduates respectively. 

 
Table 3.39 - Number of car per household for each sample group 

 None 1 2 3+ 

Creative 16.1% 41.9% 28.0% 14.0% 
Knowledge 6.0% 46.4% 34.5% 13.1% 
Graduate 18.5% 35.2% 31.5% 14.8% 
Total sample 13.0% 42.0% 31.2% 13.9% 

 

Perhaps the most important point to come from Table 3.39 is that despite high levels of car 
ownership for all groups in the overall sample, car use for the journey to work is 
comparatively low. This suggests that the majority of creative and knowledge workers use 
their car for non-work trips such as shopping and recreation in the off-peak periods and at 
weekends and not for the journey to work. The foregoing results imply that there is not 
necessarily a correlation between car ownership and car use for the journey to work, at least 
where creative and knowledge workers are concerned. 
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4 BI-VARIATE ANALYSIS 

This section presents results produced for bivariate analysis investigating the relationship 
between a number of factors and respondent’s mobility, satisfaction with their residential and 
work environments as well as their level of satisfaction with the city. The objective of the 
section is to determine the mobility characteristics of respondents and to determine factors 
that may influence satisfaction with job, residence and the city that have not been dealt with 
in the preceding sections. 

4.1 Mobility 

4.1.1 Mobility and reasons for living in Dublin 

Table 4.1 shows the relationship between mobility and reasons for living in Dublin. Of the 
total respondents 57.8 per cent have lived outside of Dublin with 25.2 per cent living in 
another country. At the outset it is perhaps worth noting that for individuals who have never 
moved from Dublin the fact that they were born in the city and that their family lives in the 
city were the two most important factors for living in the city. Clearly, those who have never 
moved from the city are individuals with a deep personnel and family connection with the 
city. However, our primary interest in terms of mobility is with those individuals who have 
lived in another city in the country, outside the country and those who have lived outside 
Europe for more than a year. 
 
Table 4.1 - Relationship between mobility and reasons for living in Dublin  

 Never 
moved 

In city but 
other 

neighbourhood 

Another city in 
region/province

/ country 

Another city 
in country 

Outside 
country 

Outside 
Europe 

Born here 61.5% 31.2% 9.7% 2.9% 5.9%  
Family lives here 38.5% 26.0% 6.5% 8.6% 11.8% 30.8% 
Studied in Dublin 0.0% 6.5% 22.6% 28.6% 8.8% 7.7% 
Proximity to friends 0.0% 10.4% 0.0% 11.4% 11.8% 0.0% 
Moved here because of 
job 

0.0% 15.6% 45.2% 34.3% 17.6% 30.8% 

Moved here because of 
partner's job 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 11.8% 0.0% 

Good employment 
opportunities 

0.0% 9.1% 9.7% 11.4% 23.5% 7.7% 

Higher wages 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.9% 0.0% 
Size of city 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 
Housing availability 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Diversity of leisure and 
entertainment facilities 

0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 7.7% 

Presence of good 
universities 

0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
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If we look first at respondents who have lived in another city in Ireland, the results reveal that 
the reason they now live in Dublin is due to their employment followed closely by the fact 
that they studied in the city and these could be said to be ‘hard’ pull factors. For those living 
outside Ireland but in Europe the main reason they are now in Dublin is because of good 
employment opportunities while those who have lived outside of Europe for more than a year 
cite the fact that their family lives in the city as the primary reason they now live in the city. 
The foregoing suggests that ‘hard’ factors are very important for mobile individuals in terms 
of their reasons for living in Dublin with the strength of the labour force and ties to family 
also of particular importance.  

4.1.2 Age and mobility 

Table 4.2 shows the relationship between age and mobility for respondents. It can be seen that 
those respondents who have never moved from Dublin are mostly in the 15 to 24 age range. 
This is as expected given that younger age groups are less likely to have had the opportunity 
to move to another city or country. The largest proportion of those who have either lived in 
another city in Ireland, Europe or the rest of the world are overwhelmingly in the 25-34 age 
group. This implies that young adults in this age range are more mobile and are more inclined 
to move between cities than individuals in other age ranges. 

 
Table 4.2 - Relationship between age and mobility 
 Never 

moved 
In city but other 
neighbourhood 

Another city in 
region/ 

province/country 

Another city 
in country 

Outside 
country 

Outside 
Europe 

15-24 37.5% 6.6% 24.2% 15.8% 4.5% 7.1% 
25-34 31.3% 61.8% 57.6% 73.7% 56.8% 42.9% 
35-44 25.0% 15.8% 9.1% 7.9% 29.5% 42.9% 
45-54 6.3% 5.3% 3.0% 2.6% 9.1% 7.1% 
55-64 0.0% 9.2% 6.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

The previous point is reinforced by the results presented in Table 4.3; 81.3 per cent of 
respondents who say they are almost definitely going to leave Dublin in the next three years 
are in the 25-34 age range while 64.1 per cent of those who are very likely to leave are also in 
the 25-34 age range. This trend may be related to some extent at least to the fact that in recent 
years, it has become quite common for young Irish adults to go abroad for a year immediately 
after they complete their primary degree. It is also common practice for young Irish adults to 
take a year out of work to go travelling and this phenomenon may explain, to some extent at 
least, the foregoing results. This implies that among this age group, mobility is a cyclical 
trend where many people interviewed have already lived elsewhere for a year or more while 
many others are expressing the desire to leave in the near future. 
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Table 4.3 - Age and likelihood of leaving Dublin in the next year 
 Almost 

definitely 
Very likely Somewhat 

likely 
Not too 
likely 

Not likely 
at all 

15-24 9.4% 25.6% 17.1% 9.4% 4.3% 
25-34 81.3% 64.1% 63.4% 57.8% 38.3% 
35-44 6.3% 7.7% 17.1% 20.3% 34.0% 
45-54   2.4% 7.8% 12.8% 
55-64 3.1% 2.6%  4.7% 8.5% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

4.1.3 Income and mobility 

Table 4.4 shows the relationship between income and the likelihood of leaving Dublin within 
the next three years. The results show that respondents that are almost definitely (60.6 per 
cent) or very likely (55.3 per cent) to leave Dublin in the next three years are predominantly 
in the €2000-2999 monthly income range while those who are somewhat likely (54.8 per 
cent) are also in that range. These are significant proportions given that those in the €2000- 
2999 monthly income range represent only 44.1 per cent of overall responses. This suggests 
that there is a link between income range and likelihood of leaving the city. It is also notable 
perhaps that those who consider it not at all likely that they will move in the next three years 
are from a variety of income ranges. In particular, 14.9 per cent of respondents in the €4000-
4999 income range and 17.0 per cent in the €5000-5999 income range consider it not at all 
likely that they will move in the next three years despite these income groups making up only 
7.2 per cent and 6.3 per cent of overall respondents. Thus, there would appear also to be a link 
between respondents on higher incomes and respondent who are unlikely to leave the city in 
the near future and this suggests that an income threshold exists which entices individuals to 
stay in their job and in the city. 

 
Table 4.4 - Relationship between income (€) and likelihood of leaving Dublin within the next three 
years 
 Almost 

definitely 
Very likely Somewhat 

likely 
Not too 
likely 

Not likely 
at all 

Total 

500-999 3.0% 2.6%  3.2% 2.1% 2.3% 
1000-1999 12.1% 13.2% 2.4% 4.8% 10.6% 8.1% 
2000-2999 60.6% 55.3% 54.8% 38.7% 21.3% 44.1% 
3000-3999 18.2% 15.8% 19.0% 33.9% 17.0% 22.1% 
4000-4999 0.0% 5.3% 9.5% 4.8% 14.9% 7.2% 
5000-5999 3.0% 5.3% 2.4% 3.2% 17.0% 6.3% 
6000-6999 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 4.3% 1.8% 
7000-7999 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.3% 5.9% 
10000+ 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 0.0% 0.6% 
Don’t know/refused 3.0% 2.6% 11.9% 6.5% 8.5% 0.8% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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4.1.4 Occupation and mobility 

Table 4.5 shows the relationship between occupation and likelihood of leaving Dublin in the 
next three years. The occupation with the largest proportion of individuals who are almost 
definitely going to leave Dublin in the next three years is architects followed by accountants. 
The occupations with the largest proportion of individuals who are very likely to leave within 
the next three years are accountants or architects. However, given the weighting of the 
sampling framework towards these occupations, the results are broadly as one would expect.  

 
Table 4.5 - Occupation and likelihood of leaving Dublin in the next year 
 Almost 

definitely 
Very 
likely 

Somewhat 
likely 

Not too 
likely 

Not likely 
at all 

Directors and chief executives 
 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.2% 

Production+operators managers in transport, storage, 
comms. 

0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

Production and operations dept managers in business 
services 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 

Production+operations dept managers(not class. 
elsewhere) 

0.0% 2.6% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 

Finance and admin department managers 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 2.9% 6.1% 
Sales and marketing department managers 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 
Advertising and public relations department managers 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 
Computer services dept managers 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 1.5% 0.0% 
Computer systems designers and analysts 9.1% 2.6% 2.3% 5.9% 4.1% 
Computer programmers 0.0% 2.6% 4.7% 1.5% 2.0% 
Architects, town and traffic planners 24.2% 20.5% 14.0% 20.6% 8.2% 
Civil engineer 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 
Electronics and telecommunications engineers 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Architects, engineers and related professionals 3.0% 7.7% 4.7% 1.5% 4.1% 
College, university and HE teaching professionals 15.2% 10.3% 14.0% 11.8% 6.1% 
Accountants 18.2% 28.2% 11.6% 2.9% 4.1% 
Personnel and careers professionals 0.0% 2.6% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 
Business professionals not elsewhere classified 9.1% 10.3% 20.9% 11.8% 24.5% 
Lawyers 3.0% 0.0% 4.7% 7.4% 8.2% 
Legal professionals not elsewhere classified 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 
Authors, journalists and other writers 0.0% 2.6% 2.3% 5.9% 2.0% 
Sculptors, painters and related artists 3.0% 2.6% 2.3% 5.9% 0.0% 
Mechanical engineering technicians 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 2.0% 
Computer assistants 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 
Photographers and image, sound recording equipment 
operators 

0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 4.1% 

Securities and finance dealers and brokers 
 

3.0% 2.6% 2.3% 2.9% 6.1% 

Business services agents+trade brokers(not class. 
elsewhere) 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.1% 

Statistical, mathematical and related associate 
professional 

0.0% 2.6% 4.7% 1.5% 0.0% 

Administrative associate professionals not elsewhere 
classified 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 

Decorators and commercial designers 
 

3.0% 2.6% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 

Total 
 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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4.2 Satisfaction with employment 

4.2.1 Gender and overall job satisfaction 

Table 4.6 displays the results for gender and overall level of job satisfaction. The results show 
that there is little variation in overall job satisfaction between male and female workers. The 
only notable difference in statistics is that a greater proportion of male workers than expected 
are dissatisfied with their job than females. However, broadly speaking, the results are highly 
consistent for all levels of satisfaction.  

 
Table 4.6 - Relationship between gender and overall job satisfaction 

 Very satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 

Male 48.9% 50.7% 55.6% 54.5% 50.0% 
Female 51.1% 49.3% 44.4% 45.5% 50.0% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

4.2.2 Age and overall job satisfaction 

Table 4.7 shows respondents age range and their overall level of job satisfaction. The key 
trend to emerge from the results is that all of the respondents in the 45-54 age groups are 
either satisfied or very satisfied with their job. The highest proportions of dissatisfied and 
very dissatisfied responses are from those in the 55-64 age group. This suggests that 
respondents who might be considered the older generation appear to be least satisfied with 
their jobs. The reason for this is unclear but it may be related to the modernisation of the work 
environment and the introduction of new technology into many business models; it may also 
be related to the fact that individuals in older age group have been in their current 
employment for a long period of time and are finding daily tasks increasingly monotonous. 

 
Table 4.7 - Age and overall level of job satisfaction 

 Very satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 

15-24 25.0% 53.6% 10.7% 7.1% 3.6% 
25-34 18.8% 63.3% 13.3% 3.9% .8% 
35-44 22.5% 55.0% 15.0% 7.5% 0.0% 
45-54 7.7% 92.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
55-64 14.3% 57.1% 0.0% 14.3% 14.3% 

4.2.3 Income and overall job satisfaction 

Table 4.8 shows the overall level of job satisfaction for the income ranges used in the 
analysis. In general, the results show that there is no clear relationship between income and 
overall job satisfaction. Looking at those who are very satisfied with their job for example, it 
is evident the largest proportion are in the €2000-2999 and €3000-3999 income ranges; these 
ranges also make up the bulk of overall responses so in relative terms the results are as 



THE ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE METROPOLITAN REGION 
 

 74

expected. The most interesting point to emerge from the results is in relation to those who are 
very dissatisfied with their job. It can be seen that the largest proportion in this category are 
those who are on the lower income ranges. The suggestion here is that overall job satisfaction 
is somewhat related to low income levels but the opposite is not necessarily the case. 

 
Table 4.8 - Income and overall job satisfaction 

 Very 
satisfied 

Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very 
dissatisfied 

Total 

500-999  .8% 7.4% 0.0% 25.0% 1.8% 
1000-1999 9.3% 8.3% 7.4% 0.0% 25.0% 8.3% 
2000-2999 37.2% 45.5% 44.4% 54.5% 25.0% 43.8% 
3000-3999 25.6% 23.5% 14.8% 27.3% 0.0% 22.6% 
4000-4999 9.3% 6.1% 7.4% 9.1% 0.0% 6.9% 
5000-5999 4.7% 6.1% 3.7% 9.1% 25.0% 6.0% 
6000-6999 4.7% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 
7000-7999 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% .9% 
10000+ 0.0% .8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% .5% 
Don’t know/ rrefuse 9.3% 5.3% 14.8% 0.0% 0.0% 6.9% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

4.2.4 Expected time period in company and overall job satisfaction 

Table 4.9 shows the length of time that respondents expect to stay in their current 
employment and overall level of job satisfaction. The results demonstrate that respondents 
who expect to stay in their current workplace for a longer period of time are individuals that 
are very satisfied with their job. This is particularly the case for those who expect to remain in 
their current employment for between 5-10 years (53.3 per cent) and over ten years (50.0 per 
cent). By way of contrast, the largest proportions of individuals who are very dissatisfied with 
their job expect to remain in their current employment for less than a year. This suggests that 
creative, knowledge and graduate workers who expect to stay only a short period of time in 
their current place of employment are dissatisfied with their job. 

 
Table 4.9 - Expected stay in company and overall level of job satisfaction 

 Very satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very 
dissatisfied 

Less than 6 months 10.0% 50.0% 20.0% 10.0% 10.0% 
Less than 1 year 5.3% 42.1% 21.1% 31.6%  
Between 1 and 3 years 16.2% 60.8% 17.6% 2.7% 2.7% 
More than 3 but less than 5 years 23.8% 71.4% 4.8% 0.0% 0.0% 

Between 5 and 10 years 53.3% 33.3% 6.7% 6.7% 0.0% 
More than 10 years 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Don’t know 10.9% 76.4% 10.9% 1.8% 0.0% 
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4.2.5 Working hours and job satisfaction 

Table 4.10 shows the number of working hours per week and overall level of job satisfaction. 
The results show that there is no significant variation between job satisfaction and the number 
of hours worked each week. In fact, the proportion of respondents that are either satisfied or 
very satisfied is remarkably consistent for all categories. This suggests that as far as creative 
and knowledge workers are concerned at least, the number of weekly working hours appears 
to have little bearing on overall job satisfaction. 

 
Table 4.10 - Working hours per week and overall job satisfaction 

 Very satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 

Less than 20 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Between 21 and 30 37.5% 50.0% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 
Between 31 and 42 20.0% 60.9% 10.4% 7.8% .9% 
Between 43 and 55 16.1% 63.2% 14.9% 2.3% 3.4% 
More than 55 hours 30.0% 60.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

4.2.6 Time lived in city and overall job satisfaction 

Table 4.11 shows the length of time that respondents have lived in Dublin and their overall 
level of job satisfaction. The largest proportion of respondents that are very satisfied with 
their job are living in the city for less than a year followed by those who are living in the city 
for more than ten years. Overall, the results show that the greatest proportion of individuals 
who are satisfied with their job are living in Dublin for less than a year or for between one 
and two years. Thus, creative, knowledge and graduate workers who have moved to Dublin 
recently appear to be considerably more satisfied with their current employment. This is not 
unexpected given that for many individuals a new place of employment is something of a 
novelty while those who have been in their employment for a long period of time may 
perhaps have become too accustomed to the working environment.  

 
Table 4.11 - Length of time living in Dublin and overall level of job satisfaction 

 Very satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 

Less than one year 38.5% 53.8% 0.0% 7.7% 0.0% 
Between 1 and 2 years 10.5% 78.9% 10.5% 0.0% 0.0% 
Between 2 and 5 years 14.3% 65.7% 14.3% 0.0% 5.7% 
Between 5 and 10 years 16.1% 60.7% 12.5% 8.9% 1.8% 
More than 10 years 24.8% 55.4% 13.9% 5.0% 1.0% 
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4.2.7 Commuting and job Satisfaction 

The relationship between commuting and overall level of job satisfaction is displayed in 
Tables 4.12 and 4.13. Looking first at Table 4.12 for commuting time, it can be seen that the 
highest level of job dissatisfaction is with respondents that are commuting for 90 minutes or 
more to work followed by those who are commuting between 60-90 minutes. This is 
unsurprising and suggests that individuals commuting longer journey times to work are less 
satisfied with their job. However, it is notable also that the largest proportion of individuals 
that are very satisfied with their job are commuting less than 15 minutes to work Thus, the 
foregoing results suggest that shorter commuting times may increase satisfaction with work 
and vice versa. 

 
Table 4.12 - Travel time (mins) to work and overall job satisfaction 

 Very satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 

Work from home 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
<15 34.6% 50.0% 15.4% 0.0% 0.0% 
15-29 22.4% 55.2% 17.2% 5.2% 0.0% 
30-44 12.3% 69.2% 10.8% 4.6% 3.1% 
45-59 24.2% 60.6% 6.1% 3.0% 6.1% 
60-90 18.9% 59.5% 13.5% 8.1% 0.0% 
90+ 0.0% 75.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 

 
Turning to Table 4.13, it is striking that the foregoing trends for travel time are almost 
replicated for travel distance to work; individuals with the highest levels of job dissatisfaction 
are those who commute the longest distances (30+ kilometres) while the highest proportion of 
those who are very satisfied with their job travel less than one kilometre to work. This and the 
foregoing results for travel time suggests a relationship between commuting patterns and the 
overall level of job satisfaction of creative, knowledge and graduate workers. Clearly, those 
who have longer commutes either in terms of journey time or journey distance are less 
satisfied with their job and vice versa. 

 
Table 4.13 - Travel distance (kms) to work and overall job satisfaction 

 Very satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 

Work from home 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
No fixed workplace 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
<1 42.9% 35.7% 14.3% 7.1% 0.0% 
1-4 16.7% 59.1% 16.7% 4.5% 3.0% 
5-9 23.9% 60.6% 8.5% 5.6% 1.4% 
10-14 10.7% 75.0% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 
15-29 21.4% 60.7% 10.7% 7.1% 0.0% 
30+ 0.0% 71.4% 14.3% 14.3% 0.0% 
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4.3 Satisfaction with residential environment 

4.3.1 Gender and neighbourhood satisfaction 

Table 4.14 displays the results for the relationship between gender and overall satisfaction 
with the neighbourhood. Given that the overall sample is more or less equally split in terms of 
gender one would expect that the levels of satisfaction with the neighbourhood would be 
similar for male and female respondents. Table 4.14 shows that this is indeed the case; overall 
satisfaction with the neighbourhood is consistently high for both male and female 
respondents. 

 
Table 4.14 - Gender and overall satisfaction with quality of life in the neighbourhood 
 Very satisfied Quite satisfied Somewhat 

unsatisfied 
Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 

Male 50.9% 51.0% 53.8% 0.0% 0.0% 

Female 49.1% 49.0% 46.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

 

4.3.2 Age and overall satisfaction with quality of life in the neighbourhood 

Table 4.15 shows the relationship between age and overall satisfaction with the quality of life 
in the neighbourhood/area. The results are interesting because they show that more 
respondents in the oldest age range (55-64) followed by those in the youngest age range (15-
24) are very satisfied with the overall quality of life in their neighbourhood. This suggests that 
overall levels of satisfaction with the quality of life in the neighbourhood are very high for 
both older and younger generations, which is a good reflection on neighbourhood 
environments in the city generally. 

 
Table 4.15 - Age and overall satisfaction with quality of life in the neighbourhood 
 Very satisfied Quite satisfied Somewhat 

unsatisfied 
Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 
15-24 35.7% 57.1% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 
25-34 18.9% 67.4% 13.6% 0.0% 0.0% 
35-44 22.5% 75.0% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 
45-54 23.1% 61.5% 15.4% 0.0% 0.0% 
55-64 44.4% 33.3% 22.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
Total 22.9% 65.9% 11.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
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4.3.3 Commuting and overall satisfaction with the neighbourhood 

The relationship between commuting and overall satisfaction with the quality of life in the 
neighbourhood is shown in Tables 4.16 and 4.17. Taking the two tables together, the results 
show that the largest proportion of respondents that are very satisfied with the overall quality 
of life in the neighbourhood are those that have the shortest commuting times and distances. 
This suggests that there is a positive relationship between commuting efficiency and overall 
satisfaction with the neighbourhood. By way of contrast a much smaller proportion of those 
with high commuting times are very satisfied with their neighbourhood. The foregoing results 
resemble those for overall job satisfaction and they imply that commuting has a large 
influence on individuals overall level of satisfaction with employment and neighbourhood 
characteristics and thus perceptions of the overall quality of life of creative knowledge 
workers. 

 
Table 4.16 - Commuting time and overall satisfaction with neighbourhood 

 Very satisfied Quite satisfied Somewhat 
unsatisfied 

Dissatisfied Very 
dissatisfied 

Total 

Work from home 0.0% 0.7% 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 
<15 24.5% 7.8% 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 11.2% 
15-29 24.5% 26.8% 19.2% 0.0% 0.0% 25.4% 
30-44 20.8% 34.6% 15.4% 0.0% 0.0% 29.3% 
45-59 15.1% 15.7% 11.5% 0.0% 0.0% 15.1% 
60-90 15.1% 12.4% 42.3% 0.0% 0.0% 16.4% 
90+ 0.0% 2.0% 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%  

 

Table 4.17 - Commuting distance and overall satisfaction with the neighbourhood 
 Very satisfied Quite satisfied Somewhat 

unsatisfied 
Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 
Total 

Work from home 0.0% 0.7% 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 
No fixed place 0.0% 0.0% 7.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 
<1 11.8% 4.7% 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 6.2% 
1-4 41.2% 25.5% 23.1% 0.0% 0.0% 28.8% 
5-9 25.5% 38.9% 15.4% 0.0% 0.0% 33.2% 
10-14 7.8% 14.8% 19.2% 0.0% 0.0% 13.7% 
15-29 11.8% 12.1% 19.2% 0.0% 0.0% 12.8% 
30+ 2.0% 3.4% 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 
Don’t know 0.0% 0.0% 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%  
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4.4 Satisfaction with the city 

4.4.1 Gender and satisfaction with the city 

Table 4.18 displays the relationship between gender and overall level of satisfaction with the 
city. The results show that a greater proportion of male respondents are either very satisfied or 
satisfied (61.3 per cent) with the city than female respondents (53.2 per cent) while a similar 
proportion of respondents for both genders are either dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with the 
city. The most obvious conclusion to be drawn from the results is that females appear to be 
less satisfied with life in the city than males. 

 
Table 4.18 - Gender and satisfaction with the city 

 Very satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 

Male 17.6%% 43.7% 13.5% 25.2% 0.0% 

Female 16.5%% 36.7% 23.9% 19.2% 3.6% 

4.4.2 Income and satisfaction with the city 

Table 4.19 shows the relationship between income level and level of satisfaction with the city. 
One might have expected that those with higher incomes would have higher levels of 
satisfaction with the city simply because they would have greater means to utilise the cities 
leisure, recreation and entertainment facilities. The results reveal that this is indeed the case; 
the largest proportions of respondents who are very satisfied or satisfied with life in the city 
are also those on the highest incomes and vice versa. Thus, the results suggest, tentatively, 
that there is a link between income level and level of satisfaction with the city. 

 
Table 4.19 - Income level and satisfaction with the city 

 Very satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 

500-999 20.0% 20.0% 40.0% 0.0% 20.0% 
1000-1999 5.6% 27.8% 22.3% 44.4% 0.0% 
2000-2999 12.4% 42.2% 22.7% 20.7% 2.0% 
3000-3999 16.3% 53.1% 12.3% 16.3% 2.0% 
4000-4999 41.2% 29.4% 5.9% 23.6% 0.0% 
5000-5999 53.9% 15.4% 0.0% 30.8% 0.0% 
6000-6999 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 
7000-7999 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
10000+ 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100% 0.0% 
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4.4.3 Commuting and satisfaction with the city 

Table 4.20 shows commuting times of respondents and their level of satisfaction with the city. 
The key point to note from the data is that the greatest proportions of respondents who are 
dissatisfied with the city are those with the longest commuting times and vice versa. 

 

Table 4.20 - Commuting time (mins) and level of satisfaction with the city 
 Very satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 

Work from home 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
<15 14.8% 66.6% 7.4% 11.1% 0.0% 
15-29 21.0% 35.1% 22.8% 21.1% 0.0% 
30-44 20.8% 35.3% 14.7% 25.0% 4.4% 
45-59 17.2% 34.2% 20.0% 28.6% 0.0% 
60-90 2.7% 45.9% 27.0% 21.6% 2.7% 
>90 0.0% 25.0% 25.0% 50.0% 0.0% 

 

Turning to the results for distance (Table 4.21), it is evident that the greatest proportion of 
respondents who are very satisfied with the city are those with the shortest commuting 
distance. This is similar to the trends for commuting time. However, it is interesting to note 
that the greatest proportion of those who are dissatisfied with the city are those with no fixed 
place of work. The may be due to the fact that individuals who have no fixed workplace miss 
out on some of the social aspects of work as well as the fact that their commuting times are 
likely to be higher on average due to the fact that they cannot regulate their commute trip. 

 
Table 4.21 - Commuting distance and level of satisfaction with the city 

 Very satisfied Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 

Work from home 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
No fixed place 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 
<1 21.4% 57.2% 0.0% 21.4% 0.0% 
1-4 18.4% 46.2% 10.6% 23.1% 1.5% 
5-9 15.1% 35.6% 26.0% 21.9% 1.4% 
10-14 19.3% 32.3% 16.2% 32.2% 0.0% 
15-29 6.8% 48.2% 20.7% 20.7% 3.4% 
30+ 14.3% 42.9% 42.9% 0.0% 0.0% 

 
The foregoing results for commuting echo a trend throughout the entire results: commuting 
impacts broadly on respondent’s levels of satisfaction with their work environment, their 
neighbourhood and residence as well as their sense of satisfaction with the city. This suggests 
that policies aimed at reducing the burden of commuting would significantly enhance the 
attractiveness of the city for creative knowledge workers and for higher educated graduates. 
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5 CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 Overview 

This section summarises the main conclusions arising from the analysis presented in the 
preceding sections. Emphasis is placed on the role of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors and how they 
relate to respondents satisfaction with the city, the work environment as well as the residential 
environment and neighbourhood. The perceptions of the level of tolerance experienced by 
creative knowledge workers is also considered along with the degree of mobility of the 
creative knowledge workforce both in terms of job mobility and in terms of their broader 
locational mobility. Finally, the implications of the results for broader city competitiveness 
policy and strategy are considered with particular reference to Dublin. 

5.2 ‘Hard’ and ‘Soft’ factors 

5.2.1 ‘Hard’ and ‘Soft’ factors related to living in the city 

One of the key objectives of the current research is to determine the role of so-called ‘soft’ 
factors in creating and stimulating creative knowledge regions (see Musterd et al, 2007, 32), 
particularly in terms of how they affect the flow of the increasingly mobile human capital (i.e. 
young, talented individuals with a high degree of intellectual capital) which according to 
Florida (2002, 2005a, 2005b) has become one of the pre-requisites for the emergent creative 
economy. It has been argued that while the role of ‘hard’ factors such as the labour force, rent 
levels, availability of office space, accessibility and tax regimes continue to be important for 
company location, the role of ‘soft’ factors such as an attractive residential environment, 
tolerance of different lifestyles and ethnicity diversity, a lively (sub) cultural scene, the ‘buzz’ 
of a city as well as public meeting places for business and leisure purposes, is becoming 
increasingly relevant in location decision-making. The hypothesis assumes that talented 
individuals are attracted to cities because of the aforementioned ‘soft’ location factors and that 
companies are increasingly following pools of talented creative individuals to cities where 
these individuals tend to congregate (Florida, 2002). 
 

Table 5.1 - Satisfaction with ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors of living in the city 

Factor Type of factor Satisfied ( ) or Dissatisfied ( ) 

Leisure and cultural facilities ‘Soft’  
Public services ‘Hard’  
Environmental aspects ‘Soft’  
Cost of living ‘Hard’  
Tolerance ‘Soft’  
Commuting ‘Hard’  
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Table 5.1 shows a summary of the general levels of satisfaction with the major ‘hard’ and 
‘soft’ factors associated with living in the Dublin region. Generally speaking, it seems that 
there is a high degree of worker dissatisfaction with both ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors associated 
with the city’s living environment. However, dissatisfaction is certainly more prominent with 
regard to ‘hard’ factors. In particular, respondents are highly dissatisfied with the city’s public 
services (including health and levels of street safety) and transport is the area where the level 
of dissatisfaction is greatest. This is perhaps unsurprising because it is generally recognised 
that Dublin has a serious under provision of public transport facilities when compared with 
similar-sized EU cities and this is largely due to the chronic under funding of public transport 
systems in the past. However, dissatisfaction with transport is not confined to public transport 
but to the transport network more generally and to respondents commuting experiences. The 
results also demonstrate a high level of dissatisfaction with the general costs of living in the 
city. 

If we turn our attention to ‘soft’ factors associated with living in the city (Table 5.1), it is 
evident that creative knowledge workers are satisfied with leisure and cultural facilities but 
dissatisfied with many environmental issues associated with living in the city. In the case of 
the latter, particular dissatisfaction exists with the streetscape and its cleanliness, the provision 
of bicycle lanes, traffic congestion, air and noise pollution as well as the provision of 
recycling services. 

In the case of tolerance, one of Florida’s 3 T’s for attracting the ‘creative class’, the general 
trend shows Dublin to be a tolerant city. Florida and Tingali’s (2004) work has argued that 
Dublin is weak with respect to tolerance and pluralism. In part this is explained by the fact 
that historically Ireland has been a country of emigration and it is only during the past decade 
that it has become a country of immigration and, in particular, has seen the immigration of 
what are termed visible minorities. However, the foregoing results with regard to tolerance 
are by no means overwhelming and there is little doubt that mixed impressions exist with 
regard to tolerance in the GDA. It is perhaps worth noting that Florida and Tingali’s Euro-
Tolerance Index consists of an Attitudes Index, a Values Index and a Self-Expression Index. 
Ireland scored highly on both the Attitudes Index and the Self-Expression index but very 
badly on the Values Index (which measures the degree to which a country reflects traditional 
as opposed to modern or secular values using data from the World Values Survey). Given that 
the questions asked in the current research did not specifically address issues such as God and 
religion, nationalism, family, women’s rights, divorce and abortion (which forms the basis for 
Florida’s Values Index), the results presented here for tolerance may be overly-optimistic. 
Cleary, more extensive analysis is required. 

The foregoing analysis leads to the conclusion that Dublin’s creative knowledge workers are 
highly dissatisfied with ‘hard’ factors associated with living in the metropolitan region. On 
the other hand, levels of satisfaction with ‘soft’ factors are generally high with the exception 
of many of the environmental aspects of the city. It is difficult to determine the relative 
weighting placed by creative knowledge workers on ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors of the city’s 
living environment when determining their overall impression of living in the city. Perhaps 
this is an area where further research is needed. Nevertheless, the results imply that in overall 
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terms Dublin’s creative knowledge workers are dissatisfied with many aspects of the city’s 
living environment. 

A further important conclusion to emerge from the analysis concerns the factors that play an 
important role in influencing overall levels of satisfaction with the city. The first conclusion 
to be drawn in this respect is that there appears to be a relationship between income and 
satisfaction with the city. The results show (see section 4.4.2) that the largest proportion of 
creative knowledge workers that are very satisfied or satisfied with the city’s living 
environment are those on the highest incomes and vice versa. Perhaps this is due to the 
greater ability of those on higher incomes to experiences the city’s cultural, leisure and 
recreational facilities on a more regular basis. The second conclusion is that commuting 
influences creative knowledge workers overall satisfaction with the city’s living environment. 
Those with the shortest commuting distances and times are those with the greatest levels of 
satisfaction with the city and vice versa (see section 4.4.3). 

5.2.2 ‘Hard’ and ‘Soft’ factors related to the work environment 

Table 5.2 displays a summary of the level of respondent satisfaction with ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ 
factors relating to the work environment. In general, creative knowledge workers in Dublin 
are highly satisfied with both ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors associated with the work environment. 
In fact, the only areas where any sort of slight dissatisfaction exists is in terms of the amount 
of holiday time/paid leave workers receive and their ability to balance professional and family 
life, and even then, the level of dissatisfaction is relatively insignificant. This point is 
reinforced by the fact that overall job satisfaction (those who were ‘very satisfied’ or 
‘satisfied’) among Dublin’s creative knowledge workers was 81.5 per cent. It is difficult to 
determine with any degree of accuracy the relative weighting placed by workers on job 
satisfaction, satisfaction with the city’s living environment and satisfaction with the 
residential environment and surrounding neighbourhood when making an overall decision on 
whether to settle in a particular city. This coupled with the difficulty of determining the 
relative weighting placed by workers on ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors in each of these areas makes 
strategic policy making extremely difficult. 

 
Table 5.2 - Satisfaction with ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors related to the work environment 

 Satisfied ( ) or Dissatisfied ( ) 

‘Hard’ employment factors1  

‘Soft’ employment factors2  

 

                                                 
1 ‘Hard’ factors relating to the work environment include the provision of facilities in the workplace, the level of 
training received, salary, paid leave and job security. 
2 ‘Soft’ factors relating to the intrinsic nature of the job itself or the work environment include the sense of 
achievement gained from work, the scope for using ones own initiative, the amount of influence exercised over 
the job, the intellectually stimulating aspect of the job, the friendliness of the work environment and the ability to 
balance professional and family life. 
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In terms of satisfaction with the work environment, it seems that the most important factor 
affecting job dissatisfaction is low income levels, a ‘hard’ factor. However, the opposite does 
not necessarily apply in that those with the highest incomes do not appear to have greater 
degrees of satisfaction than (say) those in the middle income range. In short, creative 
knowledge workers with low earning power have a greater tendency to be dissatisfied with 
their job than workers on higher incomes. 

The results also demonstrate a correlation between the length of time workers have lived in 
the city and their job satisfaction. Workers who have lived in the city for three years or less 
tend to have higher degree of satisfaction than workers who have lived in the city for longer 
periods of time. Perhaps this is related, to some extent at least, to the novelty and excitement 
of new surroundings and a new job. Another factor to emerge is the relationship between 
commuting and job satisfaction. Creative knowledge workers who commute the longest 
distances and for the longest periods of time are also those who have the highest levels of 
satisfaction with their jobs. 

5.2.3 ‘Hard’ and ‘Soft’ factors related to residential location and neighbourhood 
satisfaction 

In terms of residential location decision-making the major conclusion to emerge from the 
analysis is that classic ‘hard’ factors continue to dominate the location decision-making of 
Dublin’s creative knowledge workforce. Issues such as housing affordability and journey time 
and journey distance to work are the most important for decision-making. However, this is not 
to say that ‘soft’ factors are unimportant. In fact, ‘soft’ factors form an important secondary 
position in location decision-making with issues such as the availability of public and private 
open space as well as dwelling size being important. Thus, one can conclude that the decision 
of creative knowledge workers to settle in a particular neighbourhood depends predominantly, 
but not exclusively, on ‘hard’ location factors with ‘soft’ factors playing an important 
secondary role in decision-making. 

Table 5.3 displays a summary of the degree of satisfaction with ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors 
associated with the residential neighbourhood. The results demonstrate that, workers are 
satisfied with some ‘hard’ factors of the neighbourhood but are also dissatisfied with others. 
General dissatisfaction exists with the provision of childcare and healthcare facilities in the 
neighbourhood and this is reflective of general public dissatisfaction with these facilities at 
the national level. However, there is a much higher degree of satisfaction with ‘soft’ factors 
associated with the neighbourhood.  
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Table 5.3 - Satisfaction with ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors related to the neighbourhood 

 Satisfied ( ) or Dissatisfied ( ) 

‘Hard’ neighbourhood factors3  

‘Soft’ neighbourhood factors4  

 
Commuting is the major factor influencing the satisfaction of creative knowledge workers 
with their neighbourhood. The results demonstrate that the largest proportions of workers who 
are satisfied with their neighbourhood are those with the shortest commuting times and 
commuting distances. 

If the results from the foregoing sections are taken together, one can conclude that 
respondents with long commuting distances and commuting times are also those who are 
most dissatisfied with their job, their residential environment and the city’s living 
environment generally. This provides evidence which suggests that the inadequacy of ‘hard’ 
factors such as transport and accessibility has an impact on all aspects of an individual’s 
perception of living and working in the city. Given that Section Three has already established 
the dominance of ‘hard’ factors for living in Dublin, the perceived inadequacy of these factors 
by creative knowledge workers is somewhat worrying for the future attraction of the city. 

5.3 Mobility 

This section discusses conclusions with regard to the mobility of creative knowledge workers. 
It is hypothesised that creative knowledge workers are a highly mobile form of talented 
human capital. Accordingly, the following analysis looks to draw conclusions about the 
mobility of workers on two different levels: (1) Locational mobility in terms of the degree of 
worker movement between cities, and (2) workforce mobility whereby individuals may 
change job but perhaps remain in the same city. 

5.3.1 Locational mobility 

The results (section 3.8.1) show that over a quarter of the sample studied (25.2%) have lived 
outside of Ireland prior to living in the city while a further 17.8% have lived in another city 
outside the GDA. This is a relatively large number and demonstrates, albeit tentatively, that 
Dublin is an attractive location for young talented workers. However, the extent to which they 
are coming to the city due ‘hard’ factors such as job availability or ‘soft’ factors such as the 
‘buzz’ of the city remains open to debate and this is something that will be explored in greater 
detail in a later work package. Nevertheless, the results (section 4.1.1) show that workers who 
have lived in another city in Ireland are now living in Dublin due to the availability of 
employment or due to the fact that they studied in the city and these would be regard as ‘hard’ 

                                                 
3 ‘Hard’ factors relating to the neighbourhood include access to employment, personal safety, provision of 
facilities, access to commercial facilities and access to public transport. 
4 ‘Soft’ factors relating to the neighbourhood include the level of traffic noise, level of pollution, level of social 
interaction with neighbours, neighbourhood appearance and access to public spaces. 
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factors. Workers who have lived outside of Ireland but in Europe prior to living in Dublin also 
cite employment as the primary reason for being in the city while those who have lived 
outside Europe prior to living in Dublin cite family ties as being the most important pull 
factor. Thus, it appears that it is predominantly classic location factors that attract creative 
knowledge workers to Dublin. Looking to the future and particularly in the event that 
employment availability declines, the region may find it increasingly difficult to attract 
talented mobile workers.  

Perhaps a more worrying trend from an economic standpoint is that 49.5% of workers 
consider it likely (almost definitely, very likely or somewhat likely) that they will leave 
Dublin within the next three years. Worryingly, 81.3% of those who are almost definitely 
going to leave and 64.1% of those who are very likely to leave are in the 25-34 age range, 
exactly the type of worker that the city’s creative knowledge economy depends upon. It 
remains to be seen whether the flight of these workers will in fact occur, and if it does, 
whether they will be replaced by similar workers wishing to live in the city. 

5.3.2 Workforce mobility 

The results (section 3.4.1) show that 47.0% of workers expect to remain in their current place 
of employment for three years or less. One can conclude, therefore, that there appears to be a 
high degree of job turnover in Dublin’s creative knowledge workforce. It is notable also that 
the foregoing trend exists despite the fact that 67.4% of workers have an unlimited permanent 
contract. It seems also that the frequent job turnover of creative knowledge workers is not 
motivated by their contract status. As far as the reason for workers potentially leaving their 
job is concerned, the most import are to find better pay, or because their contract is up or 
because they are leaving the country. Interestingly, a relatively large proportion of the sample 
is on short terms contracts. This conforms to the characteristics of labour markets in the 
creative economy which according to Scott (2006, 3) has “many individuals engaged in part-
time, temporary, and freelance forms of work…and where the working practices of most 
creative factions of the labour force are frequently coordinated within temporary project-
oriented teams”. 

Overall job satisfaction is one factor, in particular, which clearly influences the mobility or 
otherwise of creative knowledge workers. The results show (section 4.2.4) that workers who 
are highly satisfied with their job are also workers who expect to remain in their current place 
of employment for longer periods of time. The opposite is also true; those who expect to 
remain in their place of employment for a short period of time (less than 3 years) are generally 
dissatisfied with their job. Thus, it appears that overall job satisfaction is an important factor 
for the retention of creative knowledge workers within workplaces and probably within the 
city generally. 
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5.4 City competitiveness and potential risk factors 

The recent OECD report on competitive cities poses a number of potential dilemmas for 
urban administrations and central governments as they seek to enhance city competitiveness 
(Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2006). One of the core dilemmas 
posed centres around the potential conflict between economic dynamism and a liveable city. 
As the report states, ‘concentrations of population…also contribute to typical urban problems 
of congestion, poor environment, housing shortages and the formation of ghettoes. Is there a 
choice between economic dynamism and having a liveable city?’ (Organisation for Economic 
co-operation and Development, 2006, 20). Table 5.4 presents a summary of the specific 
choices or dilemmas facing city policy-makers.  

 
Table 5.4 - Dilemmas for a competitive city 

Choice Risk 

Attractive environment Fear of local authorities that high taxes to fund high 
quality infrastructure will deter investment 

Timing of investment Delayed investment can impost long term costs (e.g. 
congestion) 

Sustained spatial approach enhances attractiveness Provision of public transport and affordable housing are 
essential 

Urban renaissance strategies enhance attractiveness Place making, and in particular the attraction of 
population to inner cities, can attract ‘creative and 
innovative populations’ (OECD, 2006, p21). 

Social and distressed neighbourhoods It is important, though costly, to tackle, urban inequality 
in order to avoid crises of social exclusion and cultural 
exclusion and hostility  

Governance does not correspond to functional areas Radical solutions are needed but we need a clear 
understanding of the costs and benefits of different 
models 

Source: OECD, 2006, pp20-22.  

 
The common element of these dilemmas is that local urban administrations have, to some 
extent, the power to influence and direct decisions through policy choices. However, as seen 
in Figure 1.1, the ability of urban administrations to direct competitiveness is dependent on a 
number of contextual factors such as the international and national economic context as well 
as the degree to which the underpinnings of a knowledge economy are embedded over time 
and space. The essence of the argument is that urban administrations face hard choices with 
respect to investment and its timing with no guarantee that such investments will necessarily 
give a competitive edge. Sustained investment in infrastructure and urban renaissance 
strategies can make a difference in making a city more attractive but the calculation of the 
costs and benefits is a difficult one. On the other hand, there is a risk that lack of such 
investment will undermine competitiveness.  

The work of Richard Florida in part reflects some of the concerns expressed in Table 5.4. 
Indeed, one of the core contentions of Richard Florida’s work is that so-called ‘soft’ factors 
are increasingly important in both attracting and retaining a more mobile creative class of 
worker in cities. The results presented here seem to suggest that ‘hard’ factors continue to 
dominate decision-making. Nevertheless, Florida’s work has led perhaps to an uncritical rush 
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of some city administrations to latch onto his ideas and seek to deliver urban renaissance style 
improvements to urban areas. Assuming for the moment that this hypothesis carries some 
weight, we can further postulate that the decision-making process of such workers is in some 
sense a comparative one. In other words, they will weigh up a variety of factors including the 
attractiveness of different urban areas (globally) and of different locales within urban areas. 
Another way of putting this is that given the mobility of such workers there is a greater risk of 
key talent leaving a city if the circumstances are not right and the results presented here 
suggest that Dublin is particularly lacking with regard to ‘hard’ factors such as infrastructure 
and public services. Thus, one could argue that all other factors being equal (job type; income 
etc), the attractiveness of different urban areas matters in terms of attracting and retaining 
creative knowledge workers. If the results of this survey hold up under scrutiny, then they 
suggest that Dublin’s policy makers face many challenges to retain creative knowledge 
workers in the future. 
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APPENDIX 

Appendix 1 

The questionnaire survey used for generating the results for this report can be found at the 
following location: 

http://www2.fmg.uva.nl/acre/results/documents/WP5_questionnaireDublin.pdf 

 

Appendix 2. The Greater Dublin Area 

 

Source: Strategic Planning Guidelines (1999) 
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