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1 Focus Group Appendix

1.1 Focus Group Arrangement

Focus group sessions held at the Guangzhou shi Baoyun qu xin shi Baiye Labour Market:

Medium of Instruction | No. of Participants

1 15-Jul-2006 Chinese 12
2 18-Jul-2006 Chinese 8
= Total 20

Focus group sessions held at the Guangzhou shi Tianhe qu New Tianhe Hotel:

Medium of Instruction | No. of Participants

3 23-Sep-2006 Chinese 3
4 27-Sep-2006 Chinese 2
=>» Total 5

Major industry groups in which the focus group participants are involved:_

No. of
Industries Participants
Engaged

1 192 A ﬁjﬂfﬁ#[ﬁjﬂlﬁ Manufacture of Leather Product 6

2 243 f%ﬁ.‘ﬁjﬂlﬁ Manufacture of Musical Instrument 1

3 245 W BT I E'Jfﬁ#[ﬁjﬂiﬁ Manufacture of Artistic and 2
Entertainment Product

4 299 gt ﬁjﬂfﬁ#,ﬁjﬂlﬁ Manufacture of Other Rubber Products 1

5 364 ]Eﬂﬂ[j . ﬁj[jféj St EE “J’Q‘?ﬁﬂjﬂxﬁ Manufacture of Printing, 1
Pharmacy, Daily Chemical Commodity

6 395 FEFT U ﬁjﬂlﬁ Manufacture of Domestic Electrical 1
Appliance

7 403 TR & ﬁjﬂlﬁ Manufacture of Broadcasting and Television 1
Product

g 411 Y ER Y ?ﬁﬁjﬂlﬁ Manufacture of General Measuring 1
Equipment
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9 412 EIN S |“§hﬁiﬂ1ﬁ Manufacture of Specific Measuring 1

Equipment
10 421 S Fﬁ#,ﬁjﬂlﬁ Manufacture of Artistic Product and Craft 1
11 429 RN R N1 210 ﬁjﬂlﬁj Other Manufacturing Industries 1
12 637 PUsiléy ~ & D PRt Fﬁ#[ﬂ% Machinery Equipment, 1
Metallic Electrical Appliance and Electronic Product Wholesale
13 741 V7R 45 Corporate Management Service 2
14 746 I pl1 /TR % Career Agency 4
15 752 7 A AR B TRERS  Engineering and Technological 1

Research & Experimental Development

= Total 25

1.2 Interview Guide for the Focus Group Sessions

1.2.1. Interview Guide for Design Employers for Chinese FG Session
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1.3  Focus Group Transcripts

Full transcript of all focus group sessions was compiled and available upon request.
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2 Survey Statistical Appendix

Table 2.1

Strongly
Disagree

Views from Employers on the Reasons for Design Manpower Mismatch

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Cannot
Decide

Slightly
Agree

‘ Agree

Strongly
Agree

10 (2.1%)

8 (1.7%)

10 (2.1%)

13 (2.8%)

10 (2.1%)

6 (1.3%)

6 (1.3%)

19 (4.1%)

125 (26.8%)

62 (13.2%)

63 (13.5%)

91 (19.6%)

49 (10.5%)

43 (9.2%)

62 (13.2%)

97 (20.7%)

57 (12.2%)

32 (6.8%)

38 (8.2%)

39 (8.4%)

24 (5.1%)

33 (7.1%)

53 (11.3%)

60 (12.8%)

78 (16.7%)

52 (11.1%)

98 (21.0%)

121 (26.0%)

31 (6.6%)

44 (9.4%)

56 (12.0%)

77 (16.5%)

108 (23.1%)

124 (26.5%)

127 (27.3%)

113 (24.3%)

98 (20.9%)

120 (25.6%)

142 (30.3%)

102 (21.8%)

88 (18.8%)

178 (38%)

118 (25.3%)

73 (15.7%)

214 (45.7%)

191 (40.8%)

126 (26.9%)

101 (21.6%)
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1 (0.2%)

12 (2.6%)

12 (2.6%)

15 (3.2%)

42 (9.0%)

31 (6.6%)

23 (4.9%)

12 (2.6%)

466

465

468

468

468

468

3.89

4.72

4.44

4.09

4.98

4.57

4.06

1.544

1.503

1.464

1.508

1.540

1.444

1.503

1.624




18 (3.9%)

9 (1.9%)

21 (4.5%)

13 (2.8%)

24 (5.1%)

1 (0.2%)

2 (0.4%)

2 (0.4%)

5 (1.1%)

8 (1.7%)

82 (17.7%)

82 (17.5%)

142 (30.4%)

94 (20.1%)

107 (22.9%)

25 (5.4%)

19 (4.1%)

61 (13.1%)

37 (7.9%)

39 (8.4%)

35 (7.6%)

45 (9.6%)

62 (13.3%)

59 (12.6%)

56 (12%)

39 (8.4%)

32 (6.9%)

37 (8%)

55 (11.8%)

47 (10.1%)

116 (25.1%)

89 (19.0%)

54 (11.6%)

41 (8.8%)

55 (11.8%)

51 (10.9%)

38 (8.2%)

62 (13.4%)

55 (11.8%)

52 (11.2%)

94 (20.3%)

122 (26.0%)

102 (21.8%)

104 (22.3%)

81 (17.3%)

119 (25.5%)

122 (26.2%)

124 (26.7%)

131 (28.1%)

120 (25.8%)

90 (19.4%)

106 (22.6%)

76 (16.3%)

126 (27.0%)

119 (25.4%)

179 (38.3%)

210 (45.1%)

126 (27.2%)

156 (33.4%)

165 (35.4%)

28 (6%)

16 (3.4%)

10 (2.1%)

30 (6.4%)

26 (5.6%)

53 (11.3%)

43 (9.2%)

52 (11.2%)

28 (6.0%)

35 (7.5%)

463

469

467

467

468

467

466

464

467

466

4.23

431

434

4.12

5.16

4.79

4.82

4.87

1.616

9 (1.9%)

1.658

1.718

1.783

1.332

1.240

1.545

1.421

1.478

Note: The above measurement items exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.797
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Table 2.2

Strongly
Disagree

2 (0.4%)

7 (1.5%)

11 (2.4%)

3(0.6%)

11 (2.4%)

3 (0.6%)

4 (0.9%)

6 (1.3%)

Views from Employers on the Consequences of Manpower Mismatch

Disagree

51 (10.9%)

64 (13.7%)

92 (19.9%)

35 (7.5%)

71 (15.2%)

34 (7.3%)

35 (7.5%)

34 (7.3%)

Slightly
Disagree

21 (4.5%)

40 (8.6%)

52 (11.2%)

24 (5.2%)

50 (10.7%)

35 (7.5%)

37 (7.9%)

23 (4.9%)

Cannot
Decide

57 (12.2%)

74 (15.9%)

99 (21.4%)

114 (24.6%)

37 (7.9%)

43 (9.2%)

33 (7.1%)

96 (20.6%)

Slightly
Agree

112 (23.9%)

107 (23%)

105 (22.7%)

102 (22%)

99 (21.2%)

87 (18.6%)

124 (26.6%)

101 (21.7%)

Agree

213 (45.5%)

163 (35%)

93 (20.1%)

162 (34.9%)

168 (36.1%)

215 (46%)

205 (43.9%)

178 (38.2%)
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Strongly
Agree

12 (2.6%)

11 (2.4%)

11 (2.4%)

24 (5.2%)

30 (6.4%)

50 (10.7%)

29 (6.2%)

28 (6.0%)

468

466

463

464

466

467

467

466

Mean

4.95

4.59

4.12

4.85

4.64

5.19

4.93

SD

1.382

1.504

1.535

1.331

1.660

1.417

1.373

1.374




11 (2.4%)

6 (1.3%)

63 (13.5%)

50 (10.7%)

51 (11.0%)

40 (8.6%)

108 (23.2%)

114 (24.5%)

118 (25.4%)

119 (25.5%)

93 (20.0%)

119 (25.5%)

21 (4.5%)

18 (3.9%)

465

4.34

1.488

1.402

Note: The above measurement items exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.808

Table 2.3 Views from Employers on the Usefulness and Proficiency of the Skills, Knowledge, Capabilities and Attitudes of the designers
Not Useful Not Very Cannot Slightly : - -
At All NG Useful Decide Useful ez Va7 Lt
P TOt " Not Not Very Cannot Slightly Proficient Very
Ithleeln Proficient Proficient Decide Proficient rOHCEn Proficient
6 (1.2%) 3 (0.6%) 12 (2.3%) 30 (5.8%) 63 (12.2%) | 232 (44.9%) | 171 (33.1%) 517 5.94 1.129
2 (0.4%) 23 (4.5%) 35 (6.8%) 38 (7.4%) 178 (34.8%) | 184 (35.9%) | 51 (10.0%) 1.246

2 (0.4%)

15 (2.9%)

21 (4.1%)

48 (9.3%)

88 (17.0%)

240 (46.4%)

103 (19.9%)

1.224

7 (1.4%)

3 (0.6%)

22 (4.3%)

9 (1.7%)

37 (7.2%)

27 (5.2%)

70 (13.7%)

35 (6.8%)

168 (32.9%)

109 (21.2%)

166 (32.5%)

225 (43.7%)

40 (7.8%)

107 (20.8%)

1.301

1.198

0 (0.0%)

23 (4.5%)

46 (9.0%)

63 (12.4%)

188 (36.9%)

139 (27.3%)
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1 (0.2%)

4 (0.8%)

11(2.1%)

24 (4.7%)

39 (7.6%)

207 (40.2%)

229 (44.5%)

515

6.17

1.022

2 (0.4%)

1 (0.2%)

13 (2.5%)

4 (0.8%)

10 (1.9%)

9 (1.7%)

44 (8.6%)

17 (3.3%)

96 (18.7%)

42 (8.1%)

214 (41.6%)

210 (40.7%)

134 (26.1%)

233 (45.2%)

514

516

5.73

6.21

1.185

0.975

0 (0.0%)

1 (0.2%)

8 (1.6%)

2 (0.4%)

17 (3.3%)

23 (4.4%)

27 (5.3%)

22 (4.3%)

99 (19.3%)

83 (16.1%)

215 (41.8%)

241 (46.6%)

147 (28.6%)

145 (28%)

514

517

5.83

5.88

1.103

1.053

2 (0.4%)

2 (0.4%)

12 (2.3%)

5(1.0%)

42 (8.2%)

22 (4.3%)

42 (8.2%)

53 (10.3%)

174 (33.9%)

124 (24.1%)

174 (33.9%)

209 (40.6%)

66 (12.9%)

100 (19.4%)

513

515

5.27

5.56

1.218

1.137

1(0.2%)

21 (4.1%)

38 (7.4%)

87 (17.0%)

173 (33.7%)

139 (27.1%)

53 (10.3%)

513

5.04

1.253

Note: The above measurement items that measured usefulness exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.943; whereas those items that
measured proficiency exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.924.

0 (0.0%)

8 (1.6%)

23 (4.5%)

42 (8.2%)

92 (17.9%)

222 (43.1%)

128 (24.9%)

515

5.71

1.150

1(0.2%)

1(0.2%)

34 (6.6%)

3 (0.6%)

47 (9.1%)

11(2.1%)

72 (14%)

28 (5.4%)

163 (31.6%)

85 (16.5%)

139 (26.9%)

241 (46.9%)

59 (11.4%)

145 (28.2%)

516

514

4.98

591

1.369

0.997

2 (0.4%)

12 (2.3%)

39 (7.6%)

44 (8.5%)

151 (29.3%)

197 (38.2%)

70 (13.6%)

516

5.34

1.221

Page 10




0 (0.0%) 9 (1.7%)

18 (3.5%)

35 (6.8%)

102 (19.8%)

222 (43.0%)

130 (25.2%)

516

5.74

1.118

2 (0.4%) 16 (3.1%)

1(0.2%) 8 (1.6%)

33 (6.4%)

13 (2.5%)

63 (12.2%)

37 (7.2%)

149 (28.8%)

132 (25.6%)

184 (35.6%)

223 (43.3%)

69 (13.3%)

101 (19.6%)

517

515

5.27

5.65

1.247

1.069

1 (0.2%) 27 (5.2%)

1(0.2%) 7(1.4%)

45 (8.7%)

21 (4.1%)

72 (14.0%)

41 (8.0%)

183 (35.5%)

106 (20.6%)

149 (28.9%)

240 (46.6%)

37 (7.2%)

99 (19.2%)

515

515

4.96

5.64

1.260

1.106

4 (0.8%) 16 (3.1%)

1(0.2%) 13 (2.5%)

31 (6%)

12 (2.3%)

62 (12.0%)

38 (7.4%)

173 (33.5%)

87 (16.9%)

178 (34.5%)

217 (42.2%)

51 (9.9%)

146 (28.4%)

516

514

5.18

5.79

1.221

1.170

1(0.2%) 14 (2.7%)

1(0.2%) 21 (4.1%)

24 (4.7%)

32 (6.2%)

58 (11.3%)

64 (12.4%)

126 (24.6%)

143 (27.8%)

210 (40.9%)

189 (36.7%)

79 (15.4%)

65 (12.6%)

513

515

5.43

5.24

1.203

1.260

7 (1.4%) 27 (5.2%)

59 (11.4%)

81 (15.7%)

172 (33.3%)

131 (25.4%)

38 (7.4%)

516

4.81

1.355

Note: The above measurement items that measured usefulness exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.877; whereas those items that
measured proficiency exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.870

0 (0.0%)

3(0.6%)

8 (1.6%)

8 (1.6%)

56 (10.9%)

171 (33.1%)

270 (52.3%)

516

6.31

0911
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1 (0.2%)

0 (0.0%)

13 (2.5%)

4 (0.8%)

20 (3.9%)

6 (1.2%)

45 (8.8%)

11 (2.1%)

176 (34.2%)

76 (14.8%)

180 (35%)

249 (48.3%)

78 (15.2%)

169 (32.8%)

514

515

5.41

6.07

1.145

0.887

2 (0.4%)

0 (0.0%)

25 (4.9%)

9 (1.7%)

40 (7.8%)

12 (2.3%)

86 (16.7%)

42 (8.1%)

161 (31.3%)

117 (22.7%)

137 (26.6%)

194 (37.6%)

63 (12.2%)

142 (27.5%)

515

516

5.03

5.75

1.324

1.120

3(0.6%)

0 (0.0%)

16 (3.1%)

2 (0.4%)

35 (6.8%)

12 (2.3%)

68 (13.2%)

24 (4.7%)

156 (30.2%)

89 (17.2%)

174 (33.7%)

246 (47.7%)

63 (12.2%)

143 (27.7%)

516

516

5.20

5.93

1.257

0.950

3(0.6%)

1(0.2%)

20 (3.9%)

4 (0.8%)

31 (6.0%)

9 (1.7%)

68 (13.2%)

43 (8.3%)

144 (28.0%)

97 (18.8%)

158 (30.7%)

203 (39.3%)

90 (17.5%)

159 (30.8%)

515

516

5.27

5.86

1.330

1.068

3(0.6%)

1(0.2%)

11 (2.1%)

1(0.2%)

22 (4.3%)

5 (1.0%)

50 (9.7%)

21 (4.1%)

128 (24.8%)

65 (12.6%)

192 (37.2%)

199 (38.6%)

109 (21.1%)

224 (43.4%)

516

516

5.53

6.18

1.228

0.927

1(0.2%)

0 (0.0%)

11 (2.1%)

3 (0.6%)

28 (5.4%)

4 (0.8%)

46 (8.9%)

24 (4.7%)

130 (25.1%)

59 (11.4%)

190 (36.8%)

206 (39.9%)

110 (21.3%)

220 (42.6%)

517

516

5.53

6.17

1.219

0.928

0 (0.0%)

1 (3.0%)

3(9.1%)

14 (42.4%)

4(12.1%)

8 (24.2%)

3(9.1%)

33

4.73

1.281
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1(0.2%)

2 (0.4%)

6 (1.2%)

12 (2.3%)

48 (9.3%)

239 (46.2%)

209 (40.4%)

517

Note: The above measurement items that measured usefulness exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.912; whereas those items that
measured proficiency exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.899.

6.21

0.874

3 (0.6%)

0 (0.0%)

5 (.01%)

5(1.0%)

20 (3.9%)

6 (1.2%)

35 (6.8%)

17 (3.3%)

131 (25.3%)

78 (15.1%)

228 (44.1%)

235 (45.5%)

94 (18.2%)

176 (34%)

517

517

5.61

6.05

1.102

0.939

0 (0.0%)

1 (0.2%)

13 (2.5%)

8 (1.6%)

13 (2.5%)

7 (1.4%)

54 (10.5%)

41 (7.9%)

143 (27.7%)

98 (19.0%)

207 (40.1%)

229 (44.4%)

85 (16.5%)

132 (25.6%)

516

516

5.51

5.79

1.121

1.069

1(0.2%)

3(0.6%)

12 (2.3%)

11 (2.1%)

25 (4.9%)

14 (2.7%)

82 (15.9%)

52 (10.1%)

146 (28.3%)

120 (23.3%)

185 (35.9%)

216 (41.9%)

63 (12.2%)

100 (19.4%)

515

516

5.28

5.56

1.178

1.172

3 (0.6%)

1(0.2%)

16 (3.1%)

1(0.2%)

34 (6.6%)

12 (2.3%)

74 (14.4%)

17 (3.3%)

156 (30.4%)

44 (8.5%)

181 (35.3%)

243 (47.1%)

48 (9.4%)

198 (38.4%)

513

516

5.15

6.15

1.228

0.933

1(0.2%)

1 (0.2%)

9 (1.7%)

3(0.6%)

19 (3.7%)

7 (1.4%)

39 (7.6%)

20 (3.9%)

132 (25.6%)

56 (10.8%)

215 (41.7%)

223 (43.1%)

99 (19.2%)

207 (40.0%)

515

517

5.60

6.14

1.123

0.953
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1 (0.2%)

1(0.2%)

11 (2.1%)

2 (0.4%)

19 (3.7%)

5(1.0%)

50 (9.7%)

41 (7.9%)

113 (21.9%)

87 (16.9%)

216 (41.8%)

223 (43.2%)

106 (20.5%)

157 (30.4%)

1.172

0.992

3(0.6%)

8 (1.6%)

27 (5.2%)

59 (11.4%)

134 (26%)

180 (34.9%)

104 (20.2%)

516

1.229

Note: The above measurement items that measured usefulness exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.879; where as those items that measured

proficiency exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0913.

Table 2.4

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Cannot
Decide

Slightly
Agree

Strongly
Agree

Views from Designers and Employers on the Designers’ Training Needs at Design School

1 (0.2%)

1 (0.2%)

1 (0.2%)

1 (0.2%)

4 (0.8%)

11 (2.1%)

2 (0.4%)

3 (0.6%)

8 (1.5%)

11 (2.1%)

2 (0.4%)

2 (0.4%)

19 (3.7%)

23 (4.4%)

22 (4.3%)

15 (2.9%)

47 (9.1%)

101 (19.5%)

53 (10.3%)

78 (15.1%)

314 (60.7%)

283 (54.7%)

307 (59.7%)

285 (55.1%)
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124 (24%)

87 (16.8%)

127 (24.7%)

133 (25.7%)

517

514

5.99

6.02

0.889

1.024

0.817

0.838




1 (0.2%)

1(0.2%)

2 (0.4%)

1 (0.2%)

4 (0.8%)

1(0.2%)

11 (2.1%)

2 (0.4%)

4 (0.8%)

10 (1.9%)

3(0.6%)

21 (4.1%)

2 (0.4%)

4 (0.8%)

17 (3.3%)

16 (3.1%)

38 (7.4%)

21 (4.1%)

30 (5.8%)

66 (12.8%)

74 (14.3%)

94 (18.3%)

46 (8.9%)

103 (19.9%)

107 (20.8%)

273 (52.8%)

242 (47%)

276 (53.4%)

249 (48.2%)

234 (45.5%)

149 (28.8%)

108 (21%)

168 (32.5%)

126 (24.4%)

76 (14.8%)

517

515

517

517

514

6.05

5.66

6.11

5.86

5.47

0.828

1.155

0.872

0.949

1.180

Note: The above measurement items exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.830.

Table 2.5 Views from Designers and Employers on the Staff Training Needs for Designers in the Workplace

Strongly
Disagree

1 (0.2%) 4 (0.8%) 13 (2.5%) 19 (3.7%) 88 (17.1%) | 327 (63.4%) | 64 (12.4%) 0.887

Slightly
Disagree

Cannot Slightly
Decide Agree

Strongly

Disagree Agree
S

Agree

1(0.2%) 12 (2.3%) 11 (2.1%) 33 (6.4%) 138 (26.7%) | 266 (51.6%) | 55 (10.7%) 1.018
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1 (0.2%)

1(0.2%)

3(0.6%)

10 (1.9%)

1(0.2%)

7 (1.4%)

18 (3.5%)

6 (1.2%)

11 (2.1%)

44 (8.5%)

19 (3.7%)

41 (8.0%)

156 (30.3%)

78 (15.2%)

109 (21.2%)

220 (42.7%)

320 (62.3%)

271 (52.7%)

66 (12.8%)

89 (17.3%)

72 (14.0%)

515

514

514

5.46

5.89

5.62

1.077

0.805

1.042

Note: The above measurement items exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.760.

Table 2.6

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Cannot
Decide

Slightly
Agree

Strongly
Agree

Views from Designers and Employers on the Suitability of Channels to Upgrade Designers’ Competences

1 (0.2%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

10 (1.9%)

11 (2.2%)

4 (0.8%)

1 (0.2%)

5 (1.0%)

27 (5.2%)

24 (4.7%)

9 (1.7%)

11 (2.1%)

11(2.1%)

28 (5.4%)

42 (8.3%)

23 (4.5%)

37 (7.2%)

36 (7.0%)

142 (27.6%)

166 (32.8%)

114 (22.1%)

121 (23.6%)

101 (19.7%)

259 (50.3%)

206 (44.7%)

299 (58.1%)

290 (56.5%)

284 (55.5%)

48 (9.3%)

37 (7.3%)

66 (12.8%)

53 (10.3%)

75 (14.6%)

515

506

515

513

512

5.46

5.35

5.73

5.65

5.71

1.064

1.043

0.860

0.855

0.943
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1 (0.2%) 16 (3.1%) 14 (2.8%) 98 (19.3%) | 186 (36.5%) | 157 (30.8%) 37 (7.3%)

0 (0.0%) 9 (1.8%) 15 (2.9%) 47 (9.2%) 109 (21.3%) | 245 (47.9%) 87 (17%) 512 5.62 1.072

Note: The above measurement items exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.765.

Table 2.7 Agreeableness of Employers on the Mentioned Reasons for the PRD region to be a Large Potential Market for Hong Kong Design

Industry

Strongly

Slightly Cannot Slightly
Disagree

Disagree Decide Agree

Strongly
Agree

Disagree N Mean SD

0 (0.0%) 2 (0.4%) 4 (0.8%) 18 (3.8%) 100 (21.2%) 319 (67.6%) 29 (6.1%) 472 5.73

0.706

2 (0.4%) 18 (3.8%) 23 (4.9%) 80 (17.0%) 144 (30.6%) 187 (39.8%) 16 (3.4%) 470 5.07 1.145

1 (0.2%) 4 (0.8%) 8 (1.7%) 32 (6.8%) 82 (17.4%) 293 (62.2%) 51 (10.8%) 471 5.70 0.900
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2 (0.4%) 3(0.6%) 8 (1.7%) 21 (4.5%) 79 (16.8%) 285 (60.5%) 73 (15.5%) 0.908

0 (0.0%) 1(0.2%) 3(0.6%) 13 (2.8%) 46 (9.7%) 311 (65.9%) 98 (20.8%) 472 6.03 0.712

Note: The above measurement items exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.663.

Table 2.8 Views from Employers on the Services provided by Hong Kong Designers

Strongly Slightly Cannot Slightly Strongly
Disagree Agree
Disagree Disagree Decide Agree Agree

1(0.2%) 1(0.2%) 8 (1.6%) 35 (6.8%) 139 (26.9%) | 285 (55.2%) 47 (9.1%) 516 5.62 0.842

1(0.2%) 2 (0.4%) 6 (1.2%) 23 (4.4%) 96 (18.6%) | 291 (56.3%) 98 (19%) 517 5.85 0.865

0 (0.0%) 2 (0.4%) 11 (2.1%) 47 (9.1%) 129 (25%) | 252 (48.7%) | 76 (14.7%) 517 5.64 0.940

0 (0.0%) 9 (1.8%) 20 (3.9%) 85 (16.6%) | 151(29.4%) | 197 (38.4%) 51 (9.9%) 513 5.29 1.087
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1(0.2%)

0 (0.0%)

1(0.2%)

0 (0.0%)

2 (0.4%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

12 (2.3%)

3 (0.6%)

15 (2.9%)

9 (1.7%)

10 (1.9%)

5 (1%)

13 (2.5%)

15 (2.9%)

8 (1.6%)

25 (4.8%)

12 (2.3%)

27 (5.2%)

24 (4.7%)

19 (3.7%)

15 (2.9%)

19 (3.7%)

24 (4.7%)

22 (4.3%)

54 (10.5%)

48 (9.3%)

79 (15.3%)

74 (14.3%)

101 (19.6%)

44 (8.6%)

86 (16.6%)

51(9.9%)

83 (16.2%)

145 (28.1%)

136 (26.4%)

156 (30.3%)

133 (25.8%)

139 (27%)

132 (25.7%)

166 (32.1%)

131 (25.4%)

138 (26.9%)

223 (43.2%)

250 (48.5%)

197 (38.3%)

216 (41.9%)

192 (37.4%)

250 (48.6%)

200 (38.7%)

248 (48.2%)

207 (40.4%)

56 (10.9%)

66 (12.8%)

40 (7.8%)

60 (11.6%)

51 (9.9%)

68 (13.2%)

33 (6.4%)

46 (8.9%)

55 (10.7%)

516

515

515

516

514

514

517

515

513

5.20

1.127

0.947

1.148

1.114

1.141

0.987

1.070

1.115

1.097
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1(0.2%) 17 (3.3%) 27 (5.2%) 120 (23.2%) | 151 (29.2%) | 169 (32.7%) 32 (6.2%) 517 5.01 1.160

1(0.2%) 15 (2.9%) 30 (5.8%) 136 (26.3%) | 162 (31.3%) | 154 (29.8%) 19 (3.7%) 517 4.90 1.106

4 (0.8%) 18 (3.5%) 29 (5.6%) 83 (16.1%) 86 (16.7%) | 211 (41.0%) | 84 (16.3%) 515 533 1.336

6 (1.2%) 125 (24.2%) 103 (20%) 133 (25.8%) | 87 (16.9%) 56 (10.9%) 6 (1.2%) 516 3.70 1.377

4 (0.8%) 75 (14.6%) 75 (14.6%) 108 (21%) 136 (26.5%) | 104 (20.2%) 12 (2.3%) 514 4.28 1.418

Note: The above measurement items exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.952.

Table 2.9 Views from Mainland Employers on the Needs, Expectations, and Wishes of Design Industry

Strongly Slightly Cannot Slightly Strongly
Disagree Agree
Disagree Disagree Decide Agree Agree

2 (0.4%) 6 (1.2%) 16 (3.1%) 51 (9.9%) 109 (21.1%) | 283 (54.7%) 50 (9.7%) 1.022
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0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

4 (0.8%)

0 (0.0%)

4 (0.8%)

0 (0.0%)

1 (0.2%)

2 (0.4%)

1 (0.2%)

3 (0.6%)

1 (0.2%)

15 (2.9%)

4 (0.8%)

1 (0.2%)

0 (0.0%)

6 (1.2%)

11(2.1%)

13 (2.5%)

9 (1.7%)

8 (1.6%)

6 (1.2%)

9 (1.7%)

27 (5.2%)

33 (6.4%)

31 (6%)

56 (10.9%)

40 (7.8%)

66 (12.8%)

68 (13.2%)

85 (16.4%)

113 (21.9%)

105 (20.3%)

92 (17.8%)

69 (13.4%)

331 (64%)

333 (64.5%)

321 (62.1%)

268 (51.8%)

282 (54.7%)

258 (50.0%)

263 (51.1%)

112 (21.7%)

104 (20.2%)

77 (14.9%)

85 (16.4%)

84 (16.3%)

82 (15.9%)

131 (25.4%)

517

516

517

517

516

516

515

6.05

6.02

5.84

5.69

5.76

5.56

5.89

0.661

0.682

0.795

1.012

0.898

1.180

0.976

Note: The above measurement items exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.799.
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Table 2.10 Views from Mainland Employers on the Trend of the Design Industry and the Prediction on the Design Manpower

Strongly

Disagree

1(0.2%)

1 (0.2%)

2 (0.4%)

2 (0.4%)

6 (1.2%)

3 (0.6%)

Disagree

16 (3.1%)

0(0.0%)

23 (4.5%)

5(1.0%)

88 (17.1%)

30 (5.8%)

Slightly

Disagree

23 (4.5%)

5 (1%)

22 (4.3%)

4 (0.8%)

49 (9.5%)

26 (5.0%)

Cannot

Decide

56 (10.9%)

22 (4.3%)

62 (12.0%)

78 (15.2%)

149 (28.9%)

103 (20.0%)

Slightly

Agree

141 (27.4%)

98 (19%)

112 (21.7%)

112 (21.8%)

129 (25%)

146 (28.3%)

Agree

257 (49.9%)

348 (67.4%)

251 (48.6%)

279 (54.3%)

84 (16.3%)

193 (37.5%)

Strongly

Agree

21 (4.1%)

42 (8.1%)

44 (8.5%)

34 (6.6%)

11 (2.1%)

14 (2.7%)

515

516

516

514

516

515

5.28

5.77

5.30

5.46

4.17

493

1.088

0.724

1.222

0.963

1.396

1.225

Note: The above measurement items exhibited moderate reliability, Cronbach’s alpha [a] =0.677.
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