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Executive Summary 

Organisations are more than production facilities, they are social constructs (Leydesdorff 2000). Sustaining a social system requires a focus on: 
1) the internal maintenance of the system (through communication) and its members (through the building of social capital and learning) 
2) the maintenance of the system’s environment (through corporate social responsibility). 
In this paper we examine the literature on stress and work-life balance, on social capital, on learning and development, and on corporate citizenship. In particular we focus on the impact of Information & Communication Technology (ICT) on the sustainability of each area. 

Cisco Systems is a major Information Communication Technology company. We conducted a review of Cisco’s internal and external literature and surveyed Cisco staff, and we critically compare and contrast our results gained with the literature reviewed. We find that Cisco’s staff report impacts of ICT on stress levels and on social capital which match the expectations of the literature and are of potential concern to Cisco’s sustainability. We find that ICT has a positive impact on learning and attraction and retention of staff. We make further recommendations on how Cisco might improve its sustainability in these areas. Cisco is, however, generally aware of potential issues and has programs and policies in place to offset them. Lastly we find that Cisco’s Corporate Citizenship Program plays a role in the sustainability of the company and of its people. 

Introduction 

It is relatively easy to conceive of an organisation as an allopoietic system , a manufacturing plant assembling and selling products is an archetypal example of such a system. However the modern organisation, and in particular a knowledge or service organisation, faces tougher challenges to sustainability than the ensuring of its raw resources and its sales markets. Organisations are social constructs and hence can’t be described by simple input/output models (Leydesdorff 2000). 

In nature autopoietic systems are able to self regulate and self generate recursively, meaning they maintain stability despite a flux of agents or energy through them . Maturana and Varela (1980) apply the term to biological systems including neurological networks and simple cells, Dyke (1988) describes self organising thermodynamic systems, and Luhmann (1995) extends the concept to social systems. Two crucial characteristics emerge: 
1) the system is internally focused in terms of communication and observation: “(the) first-order observer… remains embedded in the network as a participant” (Leydesdorff 2000: 276). This self reflexivity has elements of self organization about it – hence the communications focus – which leads to internal stability. 
2) the system interacts to maintain its environment. 

In our study we will assess whether these two broad features of sustainable systems are represented in the literature. The characteristics above are assessed in this way: 
1) we consider three major challenges for the sustaining of people resources: 
a. stress and work/life balance; 
b. social capital in the workplace; 
c. and training and retention (the stability of the participants and their interactions).. 
2) we address sustainability for the organisation in its widest context under Corporate Citizenship (the way in which the system acts to maintain its environment). 

One critical issue facing modern organisations is the embracement of Information & Communication Technology (ICT) (Hemphälä 2005, Pg. 4). ICT is traditionally conceived as a communication enabling tool, however it can also become counterproductive and destabilising if deployed ineffectively (Rosenberg D, Foley S, Lievonen M, Kammas S, Crisp M 2005). We chose to examine the impact of ICT on the sustainability of a major IT company: Cisco Systems Inc. Cisco is a market leader in the design, implementation and support of Information & Communication systems, and prides itself on its focus on internal and external sustainability: “Cisco is committed to sustainable operations and disciplined governance while we help build stronger communities worldwide." (Sylvia Allen, Dir. Corporate Responsibility, 
http://www.cisco.com/web/about/ac227/about_cisco_citizenship_responsible_business.html). 

Literature Review 

Definition 
Sustainable Development is defined by the United Nations World Commission on Environment and Development (UNWCED) as “development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”. (Sharma and Ruud 2003:205) Whilst business development must meet stakeholder’s needs in the present, business must also recognise that there are limitations imposed on development by environmental, social and technological factors that affect the ability to meet those needs now and in the future (Sharma and Ruud 2003: 205). Baxt (2002: 36) in describing the primary duty of company directors to shareholders, notes that: “Traditionally, the courts have treated the company as being the shareholders… also extending this to include future shareholders”. 

1(a) Sustaining People Resources: ICT and Stress. 
Stress in today’s techno-orientated workplaces is a major hurdle for employers trying to maintain an even balance between increased productivity and healthy minded employees, and the sustainability of both. Technology is meant to make the day to day lives of modern society easier by enabling the completion of tasks faster. However, in doing so, technology has also increased the quantity and quality of work required in relation to worker output (Goldsborough 2002). 

Not all stress is detrimental to employee health and well-being. Acute stress can actually induce motivation when applied occasionally at small intervals whereas chronic or long-term stress – a continuing string of stressful incidences, or an ongoing situation – is detrimental to employee productivity and health. 

Technostress is defined as any negative effect on human attitudes, thoughts, behaviour and psychology that directly or indirectly results from technology (Tu, Wang and Shu 2005: 77). Whilst it may be good for short term productivity spurts, Tu et al (2005) found techno-stress to be a hindrance to individual productivity and hence detrimental to workplace sustainability. By contrast Techno-complexity is the stress from being unable to deal with complex speed of change in new technology. Tu et al (2005) found this type of techno-stress could actually produce productive results by pushing employees to work faster. 

Reducing stress does not necessarily increase the productivity of employees directly (Paton 2004). It may be that the link between stress reduction and sustainability comes indirectly through an increase in social capital: if organisations show that they care about their staff, employees become more attuned to the organisation’s needs and ultimately stay longer, or may be better able to deal with their stress. 

1(b) Sustaining People Resources: ICT and Social Capital. 
“Social capital is the raw material of civil society. It is created from the myriad of everyday interactions between people. It is not located within the individual person or within the social structure, but in the space between people. It is not the property of the organization, the market or the state, though all can engage in its production.” (Bullen & Onyx, 1998) 
The idea of looking at social capital in firms and organisations is relatively new, however for communications technology companies such as Cisco it is crucial. Since Short, Williams, and Christie (1976) social presence theory has focused on the extent to which the physical signal mode constrains communication. Social proximity needs to be maintained in some way even in technologically assisted communication if people resources are to be sustained. Companies depend on their human assets for competitive advantages including relationships with suppliers, distributors, and customers, alliances partnerships, relationships with educational institutions, and reputation (Martin, 2002). According to Yli-renko, Autio, and Sapienza (2002 : 589), “firm internal social capital, as captured in the extent and quality of the relationships between individuals and units within a firm, will exercise an important influence on both technological and managerial learning within the firm…Technological learning is facilitated because internal social capital improves the efficiency of internal communication, facilitates the evaluation of new technology information, and improves the efficiency technical problem-solving heuristics.” According to Greve (2003) social capital reinforces intellectual output in knowledge-intensive settings, makes technical advice available, and assists diffusion of innovation and transfer of knowledge. 

Social capital is the glue which binds and stabilises Luhmann’s (1995) autopoietic social system. It is essentially communication based, hence is vulnerable to the impact of ICT. Understanding the value of building and then maintaining positive social capital can be a significant step in ensuring sustainability in an organisation’s people resources. But social capital is more than just the capacity for staff to talk and relate to each other, it also includes the capability to engage each other and share in positive company vision: “Scholars today acknowledge that a citizenship portfolio helps integrate companies into the social environment of communities by developing bonds between the organisation, its employees and the local citizens” (Briggs and Verma 2006: 28). 

1(c) Sustaining People Resources: ICT and Training, Attracting and Retaining Employees. 
A company can have great products, efficient processes and ethical policies in place, however it is the people within the company that determine whether the goals are fulfilled, the policies followed and business is carried out in an ethical manner. (Reilly and Kyj 1994: 41) Furthermore employees are the interface to the customer; they drive innovation, deliver the results and therefore are vital to the success of a company. (Barnes 2005: 72) Accordingly the learning organisation prioritises the development of employees and this leads to the achievement of sustainable business objectives. (Shani & Docherty, 2003 in Jens 2005:9) 

Importantly employee learning is more than skills based training (acquiring the skills necessary to perform the immediate job functions), developmental learning is a significant factor in employee retention. Erick, Scott, Steven and Kimberly (2005) identify developmental learning with ‘continuous learning’. They suggest that one of most effective methods for developing a continuous learning environment is through a peer mentoring program. (Erick et al 2005: 2) 
Traditionally ‘the mentor provided support, direction, and feedback regarding career plans and personal development’. (Kram, 1985; Mullen, 1994; Scandura, 1997 in Erick et al 2005: 4) However, peer mentoring can be much more diverse in impact: “peers provide feedback on performance, point out mistakes/inconsistencies, make suggestions for improvement, and provide support to their co-workers”. (Kram, 1985; McManus and Russell, 1997 in Erick et al, 2005: 4) 

Access to such continuous learning, through formal training, new practice training methodologies , or mentoring programs is critical not only to foster continued learning, but also as motivational and morale building tool. Herzberg (1968 in Jens 2005:18) describes a two-factor theory of satisfaction and motivation: learning represents psychological growth and also creates job enrichment and motivation. According to Scott (1966 in Jens 2005:18), learning can be thought in terms of activation theory: “activation theory may be of considerable use in understanding jobs that are highly repetitive, and in planning for task designs that minimise the dysfunctional consequences of underactivating work”. 

Focus on a continuous available learning culture helps the company build what Briggs and Verma (2006: 28) call “reputational capital.” Further, studies have shown that morale-building and employee retention are key reasons for a company to engage with their employees in Corporate Citizenship activities. (Briggs and Verma 2006: 28) 

2. Sustaining the Business and the Business Environment: Corporate Citizenship. 
According to Schaltegger, Burritt, and Petersen, (2003: 4) “sustainable development merges three important areas – environmental, social and economic – into an integrated single perspective.” Awareness and ownership of the impact a business has on society, the economy and the environment have emerged as integral components to business success. The construct under which an organisation takes ownership of their influence on these issues is known as Corporate Citizenship. (Reilly and Kyj 1994) 

Corporate Citizenship can be defined as “the integration of business operations and values whereby the interests of all stakeholders, including customers, employees, investors and the environment are reflected in the organisations policies and actions”, (Tyrrell 2006: 44) and emphasis is placed on the need for balance between the economic, social and environmental dimensions that organisations impact when conducting their business. (Panwar, Rinnie, Hansen and Juslin 2006: 6) Corporate Citizenship recognises the significance of the relationships with and between all these stakeholders to help a company reach their goals. Maximisation of profit, irrespective of resulting impacts on the external environment, is not sustainable business. (Reilly and Kyj 1994: 37) “Economic reality itself requires a ‘social sense’. Contracts, promises, honesty, trust, fairness, rights and respect are social realities.” (Reilly and Kyj 1994: 37-38) 

Traditional economic theories see maximisation of profits as the sole responsibility of business to the business stakeholders. (Tyrrell 2006: 44) The Economist Milton Friedman advocates that “activities not directly associated with the business incur additional costs which consumers must bear or which reduce profits for shareholders. His view is that neither shareholders nor consumers should incur such costs and that they can decide for themselves which social needs they want to resource and to what extent.” (Tyrrell 2006: 44) However in today’s world as the power and influence of some organisations has grown exponentially, it is reasonable to expect the responsibilities of the organisation should also grow. “The interdependencies and the responsibilities that flow from the effects of economic & social power are the public effects of private decision making.” (Reilly and Kyj 1994: 38) If, as a result of business operations and decisions, the external environment incurs costs, such as increased social welfare as a result of workforce downsizing and an unskilled workforce, or environmental damage due to irresponsible waste management systems, or economic uncertainty resulting from financial fraud, then clearly society is subsidising business. (Reilly and Kyj 1994: 40) Those that believe in the concept of Corporate Citizenship argue that “business receives a charter from society and that charter allows business to operate in society. Business must therefore deliver something back to society if it wishes to survive in the long run…..The result of such efforts is a better environment for business which makes it easier to recruit customers, staff, investors and profits.” (Tyrrell 2006: 45) 

Advantages that have been identified as results of good Corporate Citizenship include: improved reputation of company and its brands; increased sales and market share; better ability to attract and retain employees; lower operating costs; increased innovation; increased appeal and access to investors; strong relationships with like-minded organisations; and less need for strict government regulations and reduced risk. (Panwar et al 2006: 5; Briggs 2006: 27) However, there is a critical need to bridge the gap “between public perception and corporate reality…if the full benefits of sustainable development are to be realised.” (Papmehl 2000: 21) As a result, company directors regularly report on triple bottom line, partly to satisfy an increasingly well informed and demanding shareholder base, and partly because “As the company operates in a social… environment this introduces the concept of corporate citizenship where there are many legal responsibilities in this context.” (Baxt 2002: 36) 

Recent studies have shown a connection between a company’s earnings potential and its level of environment, social & economic consideration. (Papmehl 2000: 20) Under the principles of Corporate Citizenship, Sustainable Development strategies can assist in reducing operating costs, give a company greater access to capital, (Papmehl 2000: 20) can lead to increase sales, improved reputation, increased productivity, reduced risk and attract & retain employees. (Briggs and Verma 2006: 27) Surveys show that Corporate Citizenship is a consideration for 79% of Americans when making consumer decisions and 71% when making investment decisions. (Briggs and Verma 2006: 26) 

Case Study: Cisco Systems 

Methodology 
We distributed a survey to Cisco employees, since they are participants in the organisation we researched they also served as our first order observers as described by Leydesdorff (2000: 276; and in the introduction above). The survey consisted of 45 questions under the headings of Stress/ Work/ Life Balance, Social Capital, Training and Retention, and Corporate Responsibility (Appendix A). 

The questions were constructed in a multiple choice format where each choice represented a different possible perspective. Our aim was to investigate and identify clear absolutes in the employees’ opinions about how Cisco manages and performs with regards to these particular sustainability issues. The questionnaire elicited the opinions of 22 Cisco employees from various departments and roles across the organisation, including Sales Representatives, Project Managers, Marketing, Systems Engineers, Technical Support Engineers, Management and Administration staff. 

The survey results were compared to company wide policies and practices as described on the Cisco website (www.cisco.com). 

Results 
Results are summarised in the table in Appendix B. 

Analysis / Discussion / Recommendations 
86% of staff identified some IT technical component to their role. All respondents were furnished with some form of Company provided technology: 


1(a) Sustaining People Resources: ICT and Stress. 
At Cisco 78% of survey respondents agreed that that techno-stress is detrimental to their physical, mental or emotional health. This compares favourably with 75% of respondents in a year 2000 study into the ICT workforce by Computerworld (Melymuka 2000: 54). 
Techno stress: 59% of Cisco employees said access to technology has increased the amount of work they did out of hours with 68% stating the amount of work done outside of hours would decrease without the technology. 

Techno-complexity: 68% of respondents claimed that the skill requirements for their job at Cisco changed regularly to almost constantly whilst only 41% reported having difficulty keeping pace. In fact, consistent with the findings of Tu et al (2005), 77% of respondents said the rate of change improved their work output. As stated in the 2005 Cisco Shareholder Letter, (Appendix D) Cisco sees the productivity gains and operational efficiencies driven by the use of their own technology as a key competitive advantage. Revenue per employee has risen from US$450,000 per annum in 2001 to US$700,000 in 2005. (Appendix D) 

Interestingly, even though Cisco has stress alleviation programs, and employees are generally aware of them, only 20% of Cisco employees have used stress management activities even though 86% believe that it would help them deal with stress. Perhaps respondents believe they can deal with stress sufficiently on their own or see stress as an expected by-product of working in a fast-paced industry. Perhaps, as the literature review suggests, knowing the company has stress programs available is perceived as ‘caring’ and therefore means employees are willing to accept it. 

Alternatively the company may not sufficiently encourage employees to prioritise accessing the programs, or the programs may not be meeting the needs of staff. It is also possible that the admission of suffering a stress-related disorder still carries with it the stigma of poor coping skills or low work capacity and this may discourage people from using a company funded program. 

Recommendations: 
Cisco should be aware that 95% of employees surveyed reported doing work outside normal hours. Whilst Cisco reports clear productivity gains from the use of technology, they need to ensure this is not at the expense of employee work/life balance which could ultimately have a negative effect on Cisco’s sustainability. Managers should monitor staff for symptoms of overwork, dissatisfaction, demoralisation. Cisco seems to have its rate of change of technology about right. Further investigations could be made into why the reported low uptake on stress management activities. 

1(b) Sustaining People Resources: ICT and Social Capital. 
All respondents have meetings every week, and all respondents use at least two technical platforms for remote meetings. 77% of respondents indicated that less than half their meetings were face-to-face. 

64% of respondents indicated they felt they were more effective in face to face meetings, no respondents found they were more effective in meetings over remote technologies. This agrees with the findings of Short, Williams, and Christie (1976). However respondents were split over the value of social capital: when asked which was more important – the efficiencies gained by remote meetings or the social capital of face-to-face meetings – they were split exactly 50/50. Further, 53% of respondents indicated that human relation factors of social capital were unimportant when it came to choosing a meeting platform and 5% indicated they would choose remote platforms to avoid human relations face to face! 

It seems the Cisco respondents like multi-site work: 82% indicated they work in some capacity across multiple sites via technology. Only 5% don’t like to work across multi sites, 55% like it. 

By contrast, the culture Cisco advocates amongst its employees demonstrates a clear understanding of the importance of Social Capital. For example, employee badges are issued annually listing a description of expected employee behaviours such as “Fun”, “Giving Back/Trust/ Fair/ Integrity”, “Open Communication”, “Empowerment”, “Teamwork” and “Quality Team” . (http://newsroom.cisco.com/dlls/company_overview.html) 

Recommendations: 
Respondents spend a good deal of time in meetings and admit to being more effective in face-to-face meetings. However the technological culture of Cisco and the focus on efficiency means respondents do not prioritise their social capital needs. Cisco understands that for long term success “companies have to gain the confidence of their customers from a vision and strategy perspective”. (Appendix D) As discussed in the literature review this is also an important aspect of social capital. To raise awareness of Cisco’s strategy and increase social capital between customers, partners, suppliers and employees, Cisco affects the building of social capital in alternative ways which preserves the efficiencies gained through meetings via their ICT. For example, Cisco funds frequent cross functional social events, customer events, partner events and technical forums. Cisco must continue to ensure a balance between increased efficiencies provided by remote technologies and ensuring social capital is created and retained between stakeholders. 

1(c) Sustaining People Resources: ICT and Training, Attracting and Retaining Employees. 
Cisco has a variety of training and learning resources available internally. The company provides an extensive range of courses via E-learning enabling greater access to learning for all employees. In line with the literature, (eg Herzberg 1968 in Jens 2005: 18) the survey results indicate this is an important factor for attracting and retaining Cisco employees. Additionally, Cisco’s commitment to corporate citizenship is a real consideration in their employment decisions. 

Why do people join Cisco? 
• Technology: 95% of respondents considered provision of laptop and phone a significant decision factor in joining a company. 50% rated the factor as essential. 
• Developmental Training: 100% of respondents considered provision of professional development a significant decision factor in joining a company. 41% rated the factor as essential. 
• Ethics: 86% of respondents considered Cisco’s commitment to an ethical work environment as important in joining the company. 
• Corporate Social Responsibility: 59% of respondents considered Cisco’s commitment to CSR as important in joining the company. 
• Environmental Responsibility: 59% of respondents considered Cisco’s commitment to the environment as important in joining the company. 

How do respondents rate Cisco’s learning activities and programs? 
• Cisco’s training is seen by the vast majority of its staff to be better deployed, of better quality and in greater quantity than other companies’ training. 
• Company provided training is the most common way for respondents to learn the skills required for their job (50%) 
• 82% of respondents recognise the value of ongoing skills training, and all have received training at least twice in the last year. At least 63% of respondents indicated the training they were regularly receiving was skills-based. 
• 100% of respondents acknowledged that it was developmental training which was likely to earn them promotion or boost their career, however the majority of training undertaken was skills based. 
• The single biggest barrier to more training at Cisco is lack of time to attend/participate (90%) 

Recommendations: 
Cisco does well in providing the access to technology and development which prospective staff require. Their learning programs are extensive and well received. They could implement more development focused programs, and they could prioritise time for staff to spend participating in learning activities. 

2. Sustaining the Business and the Business Environment: Corporate Citizenship. 
100% of employees surveyed agreed that Cisco is a strong Advocate for Corporate Responsibility. 95% of the same survey participants believed that technology can be used to improve social issues such as environmental problems, education, employment and the economy. 91% of respondents believe Cisco, as a global company and a technology provider, has a responsibility to contribute to improvements of such social issues. These views are supported in the overall Cisco Corporate Citizenship Strategy. The 2005 Shareholder Letter states “an integral part of Cisco’s business strategy is corporate citizenship (in which) we employ and advocate responsible business practices and programs, which builds a lasting trust with our key stakeholders – customers, partners, employees and shareholders”. (Appendix D) 

For 86% of employees, the fact that Cisco has a strong commitment to ethical behaviour, community issues, the environment and integrity of their financial statements was a factor in their decision to work for the company. 68% reinforce this statistic by actually participating in volunteering & philanthropic activities organised by Cisco. These respondents agree with the literature (Panwar et al 2006: 5; Briggs 2006:27) that benefits of such participation include improving relationships with like minded companies, improved reputation for Cisco and an opportunity to get involved in areas outside the traditional job role. 

Despite the 2005 Shareholder letter detailing Cisco’s dedication to “sustaining a diverse workforce…..responsible operations,…environmentally friendly design policies and (encouraging) our suppliers to adhere to these standards” , 95 % of survey participants thought Cisco could still improve its level of Corporate Responsibility in Social & Environment areas. 

68% of survey participants thought that customers do not make buying decisions based on the level of Corporate Responsibility of a company. Interestingly, however, 64% of them said that they themselves do make buying decisions on a company’s level of Corporate Responsibility, which is in line with Briggs and Verma’s research referenced in the literature. (2006: 26) 
Cisco has a global and local strategy for Corporate Citizenship. Cisco recognises the value that its technology, systems and expertise can provide to community organisations to assist with work efficiencies and contribute to their community impact. With corporate executive sponsorship, local Cisco ‘Civic Councils’ have been set up by employee volunteers in territories and countries around the world. The aim is to drive and facilitate local philanthropic initiatives that encourage employee community involvement and align to Cisco’s Corporate Citizenship strategy. For example, in Australia and New Zealand, Cisco has built its strategic community involvement program around bridging the digital divide by providing networking expertise and equipment where it can make a real difference to the lives of disadvantaged people, with a particular focus on indigenous communities. Over the last five years this has evolved into a “multifaceted high impact community program” where Cisco leverages its relationships with industry partners, community groups and government contacts to create greater collaboration on philanthropic projects. (Appendix C) 

Globally, Cisco considers education instrumental to improving social issues. Initiatives such as the “Networking Academy Program” encompasses over 10,000 academies with 420,000 students worldwide across 160 countries. (Appendix D) Complementary to the literature we reviewed, (Panwar et al 2006: 5; Briggs 2006:27) this brings significant business benefits to Cisco including building the Cisco brand name and reputation; establishing strategic relationships; creating a pool of skilled resources; and driving corporate citizenship in the communities where Cisco operates. (Appendix E) 

Recommendations: 
Cisco’s Corporate Citizenship strategy is closely linked to their core business, namely technology and bridging the digital divide. This means that the initiatives are relevant to the employees and there is a greater likelihood of success and faster results. Further, not only does Cisco earn a good reputation for their brand name and all the advantages that go along with that, this strategy also addresses a long term consideration of creating a pool of technology literate, and more specifically Cisco literate, candidates and consumers; a benefit that has also been recognised by other technology vendors. (Mcfarland 2001: 46). The 2005 Shareholder letter states: “Students in high schools, technical schools, colleges and community organizations learn hands-on networking skills to prepare for the workforce of today and the future. (Appendix D) 

One potential strategy for improvement is to increase communication around the Cisco Corporate Citizenship initiatives. Employees could have a stronger understanding of Cisco’s level of involvement in environmental and social areas. As stated in the literature review, Papmehl (2000: 21) notes the importance perception plays in realising the benefits of corporate citizenship. 

Conclusion 

For Cisco, technology is key to the company’s sustainable development, both positively and potentially negatively. ICT provides decisive benefits for the company’s sustainability in the areas of staff retention and learning. ICT is a potential barrier to sustainability of its people resource through technostress and lost social capital. Awareness of the impact of technology in these areas could turn both into strengths. 

Cisco acts in the manner of a sustaining autopoietic system: 
1) Cisco is aware of the influence of its technology on the communication and social capital which sustains its internal participants 
2) Cisco acts to maintain its environment and itself through its corporate citizenship program. 
Sustainability and Cisco’s innovation strategy go hand in hand: “With sustainability … innovation typically does not lose its identity; rather, it becomes valued and supported as part of the institution’s culture (Schneider, Brief & Guzzo, 1996). The focus on wider sustainability as Cisco’s business strategy is embodied in the company’s vision statement: “Changing the way we Work, Live, Learn and Play”. (http://www.cisco.com/web/about/index.html). 
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Appendix A – Survey Questions 

Introductory 

1. How technical is your current role with Cisco? 
a. Totally not technical (eg HR) 
b. Slightly technical (eg technical sales) 
c. Quite technical (eg product development/product engineering) 
d. Very technical (eg Operations, technical support) 
e. Senior technical (eg Network/systems engineering) 

2. Which of the following has Cisco provided for you (circle all that apply)? 
a. Company laptop 
b. Company mobile phone 
c. Company pager 
d. Company PDA or similar device 
e. Home internet connection (broadband or more) 
f. Other (specify)____________________________________________ 

Stress / Work/Life Balance 

3. How many hours per week (on average) would you spend using the devices identified in question 2 outside work time for company business? 
a. Zero 
b. 1-5 hours 
c. 6-10 hours 
d. 11+ hours 

4. In your opinion, if you did not have the devices identified in question 2 would you spend less or more time working outside normal work time? 
a. I’d spend less time – can’t do the work without the technology 
b. I’d spend about the same time – the technology isn’t a factor 
c. I’d spend more time – the technology makes it easier to get outside work done 

5. Do you use the devices nominated in question 2 for personal use? 
a. Not at all 
b. A little (the odd personal call, maybe check personal email on laptop, etc) 
c. Extensively 

6. Do any of the devices identified in question 2 replace equivalent devices you would have purchased for yourself for personal use? 
a. No. I have separate personal phones, laptops, etc 
b. I have my own separate phone, etc, but I use the company provided one instead. 
c. The company provided items have replaced my own personal items. 

7. How often do the technological skill requirements of your job change? 
a. Never 
b. Rarely 
c. Regularly 
d. Often 
e. Almost constantly 

8. Is this pace of change right for you personally? 
a. The pace of change of technology in my role is too much for me 
b. The pace of change is about right 
c. The pace is not fast enough! 

9. Is company technology ever a source of stress for you? Check all the reasons below which apply: 
a. I get stressed trying to keep up with all the new technology we’re selling 
b. I get stressed trying to keep up with all the new technology required just to do my job 
c. I get stressed when the technology doesn’t work and I can’t fix it! 
d. I get stressed when others can’t use the technology properly and it slows me down when I have to deal with them 
e. Technology doesn’t stress me out at all 

10. Have you ever taken stress leave? If so, how much? 
a. No, I haven’t taken stress leave 
b. Yes, Less than 1 month 
c. Yes, More than 1 month, less than 6 months 
d. Yes, More than 6 months 

11. Has Cisco ever provided you with any stress management training? 
a. Yes 
b. No 

12. Does Cisco provide you with access to stress management activities such as gym memberships, massage, meditation etc? 
a. Yes 
b. No 

13. Do you believe that this is an effective way to combat the work pressures placed upon you? 
a. Yes, highly effective 
b. Yes, effective to some degree 
c. No, not effective 

14. Do you believe that the workplace pressures place upon you could be detrimental to your mental, emotional or physical health? 
a. No 
b. Somewhat 
c. Definitely 

Social Capital 

15. Do you regularly use any of the following communication platforms at work? (please circle all that apply) 
a. Telephone conferencing 
b. Video conferencing 
c. Web conferencing 
d. Instant messaging 
e. Relay chatting 
f. Virtual meeting/virtual boardroom platforms 

16. On average, how many hours per week would you spend in meetings, including face-to-face meetings and meetings using any of the platforms in question 17? 
a. Zero. 
b. 1-5 hours 
c. 5-10 hours 
d. 10-20 hours 
e. 20+ hours 

17. What percentage of those meeting hours are face-to-face meetings? 
a. 0% 
b. 1-50% 
c. 51-99% 
d. 100% 

18. In your experience, which meetings do you find more effective in achieving meeting outcomes: 
a. Meetings over technology platform(s) 
b. Face-to-face meetings 
c. They are equally effective 

19. It’s generally accepted that face-to-face meetings have a greater human relation factor, i.e. higher social capital investment, than remote meeting technologies can cater for. How important is this social capital or human factor to you (select all that apply)? 
a. Very important – I find I am less effective at meetings that are not face-to-face 
b. Very important – I don’t enjoy meetings via technology 
c. Not so important – I don’t care either way 
d. Unimportant – I prefer not having to deal with people face to face 
e. Unimportant – the human interaction stuff wastes valuable time I could spend elsewhere 
f. I disagree with the premise – I am able to relate to people equally well face-to-face or via remote technology 

20. Which of the following statements do you agree with most? 
a. The human interaction factor is less important than efficiencies gained by remote meetings 
b. The human interaction factor is more important than efficiencies gained by remote meetings 

21. How often do you work in teams across multiple sites? 
a. Always – my usual work team is a multi-site team 
b. Regularly – I often take part in project teams across multiple sites 
c. Sometimes – now and then I join a multi-site team for a project 
d. Never 

22. Do the benefits of working in multi-site teams outweigh the drawbacks for you? 
a. Yes – I like working across multiple sites 
b. No – I do not like working in multi-site teams 
c. I find the benefits and drawbacks about equal. 

Training and Retention 

23. How would you rate the importance of company provided technology in attracting you to a role, and keeping you in the role? 
a. Essential. I won’t consider a role without provided laptop and phone as minimum. 
b. It’s one decision factor, but not essential. 
c. It’s nice to have, but it wouldn’t influence my decision 
d. I would be less likely to choose a company who gave me a phone, laptop, etc. 

24. What methods of training are you most frequently exposed to? 
a. Self Paced on line training 
b. Self paced training not online 
c. Remote instructor-led training (eg video or web conference) 
d. Classroom based instructor-led training 
e. Other (please specify)________________________ 

25. Workplace training can be divided into Skills based training: training in the skills required for your job, and Developmental training: training targeting future skills requirements or for professional or personal development. Which type of training have you received the most? 
a. Developmental Training 
b. Skills Training 

26. How do you most frequently go about maintaining your technological skills base to keep up with the job role requirements? 
a. Company provided training 
b. I find my own external training to keep pace 
c. I find external or internal resources from which to engage in self-learning 
d. I learn on the job – sink or swim! 
e. I can’t keep up with job requirements 

27. Do you think you need more skills training to be successful in your current position? 
a. Yes, a lot more 
b. Yes, there is always more to learn 
c. No, I have sufficient skills to complete my role 

28. How often do you receive work-related training? 
a. At least Monthly 
b. Quarterly 
c. Twice Yearly 
d. Yearly 
e. Not at all 

29. What training do you mostly receive? 
a. Technical skills 
b. Information such as products or programs 
c. Soft skills 
d. Other: __________________________________ 

30. Do you think that more developmental training will help your chances to attain a higher 
position or increased salary at Cisco? 
a. Yes 
b. No 

31. How would you rate the importance of access to developmental training in attracting you to a role, and keeping you in the role? 
a. Essential. I won’t consider a role without structured developmental training. 
b. It’s one decision factor, but not essential. 
c. It’s nice to have, but it wouldn’t influence my decision 
d. I would be less likely to choose a company who makes me do developmental training. 

32. For the following categories, rate Cisco’s training offerings against those of other companies you may have worked for (circle Better, Worse, or Same): 
a. Range of training methods available (see Q.22 for examples): Cisco is Better, 
Worse, Same 
b. Quality of training delivered: Cisco is Better, Worse, Same 
c. Amount of training available: Cisco is Better, Worse, Same 

33. What are the biggest barriers to training at Cisco? 
a. Access to training material? 
b. Time to participate in and complete training courses 
c. Too much training material? 
d. Not enough training material? 

Corporate Responsibility 

34. Corporate Responsibility means a company has a focus on balancing the Economic, Social and Environmental factors that the organisation impacts when conducting its business. Do you believe Cisco is a strong advocate for Corporate Responsibility? 
a. Yes 
b. No 

35. Do you think technology can be used to improve social issues such as environment, education, employment & the economy? 
a. Yes 
b. No 

36. As a Global Company and a technology provider, do you think Cisco has a responsibility to contribute to improvements in social issues? 
a. Yes 
b. No 

37. Do you believe Ethics are an important concern for Cisco and is it an important factor when you consider which company you want to work for? 
a. Yes, it is important for Cisco, but not an important in my decision to work for a company 
b. Yes, it is important for Cisco, and is important in my decision to work for a company 
c. No, is not important for Cisco, and not important in my decision to work for a company 
d. No, it is not important for Cisco, but is important in my decision to work for a company 

38. Do you believe Cisco has a strong commitment to Corporate Social Responsibility and the Community and is this an important factor when you consider which company you want to work for? 
a. Yes, it is important for Cisco, but not an important in my decision to work for a company 
b. Yes, it is important for Cisco, and is important in my decision to work for a company 
c. No, is not important for Cisco, and not important in my decision to work for a company 
d. No, it is not important for Cisco, but is important in my decision to work for a company 

39. Do you believe Cisco has a strong commitment to the Environment and is this an important factor when you consider which company you want to work for? 
a. Yes, it is important for Cisco, but not an important in my decision to work for a company 
b. Yes, it is important for Cisco, and is important in my decision to work for a company 
c. No, is not important for Cisco, and not important in my decision to work for a company 
d. No, it is not important for Cisco, but is important in my decision to work for a company 

40. Does Cisco have rigorous checks in place to ensure integrity of their financial results and reporting and is this an important factor when you consider which company you want to work for? 
a. Yes, it is important for Cisco, but not an important in my decision to work for a company 
b. Yes, it is important for Cisco, and is important in my decision to work for a company 
c. No, is not important for Cisco, and not important in my decision to work for a company 
d. No, it is not important for Cisco, but is important in my decision to work for a company 

41. Where do you think Cisco could improve it’s level of Corporate Responsibility? 
a. Economic 
b. Environmental 
c. Social 
d. What should they do more of____________________________________ 

42. Do you participate in Volunteering and Philanthropic activities organised by Cisco? 
a. Yes 
b. No 

43. What benefits do you see in employees having an active role in Corporate Responsibility? 
a. An opportunity to get involved outside of your usual job role 
b. Improved reputation for the company 
c. Stronger relationships with like-minded people in other companies 
d. All of the above 
e. Other (please specify)_______________________________________________ 

44. Do you think customers make buying decisions based on the level of Corporate Responsibility of a company? 
a. Yes 
b. No 

45. Do you make buying decisions based on the level of Corporate Responsibility of a company? 
a. Yes 
b. No 

Appendix B – Survey Results 

Questions A B C D E F 
1 3 12 3 1 3 
2 22 21 2 9 19 1 
3 1 7 4 10 
4 13 1 8 
5 0 16 6 
6 9 11 2 
7 0 7 8 2 5 
8 1 17 4 
9 5 4 10 3 5 
10 21 0 1 0 
11 3 19 
12 6 16 
13 5 14 3 
14 4 12 6 
15 22 14 17 22 3 5 
16 0 5 5 10 2 
17 0 17 5 0 
18 0 14 8 
19 7 1 10 1 0 3 
20 11 11 
21 4 17 1 0 
22 12 1 9 
23 11 10 1 0 
24 10 1 2 9 0 
25 8 14 
26 11 1 5 5 0 
27 0 18 4 
28 6 12 4 0 0 
29 3 14 4 1 
30 22 0 
31 9 13 0 0 
32 22B 17B, 5S 16B, 5S, 1W 
33 1 20 1 0 
34 22 0 
35 21 1 
36 20 2 
37 3 19 0 0 
38 9 13 0 0 
39 9 10 0 3 
40 6 16 0 0 
41 0 13 8 1 
42 15 7 
43 4 2 1 14 1 
44 7 15 
45 14 8

