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CHAPTER 5

5.3

ANALYSIS

In total 236 respondents from CPUT completed the questionnaire.

Descriptive statistics will be given for each variable and only the

respondents who completed the entire questionnaire will be utilized in the

inferential statistics.

The numbering of the questions on the two questionnaires (one for

Students and one for Staff) differed in respects of an extra question being

added to each measurement

in the staff questionnaire. In order to

compare the responses of the same questions/statements between two

types of respondents (Students and Staff) the following adaption with

respect to the numbering of the questions/statements for students were

applied:

Table 5.1: Addaption of student questionnaire numbering

Question / Statement

Original
numbering for

New

numbering for

Original
numbering for

student student staff
1. CTS provide an acceptable Internet Q1 Qln Qln
service in terms of availability.
2. CTS provide an acceptable Q2 Q2n Q2n
GroupWise (email) service in terms of
availability.
3. CTS provide an acceptable Printing Q3 Q3n Q3n
service in terms of availability.
Q4n
4. Calls received at the CTS Service Q4 Q5n Q5n
Desk are answered at an acceptable
rate in terms of availability.
5. CTS provide a reliable Internet Q5 Q6n Q6n
service.
6. CTS provide a reliable GroupWise Q6 Q7n Q7n
(email) service.
7. CTS provide a reliable Printing Q7 Q8n Q8n




service.

are resolved within an acceptable time
period.

Q9n
8. CTS Service Desk is reliable in terms | Q8 Q10n Q10n
of calls being resolved at the Service
Desk before being escalated to
technical support groups.
9. CTS provide an acceptable Internet Q9 Q11n Q1ln
service in terms of performance.
10. CTS provide an acceptable Q10 Q12n Ql12n
GroupWise (email) service in terms of
performance.
11. CTS provide an acceptable Printing Q11 Q13n Q13n
service in terms of performance.
Q14n
12. CTS Service Desk operates at an Q12 Q15n Q15n
acceptable rate in terms of
performance.
13. CTS technical staff resolving incidents | Q13 Q16n Q16n
relating to the Internet service is
competent.
14. CTS technical staff resolving incidents | Q14 Q17n Q17n
relating to the GroupWise (email)
service is competent.
15. CTS technical staff resolving incidents | Q15 Q18n Q18n
relating to the Printing service is
competent.
Q19n
16. CTS Service Desk staff resolving Q16 Q20n Q20n
incidents is competent.
17. Incidents logged at the Service Desk Q17 Q21n Q21n
are responded to within an acceptable
time period.
18. Incidents logged at the Service Desk Q18 Q22n Q22n

Take note that questions/statements Q21n and Q22n of the staff
guestionnaire are more specific than the same questions for the student
questionnaire. For the students it was stated within an acceptable time
period; whilst for the staff for Q21n, within 2 hours and for Q22n, within 16

working hours.




5.3.1 RELIABILITY TESTING

Reliability tests (Cronbach’'s Alpha Coefficient) are done on the
guestions/statements (the measuring instrument in this case) posed to the
students and staff of CPUT. The Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients for each
item are more than 0.70 (the acceptable level according to Nunnally, 1978:
245) for both of the surveys, and thus prove to be reliable and consistent
for all the items in the scale.

The results of the Cronbach Alpha tests for the raw variables are shown in
tables 5.2, 5.3 and Annexure A. It shows the correlation between the
respective item and the total sum score (without the respective item) and
the internal consistency of the scale (coefficient alpha) if the respective
item would be deleted. By deleting the items (statements) one by one each
time with the statement with the highest Cronbach Alpha value, the Alpha
value will increase.

This however was not necessary as the two measuring instruments are
reliable.

Table 5.2: Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient for all the items forming the measuring

instrument in this student survey

Statements (Test all statements without Variable Correlatio Cronbach’s
current one’s input) nr. n with Alpha
total Coefficient

AVAILABILITY: Proportion of time a user can access the service

1. CTS provide an acceptable Internet Qln 0.6844 0.9383

service in terms of availability.

2. CTS provide an acceptable GroupWise | Q2n 0.6156 0.9396

(email) service in terms of availability.

3. CTS provide an acceptable Printing Q3n 0.7292 0.9373

service in terms of availability.

4. Calls received at the CTS Service Desk | Q5n 0.6149 0.9395
are answered at an acceptable rate in

terms of availability.

RELIABILITY: Ability of the service to perform the required function

5. CTS provide a reliable Internet service. | Q6n 0.6467 0.9390




calls being resolved at the Service
Desk before being escalated to

technical support groups.

6. CTS provide a reliable GroupWise Q7n 0.6504 0.9388
(email) service.

7. CTS provide a reliable Printing service. | Q8n 0.7003 0.9379

8. CTS Service Desk is reliable in terms of | Q10n 0.6306 0.9392

CTS provide an acceptable Internet

service in terms of performance.

Q11n

0.6850

0.9382

. CTS provide an acceptable GroupWise

(email) service in terms of performance.

Ql2n

0.6502

0.9389

. CTS provide an acceptable Printing

service in terms of performance.

Q13n

0.7469

0.9369

13.

. CTS Service Desk operates at an

acceptable rate in terms of

performance.

CTS technical staff resolving incidents
relating to the Internet service is

competent.

Q15n

Q16n

0.6959

0.6548

0.9381

0.9388

. CTS technical staff resolving incidents

relating to the GroupWise (email)

service is competent.

Q17n

0.6533

0.9388

. CTS technical staff resolving incidents

relating to the Printing service is

competent.

Q18n

0.7035

0.9378

. CTS Service Desk staff resolving

incidents is competent.

Q20n

0.6864

0.9383

17. Incidents logged at the Service Desk Q21n 0.6582 0.9387
are responded to within an acceptable
time period.

18. Incidents logged at the Service Desk Q22n 0.6243 0.9393




are resolved within an acceptable time

period.
Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha for standardized variables 0.9423
Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha for raw variables 0.9417

Table 5.3:

instrument in the staff survey

Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient for all the items forming the measuring

are answered at an acceptable rate in

terms of availability.

1. CTS provide an acceptable Internet Qln 0.6314 0.9292
service in terms of availability.

2. CTS provide an acceptable GroupWise Q2n 0.5184 0.9311
(email) service in terms of availability.

3. CTS provide an acceptable Printing Q3n 0.6107 0.9296
service in terms of availability.

4. CTS provide an acceptable ITS service in | Q4n 0.4662 0.9321
terms of availability.

5. Calls received at the CTS Service Desk Q5n 0.5548 0.9306

calls being resolved at the Service Desk

before being escalated to technical

support groups.

6. CTS provide a reliable Internet service. Q6n 0.4876 0.9315

7. CTS provide a reliable GroupWise Q7n 0.4458 0.9323
(email) service.

8. CTS provide a reliable Printing service. Q8n 0.6806 0.9284

9. CTS provide a reliable ITS service. Q9n 0.6409 0.9293

10. CTS Service Desk is reliable in terms of Q10n 0.7318 0.9273




11. CTS provide an acceptable Internet Ql1n 0.4999 0.9313
service in terms of performance.

12. CTS provide an acceptable GroupWise Q12n 0.5940 0.9299
(email) service in terms of performance.

13. CTS provide an acceptable Printing Q13n 0.5626 0.9304
service in terms of performance.

14. CTS provide an acceptable ITS service in | Q14n 0.5463 0.9306
terms of performance.

15. CTS Service Desk operates at an Q15n 0.6926 0.9281
acceptable rate in terms of performance.

16. CTS technical staff resolving incidents Q16n 0.7733 0.9268
relating to the Internet service is
competent.

17. CTS technical staff resolving incidents Q17n 0.7551 0.9273
relating to the GroupWise (email) service
is competent.

18. CTS technical staff resolving incidents Q18n 0.6791 0.9284
relating to the Printing service is
competent.

19. CTS technical staff resolving incidents Q19n 0.6342 0.9294
relating to ITS is competent.

20. CTS Service Desk staff resolving Q20n 0.6526 0.9288
incidents is competent.

[ SERVICELEVEL AGREEMENTS (SLA): Level of ssyies efferedfoisars 7|

21. Incidents logged at the Service Desk are | Q21n 0.6027 0.9303
responded to within 2 hours.

22. Incidents logged at the Service Desk are | Q22n 0.5409 0.9315
resolved within 16 working hours.

Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha for standardized variables 0.9343

Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha for raw variables 0.9327

The Cronbach Alpha tests were also applied

to

the different

measurements availability, reliability, performance and competence and



the Cronbach Alpha coefficients were all more than 0.70 and thus the

measuring items prove to be reliable.

5.3.2 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

The descriptive statistics for all the categorical variables as well as for the

variables measuring the computer and telecommunication services (CTS),

with the frequencies in each category and the percentage out of total

number of questionnaires are shown in Tables 5.4 and 5.5 for the students

and staff separately. Take note that the descriptive statistics are based on

the total sample. These descriptive statistics are also shown in Annexure

B &C.

Table 5.4: Descriptive statistics for all the variables for the student survey

Campus Belville 27 15.7%
Cape Town 48 27.9%
Wellington 69 40.1%
Athlone 28 16.3%
Student Diploma 146 84.9%
BTech 26 15.1%
Postgraduate 0 0.0%
Offerting Full-time 149 86.6%
Part-time 23 13.4%

1. CTS provide an acceptable Strongly disagree 26 15.1%
Internet service in terms of Disagree 23 13.4%
availability. Undecided 34 19.8%

Agree 63 36.6%
Strongly agree 23 13.4%
Unknown 3 1.7%
2. CTS provide an acceptable Strongly disagree 12 7.0%




GroupWise (email) service in Disagree 12 7.0%
terms of availability. Undecided 31 18.0%
Agree 75 43.6%

Strongly agree 38 22.1%

Unknown 4 2.3%

3. CTS provide an acceptable Strongly disagree 27 15.7%
Printing service in terms of Disagree 27 15.7%
availability. Undecided 35 20.4%
Agree 67 39.0%

Strongly agree 14 8.1%

Unknown 2 1.2%

4. Calls received at the CTS Strongly disagree 14 8.1%
Service Desk are answered at Disagree 27 15.7%

an acceptable rate in terms of Undecided 68 39 5%
availability. Agree 47 57 3%
Strongly agree 11 6.4%

Unknown 5 2.9%

5. CTS provide a reliable Internet | Strongly disagree 22 12.8%
service. Disagree 22 12.8%
Undecided 38 22.1%

Agree 71 41.3%

Strongly agree 17 9.9%

Unknown 2 1.2%

6. CTS provide a reliable Strongly disagree 13 7.6%
GroupWise (email) service. Disagree 16 9.3%
Undecided 40 23.3%

Agree 80 46.5%

Strongly agree 21 12.2%

Unknown 2 1.2%

7. CTS provide a reliable Printing | Strongly disagree 25 14.5%
service. Disagree 28 16.3%
Undecided 36 20.9%




Agree 63 36.6%

Strongly agree 18 10.5%

Unknown 2 1.2%

8. CTS Service Desk is reliable in | Strongly disagree 17 9.9%

terms of calls being resolved at | pisagree 21 12.2%

the Service Desk before being Undecided 64 37.2%

escalated to technical support Agree a7 57 3%
groups.

Strongly agree 15 8.7%

Unknown 8 4.6%

9. CTS provide an acceptable Strongly disagree 14 8.1%

Internet service in terms of Disagree 23 13.4%

performance. Undecided 48 27.9%

Agree 66 38.4%

Strongly agree 18 10.5%

Unknown 3 1.7%

10. CTS provide an acceptable Strongly disagree 11 6.4%

GroupWise (email) service in Disagree 20 11.6%

terms of performance. Undecided 38 22.1%

Agree 83 48.3%

Strongly agree 18 10.5%

Unknown 2 1.2%

11. CTS provide an acceptable Strongly disagree 20 11.6%

Printing service in terms of Disagree 25 14.5%

performance. Undecided 45 26.2%

Agree 59 34.3%

Strongly agree 18 10.5%

Unknown 5 2.9%

12. CTS Service Desk operates at | Strongly disagree 12 7.0%

an acceptable rate in terms of Disagree 27 15.7%

performance. Undecided 60 34.9%

Agree 57 33.1%




Strongly agree

7.0%

Unknown

2.3%

17. Incidents logged at the Service
Desk are responded to within

an acceptable time period.

13. CTS technical staff resolving Strongly disagree 11 6.4%
incidents relating to the Internet | pisagree 27 15.7%
service is competent. Undecided 57 33.1%

Agree 50 29.1%
Strongly agree 26 15.1%
Unknown 1 0.6%

14. CTS technical staff resolving Strongly disagree 7 4.1%
incidents relating to the Disagree 24 14.0%
GroupWise (email) service is Undecided 57 33.1%
competent. Agree 65 37.8%

Strongly agree 18 10.5%
Unknown 1 0.6%

15. CTS technical staff resolving Strongly disagree 14 8.1%
incidents relating to the Printing | pisagree 29 16.9%
service is competent. Undecided 54 31.4%

Agree 54 31.4%
Strongly agree 19 11.0%
Unknown 2 1.2%

16. CTS Service Desk staff Strongly disagree 10 5.8%
resolving incidents is Disagree 28 16.3%
competent. Undecided 63 36.6%

Agree 60 34.9%
Strongly agree 8 4.6%
Unknown 3 1.7%

Strongly disagree 18 10.5%
Disagree 25 14.5%
Undecided 60 34.9%
Agree 55 32.0%
Strongly agree 12 7.0%




Unknown 1.2%

18. Incidents logged at the Service | Strongly disagree 14 8.1%
Desk are resolved within an Disagree 26 15.1%
acceptable time period. Undecided 59 34.3%
Agree 56 32.6%

Strongly agree 16 9.3%

Unknown 1 0.6%

Table 5.5: Descriptive statistics for all the variables for the staff survey

Campus Belville 21 9%
Cape Town 19 29.7%
Wellington 18 28.1%
Athlone 13 20.3%
Staff Academic 31 48.4%
Non-academic 33 51.6%

1. CTS provide an acceptable Strongly disagree 3 4.7%
Internet service in terms of Disagree 15 23.4%
availability. Undecided 12 18.8%

Agree 32 50.0%
Strongly agree 2 3.1%

2. CTS provide an acceptable Strongly disagree 9 14.1%
GroupWise (email) service in Disagree 8 12.5%
terms of availability. Undecided 36 56.2%

Agree 11 17.2%
Strongly agree 0 0.0%

3. CTS provide an acceptable Strongly disagree 6 9.4%
Printing service in terms of Disagree 11 17.2%
availability. Undecided 17 26.6%




Agree 26 40.6%

Strongly agree 3 4.7%

Unknown 1 1.6%

4. CTS provide an acceptable ITS | Strongly disagree 3 4.7%
service in terms of availability. Disagree ) 12.5%
Undecided 16 25.0%

Agree 27 42.2%

Strongly agree 6 9.4%

Unknown 4 6.2%

5. Calls received at the CTS Strongly disagree 8 12.5%
Service Desk are answered at Disagree 12 18.8%

an acceptable rate in terms of Undecided 20 31.2%
availability. Agree 2 344%
Strongly agree 2 3.1%

6. CTS provide a reliable Internet | Strongly disagree 2 3.1%
service. Disagree 13 20.3%
Undecided 17 26.6%

Agree 31 48.4%

Strongly agree 1 1.6%

7. CTS provide a reliable Strongly disagree 2 3.1%
GroupWise (email) service. Disagree 9 14.1%
Undecided 8 12.5%

Agree 40 62.5%

Strongly agree 5 7.8%

8. CTS provide a reliable Printing | Strongly disagree 7 10.9%
service. Disagree 7 10.9%
Undecided 18 28.1%

Agree 25 39.1%

Strongly agree 2 3.1%

Unknown 5 7.8%

9. CTS provide a reliable ITS Strongly disagree 3 4.7%
service. Disagree 1 1.6%
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Undecided 21 32.8%

Agree 30 46.9%

Strongly agree 5 7.8%

Unknown 4 6.2%

10. CTS Service Desk is reliable in | Strongly disagree 7 10.9%

terms of calls being resolved at Disagree 18 28.1%

the Service Desk before being ;| yecided 17 26.6%

escalated to technical support Agree 18 28.1%
groups.

Strongly agree 4 6.2%

11. CTS provide an acceptable Strongly disagree 0 0.0%

Internet service in terms of Disagree 12 18.8%

performance. Undecided 17 26.6%

Agree 33 51.6%

Strongly agree 2 3.1%

12. CTS provide an acceptable Strongly disagree 1 1.6%

GroupWise (email) service in Disagree 10 15.6%

terms of performance. Undecided 6 9.4%

Agree 43 67.2%

Strongly agree 4 6.2%

13. CTS provide an acceptable Strongly disagree 5 7.8%

Printing service in terms of Disagree 9 14.1%

performance. Undecided 18 28.1%

Agree 27 42.2%

Strongly agree 4 6.2%

Unknown 1 1.6%

14. CTS provide an acceptable ITS | Strongly disagree 2 3.1%

service in terms of Disagree 5 7.8%

performance. Undecided 23 35.9%

Agree 26 40.6%

Strongly agree 4 6.2%

Unknown 4 6.2%




15. CTS Service Desk operates at
an acceptable rate in terms of

performance.

Strongly disagree 8 12.5%
Disagree 9 14.1%
Undecided 17 26.6%
Agree 25 39.1%
Strongly agree 3 4.7%
Unknown 2 3.1%

16. CTS technical staff resolving Strongly disagree 2 3.1%
incidents relating to the Internet | pjsagree 7 10.9%
service is competent. Undecided 21 32.8%

Agree 25 39.1%
Strongly agree 8 12.5%
Unknown 1 1.6%

17. CTS technical staff resolving Strongly disagree 0 0.0%
incidents relating to the Disagree 3 12.5%
GroupWise (email) service is Undecided 20 31.2%
competent. Agree e 39.1%

Strongly agree 10 15.6%
Unknown 1 1.6%

18. CTS technical staff resolving Strongly disagree 5 7.8%
incidents relating to the Printing | pisagree 5 7.8%
service is competent. Undecided o5 39.1%

Agree 21 32.8%
Strongly agree 7 10.9%
Unknown 1 1.6%

19. CTS technical staff resolving Strongly disagree 1 1.6%
incidents relating to the ITS Disagree 4 6.2%
service is competent. Undecided 26 40.6%

Agree 20 31.2%
Strongly agree 9 14.1%
Unknown 4 6.2%

20. CTS Service Desk staff Strongly disagree 4 6.2%

resolving incidents is Disagree 17 26.6%




competent. Undecided 15 23.4%
Agree 21 32.8%

Strongly agree 7 10.9%

[EERYCE IR ACRE NN AT L ewe el evise teied olveeie |

21. Incidents logged at the Service | Strongly disagree 18 28.1%
Desk are responded to within 2 Disagree 15 23.4%
hours. Undecided 13 20.3%
Agree 12 18.8%

Strongly agree 5 7.8%

Unknown 1 1.6%

22. Incidents logged at the Service | Strongly disagree 11 17.2%
Desk are resolved within 16 Disagree 6 9.4%
working hours. Undecided 19 29.7%
Agree 19 29.7%

Strongly agree 8 12.5%

Unknown 1 1.6%

The descriptive statistics shown in tables 5.6 and 5.7 are given for the

purpose to see in which direction the responses are. For instance the

higher the mean (nearer to 5) the more the respondents agreed to the

statement.

Table 5.6:
students survey

Descriptive statistics — Mean, Median, Standard Deviation and Range for

1. CTS provide an acceptable

Internet service in terms of

availability.

169 3.20

1.2798

4.00

4.00

2. CTS provide an acceptable
GroupWise (email) service in

terms of availability.

168 3.68

1.1168

4.00

4.00

3. CTS provide an acceptable

170 3.08

1.2328

3.00

4.00




Printing service in terms of

availability.

4, Calls received at the CTS
Service Desk are answered at
an acceptable rate in terms of

availability.

167

1.0204

4.00

terms of calls being resolved at
the Service Desk before being
escalated to technical support

groups.

5. CTS provide a reliable Internet 170 3.23 1.1918 4.00 4.00
service.

6. CTS provide a reliable 170 3.47 1.0724 4.00 4.00
GroupWise (email) service.

7. CTS provide a reliable Printing 170 3.12 1.2413 3.00 4.00
service.

8. CTS Service Desk is reliable in | 164 3.13 1.0883 3.00 4.00

9. CTS provide an acceptable

Internet service in terms of

performance.

169

1.0955

4.00

10. CTS provide an acceptable
GroupWise (email) service in

terms of performance.

170

1.0438

4.00

11. CTS provide an acceptable
Printing service in terms of

performance.

167

3.18

1.1786

4.00

12. CTS Service Desk operates at
an acceptable rate in terms of

performance.

13. CTS technical staff resolving
incidents relating to the Internet

service is competent.

168

171

3.18

3.31

1.0226

1.1077

4.00

4.00
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Variable N Mean Std Median | Range
Dev

14. CTS technical staff resolving 171 3.37 0.9875 3.00 4.00
incidents relating to the
GroupWise (email) service is
competent.

15. CTS technical staff resolving 170 3.21 1.1088 3.00 4.00
incidents relating to the Printing
service is competent.

16. CTS Service Desk staff 169 3.17 0.9616 3.00 4.00
resolving incidents is
competent.

SERVICE LEVEL AGREEMENTS (SLA): Level of service offered to users.

17. Incidents logged at the Service | 170 3.11 1.0827 3.00 4.00
Desk are responded to within an

acceptable time period.

18. Incidents logged at the Service 171 3.20 1.0717 3.00 4.00
Desk are resolved within an

acceptable time period.

Table 5.7: Descriptive statistics — Mean, Median, Standard Deviation and Range for
staff survey

Variable N Mean Std Median | Range
Dev

AVAILABILITY: Proportion of time a user can access the service

1. CTS provide an acceptable 64 3.23 1.0038 4.00 4.00
Internet service in terms of
availability.

2. CTS provide an acceptable 64 3.77 0.9040 4.00 3.00

GroupWise (email) service in

terms of availability.

3. CTS provide an acceptable 63 3.14 1.0755 3.00 4.00
Printing service in terms of

availability.

4. CTS provide an acceptable 60 3.42 1.0133 4.00 4.00
Printing service in terms of

availability.

5. Calls received at the CTS 64 2.97 1.0833 3.00 4.00
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Service Desk are answered at
an acceptable rate in terms of

availability.

6. CTS provide a reliable Internet
service.

64

3.25

0.9085

3.50

4.00

7. CTS provide a reliable

GroupWise (email) service.

64

3.58

0.9395

8. CTS provide a reliable Printing
service.

59

3.14

1.0741

3.00

4.00

9. CTS provide a reliable Printing

service.

60

3.55

0.8719

4.00

4.00

10. CTS Service Desk is reliable in
terms of calls being resolved at
the Service Desk before being
escalated to technical support

groups.

11. CTS provide an acceptable
Internet service in terms of

performance.

64

64

291

3.39

1.1229

0.8284

3.00

4.00

4.00

3.00

12. CTS provide an acceptable
GroupWise (email) service in

terms of performance.

64

3.61

0.8840

4.00

4.00

13. CTS provide an acceptable
Printing service in terms of

performance.

63

3.25

1.0468

3.00

4.00

14. CTS provide an acceptable
Printing service in terms of

performance.

60

3.42

0.8693

3.50

4.00

15. CTS Service Desk operates at
an acceptable rate in terms of

performance.

16. CTS technical staff resolving

62

63

3.10

3.48

1.1266

0.9648

3.00

4.00




Variable

Mean

Std
Dev

Median

Range

incidents relating to the Internet

service is competent.

17. CTS technical staff resolving
incidents relating to the
GroupWise (email) service is

competent.

63

3.59

0.9094

4.00

3.00

18. CTS technical staff resolving
incidents relating to the Printing

service is competent.

63

3.32

1.0446

3.00

4.00

19. CTS technical staff resolving
incidents relating to the Printing

service is competent.

60

3.53

0.8919

3.00

4.00

20. CTS Service Desk staff
resolving incidents is

competent.

64

3.16

1.1299

3.00

4.00

SERVICE LEVEL AGREEMENTS (SLA): Level of service offered to users.

21. Incidents logged at the Service
Desk are responded to within 2

hours.

63

2.54

1.3054

2.00

4.00

22. Incidents logged at the Service
Desk are resolved within 16

working hours.

63

3.11

1.2714

3.00

4.00

5.3.3 UNI-VARIATE GRAPHS

Students

40.1%

E Belville O Cape Town
B Wellington O Athlone

.9%

28.1%

Staff

21.9%

E Belville

O Cape Town
B Wellington O Athlone

Figure 5.1: Respondent distribution wrt Campus




The staff respondents who completed the questionnaire seem to be
equally distributed between the 4 campuses. There were statistically
significantly more student respondents from Wellington campus than from

the other campuses.

Student Category

15.1% 0.0%

E Diploma BB Tech B Postgraduate

Figure 5.2: Student Category

Most of the student respondents in this survey are studying B Tech at

CPUT. There were no post graduate students who took part in this survey.

Staff Category

48.4%

E Academic B Non-Academic

Figure 5.3: Staff category

The distribution between academic and non-academic staff was equal.
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Student Type

13.4%

Full-time B Part-time

Figure 5.4: Student type

Most of the student respondents in this survey are full-time students at
CPUT.

Students

Q5n
Q3n
Q2n
Q1ln

Q5n
Q3n
Q2n
Qln

0% 20% 40% 60%

80%

0%

20%

100%

40% 60%

80% 100%

W Strongly disagree EIDisagree
O Neutral B Agree
[ Strongly agree

B Strongly disagree
O Neutral
[ Strongly agree

E Disagree
B Agree

Figure 5.5: Availability

Both the students and the staff agree more than disagree with the

following statements:

>

CTS provide an acceptable GroupWise (email) service in terms of

availability. (65.7% students and 73,4% of the staff agree to strongly

agreed).

CTS provide an acceptable Internet service in terms of availability.

(50.0% students and 53.1% of the staff agree to strongly agreed).

CTS provide an acceptable Printing service in terms of availability.

(47.1% students and 45.3% of the staff agree to strongly agreed).
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Q4n

Acceptable ITS service in terms of availability for Staff

0% 20%

40% 60% 80% 100%

B Strongly disagree ElDisagree O Neutral B Agree EStrongly agree

Figure 5.6: Acceptable ITS service in terms of availability for staff

The staff agrees more than disagree that CTS provides an acceptable ITS

service in terms of availability. (51.6% of the respondents agree to strongly

agree with this statement)

Students

Q10n
Q8n
Q7n
Q6n

Q10n
Q8n
Q7n
Q6n

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Strongly disagree E Disagree
O Neutral B Agree
& Strongly agree

B Strongly disagree [ Disagree
O Neutral B Agree
@ Strongly agree

Figure 5.7: Reliability

Both the students and the staff agree more than disagree with the

statements:

»  CTS provide an acceptable GroupWise (email) service in terms of

reliability. (58.7% students and 70.3% of the staff agree to strongly

agreed).

» CTS provide an acceptable Internet service in terms of reliability.

(51.2% students and 50.0% of the staff agree to strongly agreed).

» CTS provide an acceptable Printing service in terms of reliability.

(47.1% students and 42.2% of the staff agree to strongly agreed).
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Acceptable ITS service in terms of reliability for Staff

Q9n

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|l Strongly disagree E Disagree O Neutral B Agree B Strongly agree |

Figure 5.8: Acceptable ITS service in terms of reliabilityy for staff

The staff agrees more than disagree that CTS provides an acceptable ITS

service in terms of reliability. (54.7% of the respondents agree to strongly

agree with this statement)

Students

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 50% 100%
Bl Strongly disagree E Disagree W Strongly disagree E Disagree
O Neutral B Agree O Neutral [ Agree

@ Strongly agree @ Strongly agree

Figure 5.9: Performance

Both the students and the staff agree more than disagree with the

statements:

>

CTS provide an acceptable GroupWise (email) service in terms of
performance. (58.7% students and 73.5% of the staff agree to
strongly agreed).

CTS provide an acceptable Internet service in terms of performance.
(48.8% students and 54.7% of the staff agree to strongly agreed).
CTS provide an acceptable Printing service in terms of performance.

(44.8% students and 48.4% of the staff agree to strongly agreed).
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» CTS Service Desk operates at an acceptable rate in terms of

performance. (40.1% students and 43.8% of the staff agree to

strongly agreed).

Q15n

Acceptable ITS service in terms of performance for Staff

0% 20%

40% 60% 80%

100%

|l Strongly disagree E Disagree O Neutral B Agree B Strongly agree

Figure 5.10: Acceptable ITS service in terms of performance for staff

The staff agrees more than disagree that CTS provides an acceptable ITS

service in terms of performance. (43.8% of the respondents agree to

strongly agree with this statement)

Students

Q20n
Q18n
Q17n [

Q16n

0% 50% 100% 0% 20% 40%

60% 80% 100%

W Strongly disagree E Disagree
O Neutral B Agree
E Strongly agree

B Strongly disagree
O Neutral
B Strongly agree

B Disagree
B Agree

Figure 5.11: Competence

Both the students and the staff agree more than disagree with the

statements:

»  CTS provide an acceptable GroupWise (email) service in terms of

availability. (48.3% students and 54.7% of the staff agree to strongly

agreed).

»  CTS provide an acceptable Internet service in terms of availability.

(44.2% students and 51.6% of the staff agree to strongly agreed).
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» CTS provide an acceptable Printing service in terms of availability.

(42.4% students and 43.8% of the staff agree to strongly agreed).

Q19n

Acceptable ITS service in terms of competencey for Staff

0% 20%

40%

60% 80% 100%

|l Strongly disagree E Disagree O Neutral E Agree E Strongly agree |

Figure 5.12: Acceptable ITS service in terms of competence for staff

The staff agrees more than disagree that CTS provides an acceptable ITS
service in terms of competence. (545.3% of the respondents agree to
strongly agree with this statement)

Students

Q22n
Q21n

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

W Strongly disagree E Disagree
O Neutral B Agree

@ Strongly agree

Staff

Q22n

Q21n

W SPtbngly #igagree™” B Bisagree®®”
O Neutral B Agree
@ Strongly agree

1001

Figure 5.13: SLA

The students agreed more than disagree with the statements:

» Incidents logged at the Service Desk are responded to within an
acceptable time period. (39.0% of the students agree to strongly

agree whilst 25.0% disagree to strongly disagree).

» Incidents logged at the Service Desk are resolved within an

acceptable time period. (41.9% of the students agree to strongly

agree whilst 23.3% disagree to strongly disagree).

The staff disagreed more than agreed with the statement “Incidents logged
at the Service Desk are responded to within 2 hours. (51.6% of the

students agree to strongly agree whilst 26.6% disagree to strongly

disagree)
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The staff agreed more than disagreed with the statement “Incidents logged
at the Service Desk are resolved within 16 working hours. (42.1% of the
students agree to strongly agree whilst 26.6% disagree to strongly

disagree)

5.3.4 INFERENTIAL STATISTICS

The students and staff are compared for each statement that they had in

common by using the Chi-Square test.

The hypothesis being tested will be as follows:

» Ho = There is no difference between the responses of the students
and the responses of the staff with regard to the measuring
instrument (each statement).

» H; = There is a difference between the responses of the students
and the responses of the staff with regard to the measuring

instrument (each statement).

The students and staff are compared for each latent variable by using the

Kruskal Walllis test.

The hypothesis being tested will be as follows:

» Ho = There is no difference between the responses of the students
and the responses of the staff with regard to the measuring
instrument (latent variable).

» Hi = There is a difference between the responses of the students
and the responses of the staff with regard to the measuring

instrument (latent variable).

These latent variables are defined as follows:

Availability = gln+g2n+g3n+q4n+g5n;
Reliability = gén+q7n+q8n+q9n+q10n;
Performance = g11n+qgl2n+ql3n+ql4n+qgl5n;
Competence = g16n+gl7n+ql8n+ql9n+q20n;
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SLA = g21n+g22n;

Internet = gln+g6n+glln+ql6n;
GroupWise = g2n+g7n+gl2n+ql7n;
Printing = g3n+q8n+g13n+ql8n;
ITS = g4n+q9n+gl4n+ql9n;
CTSservdesk = g5n+q10n+g15n+q20n;

ITS is only defined for the staff survey as the students didn't have the ITS
statement in their questionniare and thus when the students and the staff
surveys are compared, testing will not be done for ITS. The results where
there were statistically significantly differences are discussed in paragraph
5.3.4.1 but all the results can be found in Annexure D and E.

The responses of respondents from the main campuses were also
compared with the responses of respondents from the remote campuses
with respect to each statement by using the Chi-square test.

The hypothesis being tested will be as follows:

»  Ho = There is no difference between the responses from the remote
campuses and the responses from the main campuses with regard to
the measuring instrument (each statement).

» H; = There is a difference between the responses from the remote
campuses and the responses from the main campuses with regard to

the measuring instrument (each statement).

The responses of respondents from the main campuses were also
compared with the responses of respondents from the remote campuses
with respect to each latent variable by using the Kruskal Wallis test.

The hypothesis being tested will be as follows:
»  Ho = There is no difference between the responses from the remote
campuses and the responses from the main campuses with regard to

the measuring instrument (latent variable).
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» H; = There is a difference between the responses from the remote
campuses and the responses from the main campuses with regard to

the measuring instrument (latent variable).

These tests were done for the students and staff surveys together as well
as separately. The results where there were statistically significant
differences are discussed in paragraph 5.3.4.2 but all the results can be

found in Annexure D and E.

For the students’ survey the type of study (BTech/Diploma) and whether
the students were full-time or part-time students were compared for each
statement as well as for each latent variable. The results where there were
statistically significant differences are discussed in paragraph 5.3.4.3 but

all the results can be found in Annexure D and E.

For the staff survey the type of employment (Academic/Non-academic)
was compared for each statement as well as for each latent variable. The
results where there were statistically significant differences are discussed

in paragraph 5.3.4.4 but all the results can be found in Annexure D and E.

5.3.4.1 Comparisons between student and staff respondents

Due to the fact that some of the cells when comparing the students and
staffs’ responses have an expected count of less than 5, the groups agree
and strongly agree are aggregated to one group “agree to strongly agree”
and the groups disagree and strongly disagree are aggregated to one

group “ disagree to strongly disagree”.

Table 5.8: Statistically significant Chi-square test for equal proportions between the
survey groups
Question / Statement Sample Chi- | DF | P-value
Size Square
10. CTS Service Desk is reliable in terms 228 6.3669 2 | 0.0414*
of calls being resolved at the Service

28



Question / Statement Sample Chi- | DF | P-value
Size Square

Desk before being escalated to
technical support groups.

21. Incidents logged at the Service Desk 233 15.4613 2 | 0.0004***
are responded to within 2 hours.

* Statistically significant at level 0.05

o Statistically significant at level 0.01

ok Statistically significant at level 0.001

The staff and the students disagreed with respect to:

»  CTS Service Desk is reliable in terms of calls being resolved at the
Service Desk before being escalated to technical support groups.

» Incidents logged at the Service Desk are responded to within an

acceptable time period for students and within 2 hours for staff.

Table 5.9: Contingency table - Q10n vs Survey groups

Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL

Row Strongly Strongly agree

percentage disagree

Staff 25 17 22 64
39.1% 26.6% 34.38 28.1%

Students 38 64 62 164
23.2% 39.0% 37.8% 71.9%

TOTAL 63 81 84 228
27.6% 35.3% 36.8% 100%

Statistically significantly more staff respondents disagee to strongly
disagree with the statement “CTS Service Desk is reliable in terms of call
being resolved at the Service Desk before being escalated to technical
support groups” than students. There were more students that were

neutral than staff with respect to this statement.
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Reliability of CTS service desk
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Figure 5.14: Reliability of CTS Service Desk

Table 5.10: Contingency table — Q21n vs Survey groups

Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL

Row Strongly Strongly agree

percentage disagree

Staff 33 13 17 63
52.4% 20.6% 27.0 27.0%

Students 43 60 67 170
25.3% 35.3% 39.4% 73.0%

TOTAL 76 73 84 233
32.6% 31.3% 36.1% 100%

Statistically significantly more

staff respondents than student respondents

disagee to strongly disagree with the statement “Incidents logged at the

Service Desk are responded to within an acceptable time period” . There

were statistically significantly

more students than staff that were neutral

and agree to strongly agree with respect to this statement.
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Incidents at the Service desk responded to
according to SLA
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Figure 5.15: Incidents according to SLA

When the staff and students were compared with respect to their the latent
variables which are a combination of the statements there were only a
difference for the the SLA.

There is a statistically significant difference between the staff and student
survey groups with respect to the “SLA”. (Kruskal-Wallis statistic =4.5156;

DF=1; P-value=0.0336).

Table 5.11: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for the SLA

Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Ho
Staff 55 4791.5 5555.0 359.30 87.12
Students 14 15509.5 14746.0 359.30 106.23
6

The Ho hypothesis assumes that the 2 survey groups scored the SLA
factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the SLA factor between the 2 survey groups
because the Hp is rejected. The students has the higher mean rank
(106.23) which is an indication that the students agreed more to the
statements in the SLA factor than the staff. The higher the score the more
the respondents agreed as 1 indicated strongly disagree and 5 indicated

strongly agree.
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5.3.4.2 Comparison between the main and remote campuses for

both students and staff

Table 5.12; Statistically significant Chi-square test for equal proportions between the

Campus groups

Question / Statement Sample Chi- | DF | P-value
Size Square
3. CTS provide an acceptable Printing 233 12.6697 2 | 0.0018**

service in terms of availability.

8. CTS provide a reliable Printing 229 13.7960 2 | 0.0010**
service.

13. CTS provide an acceptable Printing 230 8.8783 2 |0.0118*
service in terms of performance.

18. CTS technical staff resolving incidents 233 7.6181 2 | 0.0222*
relating to the Printing service is
competent.

21. Incidents logged at the Service Desk 233 12.7684 2 | 0.0017**

are responded to within 2 hours.

*%

*k*k

Statistically significant at level 0.05
Statistically significant at level 0.01

Statistically significant at level 0.001

The remote campuses and the main campuses differed statistically

significantly with respect to:

>

>
>
>

CTS provide an acceptable Printing service in terms of availability.
CTS provide a reliable Printing service.

CTS provide an acceptable Printing service in terms of performance.
CTS technical staff resolving incidents relating to the Printing service
IS competent.

Incidents logged at the Service Desk are responded to within 2

hours.
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Table 5.13: Contingency table — Q3n vs Campus groups

Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL

Row Strongly Strongly agree

percentage disagree

Main 45 21 41 107

campuses 42.1% 19.6% 38.3 45.9%

Remote 26 31 69 126

campuses 20.6% 24.6% 54.8% 54.1%

TOTAL 71 52 110 233
30.5% 22.3% 47.2% 100%

Statistically significantly more respondents from the main campuses

disagee to strongly disagree with

the statement “CTS provide an

acceptable Printing service in terms of availability” than from the remote

campuses. There were statistically significantly more respondents from the

remote campus that agree to strongly agree than from the main campuses

with respect to this statement.

Availability of printing service
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Figure 5.16: Availability of printing service

Table 5.14: Contingency table — Q8n vs Campus groups
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Main 40 28 35 103
campuses 38.8% 27.2% 34.0% 45.0%
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Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL

Row Strongly Strongly agree

percentage disagree

Remote 27 26 73 126

campuses 21.4% 20.6% 57.9% 55.0%

TOTAL 67 54 108 229
29.3% 23.6% 47.2% 100%

Statistically significantly more respondents from the main campuses

disagee to strongly disagree with the statement “CTS provide a reliable

Printing service” than from the remote campuses. There were statistically

significantly more respondents from the remote campus that agree to

strongly agree than from the main campuses with respect to this

statement.
Reliability of printing service
Remote
Main
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
B Disagree to strongly disagree O Neutral B Agree to strongly agree
Figure 5.17: Reliability of printing service
Table 5.15: Contingency table — Q13n vs Campus groups
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Main 36 28 40 104
campuses 34.6% 26.9% 38.5 45.2%
Remote 23 35 68 126
campuses 18.2% 27.8% 54.0% 54.8%
TOTAL 59 63 108 230
25.6% 27.4% 47.0% 100%
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Statistically significantly more respondents from main campuses disagree
with the statement “CTS provide an acceptable Printing service in terms
of performance” than respondents from the remote campuses. There were
statistically significantly more respondents from the remote campus that

agree to strongly agree than from the main campuses with respect to this

statement.
Performance of printing service
Remote
Main
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
M Disagree to strongly disagree O Neutral B Agree to strongly agree
Figure 5.18: Performance of printing services
Table 5.16: Contingency table — Q18n vs Campus groups
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Main 28 43 36 107
campuses 26.2% 40.2% 33.6% 45.9%
Remote 25 36 65 126
campuses 19.8% 28.6% 51.6% 54.1%
TOTAL 53 79 101 233
22.8% 33.9% 43.4% 100%

Statistically significantly more respondents from main campuses disagree
to strongly disagree and were neutral with the statement “CTS technical
staff resolving incidents relating to the Printing service is competent” than

There were statistically

respondents from the remote campuses.

significantly more respondents from the remote campus that agree to
strongly agree than from the main campuses with respect to this

statement.
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Competency of printing service
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Figure 5.19: Competency of printing services

Table 5.17: Contingency table — Q21n vs Campus groups

Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL

Row Strongly Strongly agree

percentage disagree

Main 47 25 34 106

campuses 44.3% 23.6% 32.1 45.5%

Remote 29 48 50 127

campuses 22.8% 37.8% 39.4% 54.5%

TOTAL 76 73 84 233
32.6% 31.3% 36.1% 100%

Statistically significantly more respondents from main campuses disagree
to strongly disagree with the statement “Incidents logged at the Service
Desk are responded to within an acceptable time period” than respondents
from the remote campuses. There were statistically significantly more
respondents from the remote campus that were neutral and agree to
strongly agree than from the main campuses with respect to this

statement.

36



Incidents at the Service desk responded to according to

SLA
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Figure 5.20: Incidents according to SLA

When the remote campuses and the main campuses were compared with
respect to their latent variables which were a combination of the
statements there were differences for the availability factor, reliability
factor, the competence factor, the SLA factor, the printing service factor
and the CTS Service Desk factor.

There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “Availability”. (Kruskal-Wallis statistic
=11.3725; DF=1; P-value=0.0007).

Table 5.18: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for availability
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hg
Main 85 7218.0 8585.0 405.36 84.78
Remote 11 13083.0 11716.0 405.36 112.78
6

The Ho hypothesis assumes that the 2 survey groups scored the
availability factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically
significant difference with respect to the availability factor between the 2
groups because the Hg is rejected. The remote campus group has the
higher mean rank (112.78) which is an indication that the remote campus

group agreed more to these statements in the availability factor than the
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main campus group.
There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “Reliability”. (Kruskal-Wallis statistic

=6.7218; DF=1; P-value=0.0095).

Table 5.19: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for reliability

Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hg
Main 85 7537.0 8585.0 404.22 88.67
Remote 11 12764.0 11716.0 404.22 110.03
6

The Hp hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the reliability factor
the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the reliability factor between the 2 groups
because the Hy is rejected. The remote campus group has the higher
mean rank (110.03) which is an indication that the remote campus group
agreed more to these statements in the reliability factor than the main

campus group.

There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “Competence”. (Kruskal-Wallis statistic
=4.1656; DF=1; P-value=0.0413).

Table 5.20: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for competence
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hq
Main 85 7758.5 8585.0 404.95 91.28
Remote 11 12542.5 11716.0 404.95 108.12
6
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The Ho hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the competence
factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the competence factor between the 2 groups
because the Hy is rejected. The remote campus group has the higher
mean rank (108.12) which is an indication that the remote campus group
agreed more to these statements in the competence factor than the main
campus group.

There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “SLA”. (Kruskal-Wallis statistic

=6.2332; DF=1; P-value=0.0125).

Table 5.21: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for SLA

Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hoq
Main 85 7591.0 8585.0 398.14 89.30
Remote 11 12710.0 11716.0 398.14 109.57
6

The Hy hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the SLA factor the
same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant difference
with respect to the SLA factor between the 2 groups because the Hg is
rejected. The remote campus group has the higher mean rank (109.57)
which is an indication that the remote campus group agreed more to these

statements in the SLA factor than the main campus group.
There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the

main campuses with respect to the “Printing service”. (Kruskal-Wallis
statistic =14.1099; DF=1; P-value=0.0002).
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Table 5.22: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for printing service

Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hq
Main 85 7063.0 8585.0 405.18 83.09
Remote 11 13238.0 11716.0 405.18 114.12
6

The Hp hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the printing service
factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the printing service factor between the 2 groups
because the Hy is rejected. The remote campus group has the higher
mean rank (114.12) which is an indication that the remote campus group
agreed more to these statements in the printing service factor than the

main campus group.
There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “CTS Service Desk”. (Kruskal-Wallis

statistic =4.5426; DF=1; P-value=0.0331).

Table 5.23: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for CTS Service Desk

Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hq
Main 85 7723.0 8585.0 404.44 90.86
Remote 11 12578.0 11716.0 404.44 108.43
6

The Ho hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the CTS Service
Desk factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically
significant difference with respect to the CTS Service Desk factor between
the 2 groups because the Hy is rejected. The remote campus group has
the higher mean rank (108.43) which is an indication that the remote
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campus group agreed more to these statements in the CTS Service Desk

factor than the main campus group.

5.3.4.3 Comparison between the groups for the students survey

Table 5.24: Statistically significant Chi-square test for equal proportions between the

Campus groups for student survey

Question / Statement Sample Chi- | DF | P-value
Size Square

3. CTS provide an acceptable Printing 170 8.8676 2 | 0.0119*
service in terms of availability.

8. CTS provide a reliable Printing 170 11.3174 2 | 0.0035**
service.

13. CTS provide an acceptable Printing 167 7.5384 2 | 0.0231*
service in terms of performance.

18. CTS technical staff resolving incidents 170 7.5858 2 | 0.0225*
relating to the Printing service is
competent.

* Statistically significant at level 0.05

i Statistically significant at level 0.01

ok Statistically significant at level 0.001

The remote campuses and the main campuses responded satistically
significantly with respect to:

»  CTS provide an acceptable Printing service in terms of availability.

»  CTS provide a reliable Printing service.

»  CTS provide an acceptable Printing service in terms of performance.
»  CTS technical staff resolving incidents relating to the Printing service

IS competent.

Table 5.25: Contingency table — Q3n vs Campus groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Main 32 15 27 74
campuses 43.2% 20.3% 36.5 43.5%
Remote 22 20 54 96
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campuses 22.9% 20.8% 56.2% 56.5%
TOTAL 54 35 81 170
31.8% 20.6% 47.6% 100%

Statistically significantly more students from the main campuses disagree

to strongly disagree with

the statement “CTS provide an acceptable

Printing service in terms of availability” than from the remote campuses.

There were more respondents from the remote campus that agree to

strongly agree than from the main campuses with respect to this

statement.
Students surwey: Availability of printing service
Remote
Main
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
B Disagree to strongly disagree 0O Neutral
@ Agree to strongly agree
Figure 5.21: Availability of printing service
Table 5.26: Contingency table — Q8n vs Campus groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Main 30 19 24 73
campuses 41.1% 26.0% 32.9% 42.9%
Remote 23 17 57 97
campuses 23.7% 17.5% 58.8% 57.1%
TOTAL 53 36 81 170
31.2% 21.2% 47.6% 100%
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Statistically significantly more students from the main campuses that
disagree to strongly disagree and that were neutral with the statement
“CTS provide a reliable Printing service” than from the remote campuses.

There were statistically significantly more respondents from the remote
campus that agree to strongly agree than from the main campuses with
respect to this statement.

Student surwey: Reliability of printing service
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Figure 5.22: Reliability of printing service

Table 5.27: Contingency table — Q13n vs Campus groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Main 26 20 25 71
campuses 36.6% 28.2% 35.2 42.5%
Remote 19 25 52 96
campuses 19.8% 26.0% 54.2% 57.5%
TOTAL 45 45 77 167

27.0% 27.0% 46.1% 100%

Statistically significantly more students from main campuses disagree to
strongly disagree with the statement “CTS provide an acceptable Printing
service in terms of performance” than the students from the remote

campuses. There were statistically significantly more students from the

43



remote campus that agree to strongly agree than from the main campuses

with respect to this statement.

Student surwey: Performance of printing service
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Figure 5.23: Performance of printing services

Table 5.28: Contingency table — Q18n vs Campus groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Main 22 29 23 74
campuses 29.7% 39.2% 31.1% 43.5%
Remote 21 25 50 96
campuses 21.9% 26.0% 52.1% 56.5%
TOTAL 43 54 73 170

25.3% 31.8% 42.9% 100%

Statistically significantly more respondents from the main campuses that

were neutral with the statement “CTS technical staff resolving incidents

relating to the Printing service is competent” than students from the remote

campuses.

There were statistically significantly more students from the remote

campus that agree to strongly agree than from the main campuses with

respect to this statement.
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Student survey: Competency of printing service
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Figure 5.24: Competency of printing services

When the student responses from the remote campuses and the main
campuses were compared with respect to their the latent variables, which
was a combination of the statements, there were only a difference for the

printing service factor.

There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “Printing service”. (Kruskal-Wallis
statistic =10.3264; DF=1; P-value=0.0013).

Table 5.29: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for printing service
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hg
Main 57 33925 4189.5 248.02 59.52
Remote 89 7338.5 6541.5 248.02 82.46

The Hp hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the printing service
factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the printing service factor between the 2 groups
because the Ho is rejected. The remote campus group has the higher
mean rank (82.46) which is an indication that the students from the remote
campus agreed more to these statements in the printing service factor

than the students from the main campus.
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Table 5.30:

types of study for student survey

Statistically significant Chi-square test for equal proportions between the

Question / Statement Sample Chi- | DF | P-value
Size Square

1. CTS provide an acceptable Internet 169 13.9270 2 | 0.0009***
service in terms of availability.

2. CTS provide an acceptable 168 12.0950 2 | 0.0024**
GroupWise (email) service in terms of
availability.

3. CTS provide an acceptable Printing 170 12.3627 2 | 0.0021*
service in terms of availability.

4. Calls received at the CTS Service 167 30.0815 2 | <0.0001***
Desk are answered at an acceptable
rate in terms of availability.

5. CTS provide a reliable Internet 170 9.6457 2 | 0.0080**
service.

6. CTS provide a reliable GroupWise 170 10.0158 2 | 0.0067**
(email) service.

7. CTS provide a reliable Printing 170 15.8336 2 | 0.0004***
service.

8. CTS Service Desk is reliable in terms 164 13.9723 2 | 0.0009***
of calls being resolved at the Service
Desk before being escalated to
technical support groups.

9. CTS provide an acceptable Internet 169 8.3871 2 | 0.0151*
service in terms of performance.

10. CTS provide an acceptable 170 21.467 2 | <0.0001***
GroupWise (email) service in terms of
performance.

11. CTS provide an acceptable Printing 167 13.0941 2 | 0.0014**
service in terms of performance.

12. CTS Service Desk operates at an 168 36.0205 2 | <0.0001***
acceptable rate in terms of
performance.

13. CTS technical staff resolving incidents 171 8.2806 2 | 0.0159*
relating to the Internet service is
competent.

14. CTS technical staff resolving incidents 171 6.3568 2| 0.0417*
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Question / Statement Sample Chi- | DF | P-value
Size Square

relating to the GroupWise (email)
service is competent.

15. CTS technical staff resolving incidents 170 19.4681 2 | <0.0001***
relating to the Printing service is
competent.

16. CTS Service Desk staff resolving 169 34.8785 2 | <0.0001***
incidents is competent.

17. Incidents logged at the Service Desk 170 10.0945 2 | 0.0064**
are responded to within an acceptable
time period.

18. Incidents logged at the Service Desk 171 8.8874 2 |0.0118*
are resolved within an acceptable time
period.

*%

*k*k

Statistically significant at level 0.05
Statistically significant at level 0.01

Statistically significant at level 0.001

There were statistically significant differences for all the statements

between the types of study.

Table 5.31: Contingency table — Q1n vs types of study groups for student survey

Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL

Row Strongly Strongly agree

percentage disagree

Diploma 34 32 78 144
23.6% 22.2% 54.2% 85.2%

B Tech 15 2 8 25
60.0% 8.0% 32.0% 14.8%

TOTAL 49 34 86 169
29.0% 20.1% 50.9% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied a diploma course

agree to strongly agree and are neutral with the statement “CTS provide

an acceptable Internet service in terms of availability” than students who

studied the B Tech course. There were statistically significantly more
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students who studied the B Tech course who disagree to strongly disagree

than the students who studied a diploma courset.

Students surwey: Availability of Internet service

B Tech
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Figure 5.25: Availability of Internet service

Table 5.32; Contingency table — Q2n vs types of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Diploma 15 26 102 143

10.5% 18.2% 71.3% 85.1%
B Tech 9 5 11 25
36.0% 20.0% 44.0% 14.9%
TOTAL 24 31 113 168
14.3% 18.4% 67.3% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied a diploma course
agree to strongly agree with the statement “CTS provide an acceptable
GroupWise (email) service in terms of availability” than students who
studied the B Tech course. There were statistically significantly more
students who studied the B Tech course who disagree to strongly disagree

than the students who studied a diploma courset.
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Students surwey: Availability of Groupwise service
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Figure 5.26: Availability of GroupWise service

Table 5.33: Contingency table — Q3n vs types of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Diploma 40 28 77 145

27.6% 19.3% 53.1% 85.3%
B Tech 14 7 4 25
56.0% 28.0% 16.0% 14.7%
TOTAL 54 35 81 170
31.8% 20.6% 47.6% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied a diploma course

agree to strongly agree with the statement “CTS provide an acceptable

Printing service in terms of availability.” than students who studied the B

Tech course. There were statistically significantly more students who

studied the B Tech course who disagree to strongly disagree than the

students who studied a diploma courset.
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Figure 5.27: Availability of Printing service

Table 5.34: Contingency table — Q5n vs types of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Diploma 24 63 55 142

16.9% 44.4% 38.7% 85.0%
B Tech 17 5 3 25
68.0% 20.0% 12.0% 15.0%
TOTAL 41 68 58 167
24.6% 40.7% 34.7% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied a diploma course

agree to strongly agree and were neutral with

the statement “Calls

received at the CTS Service Desk are answered at an acceptable rate in

terms of availability” than students who studied the B Tech course. There

were statistically significantly more students who studied the B Tech

course who disagree to strongly disagree than the students who studied a

diploma course.
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Students surwey: Availability of CTS service desk
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Figure 5.28: Availability of CTS Service Desk

Table 5.35: Contingency table — Q6n vs types of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Diploma 31 33 80 144

21.5% 22.9% 55.6% 84.7%
B Tech 13 5 8 26
50.0% 19.2% 30.8% 15.3%
TOTAL 44 38 88 170
25.9% 22.4% 51.8% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied a diploma course

agree to strongly agree with

the statement “CTS provide a reliable

Internet service” than students who studied the B Tech course. There were

statistically significantly more students who studied the B Tech course who

disagree to strongly disagree than the students who studied a diploma

course
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Figure 5.29: Reliability of Internet service

Table 5.36: Contingency table — Q7n vs types of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Diploma 19 36 89 144

13.2% 25.0% 61.8% 84.7%
B Tech 10 4 12 26
38.5% 15.4% 46.2% 15.3%
TOTAL 29 40 101 170
17.1% 23.5% 59.4% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied a diploma course

agree to strongly agree and were neutral with the statement “CTS provide

a reliable GroupWise (email) service.” than students who studied the B

Tech course. There were statistically significantly more students who

studied the B Tech course who disagree to strongly disagree than the

students who studied a diploma courset.
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Students surwey: Reliability of GroupWise service
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Figure 5.30: Reliability of GroupWise service

Table 5.37: Contingency table — Q8n vs types of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Diploma 37 30 77 144

25.7% 20.8% 53.5% 84.7%
B Tech 16 6 4 26
61.5% 23.1% 15.4% 15.3%
TOTAL 53 36 81 170
31.2% 21.2% 47.6% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied a diploma course
agree to strongly agree with the statement “CTS provide a reliable
Printing service.” than students who studied the B Tech course. There
were statistically significantly more students who studied the B Tech
course who disagree to strongly disagree than the students who studied a

diploma course.
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Students surwey: Reliability of printing service
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Figure 5.31: Reliability of printing service

Table 5.38: Contingency table — Q10n vs types of study groups for student survey

Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL

Row Strongly Strongly agree

percentage disagree

Diploma 25 57 57 139
18.0% 41.0% 41.0% 84.8%

B Tech 13 7 5 25
52.0% 28.0% 20.0% 15.2%

TOTAL 38 64 62 164
23.2% 39.0% 37.8% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied a diploma course
agree to strongly agree and were neutral with the statement “CTS Service
Desk is reliable in terms of calls being resolved at the Service Desk before
being escalated to technical support groups.” than students who studied
the B Tech course. There were statistically significantly more students who
studied the B Tech course who disagree to strongly disagree than the

students who studied a diploma courset.
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Figure 5.32: Reliability of CTS Service Desk

Table 5.39: Contingency table — Q11n vs types of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Diploma 26 43 75 144

18.1% 29.9% 52.1% 85.2%
B Tech 11 5 9 25
44.0% 20.0% 36.0% 14.8%
TOTAL 37 48 84 169
21.9% 28.4% 49.7% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied a diploma course

agree to strongly agree and were neutral with the statement “CTS provide

an acceptable Internet service in terms of performance.” than students

who studied the B Tech course. There were statistically significantly more

students who studied the B Tech course who disagree to strongly disagree

than the students who studied a diploma courset.
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Students survey: Performance of Internet service
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Figure 5.33: Performance of Internet service

Table 5.40: Contingency table — Q12n vs types of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Diploma 18 36 90 144

12.5% 25.0% 62.5% 84.7%
B Tech 13 2 11 26
50.0% 7.7% 42.3% 15.3%
TOTAL 31 38 101 170
18.2% 22.4% 59.4% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied a diploma agree to

strongly agree and are neutral with the statement “CTS provide an

acceptable GroupWise (email) service in terms of performance.” than

students who studied the B Tech course. There were statistically

significantly more students who studied the B Tech course who disagree

to strongly disagree than the students who studied a diploma course.
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Figure 5.34: Performance of GroupWise service

Table 5.41: Contingency table — Q13n vs types of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Diploma 31 38 72 141

22.2% 27.0% 51.1% 84.4%
B Tech 14 7 5 26
53.8% 26.9% 19.2% 15.6%
TOTAL 45 45 77 167
27.0% 27.0% 46.1% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who

studied a diploma course

agree to strongly agree with the statement “CTS provide an acceptable

Printing service in terms of performance” than students who studied the B

Tech course. There were statistically significantly more students who

studied the B Tech course who disagree to strongly disagree than the

students who studied a diploma course.
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Figure 5.35: Performance of Printing service

Table 5.42; Contingency table — Q15n vs types of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Diploma 22 58 64 144

15.3% 40.3% 44.4% 85.7%
B Tech 17 2 5 24
70.8% 8.3% 20.8% 14.3%
TOTAL 39 60 69 168
23.2% 35.7% 41.1% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied a diploma course

agree to strongly agree and are neutral with the statement “CTS Service

Desk operates at an acceptable rate in terms of performance.” than

students who studied the B Tech course. There were more students who

studied the B Tech course who disagree to strongly disagree than the

students who studied a diploma courset.
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Students survey: Performance of CTS service desk
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Figure 5.36: Performance of CTS Service Desk

Table 5.43: Contingency table — Q16n vs types of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Diploma 27 52 67 146

18.5% 35.6% 45.9% 85.4%
B Tech 11 5 9 25
44.0% 20.0% 36.0% 14.6%
TOTAL 38 57 76 171
22.2% 33.3% 44.4% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied a diploma course

agree to strongly agree and are neutral with the statement “CTS technical

staff resolving incidents relating to the Internet service is competent.” than

students who studied the B Tech course. There were statistically

significantly more students who studied the B Tech course who disagree

to strongly disagree than the students who studied a diploma courset.
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Figure 5.37: Competence of Internet service

Table 5.44: Contingency table — Q17n vs types of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Diploma 22 50 74 146

15.1% 34.2% 50.7% 85.4%
B Tech 9 7 9 25
36.0% 28.0% 36.0% 14.6%
TOTAL 31 57 83 171
18.1% 33.3% 48.5% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who

studied a diploma course

agree to strongly agree and are neutral with the statement “CTS technical

staff resolving incidents relating to the GroupWise (email) service is

competent.” than students who studied the B Tech course. There were

statistically significantly more students who studied the B Tech course who

disagree to strongly disagree than the students who studied a diploma

courset.
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Students survey: Competence of GroupWise service

Diploma

0% 20%

40% 60%

80% 100%

M Disagree to strongly disagree

O Neutral

M Agree to strongly agree

Figure 5.38: Competence of GroupWise service

Table 5.45: Contingency table — Q18n vs types of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Diploma 28 48 69 145

19.3% 33.1% 47.6% 85.3%
B Tech 15 6 4 25
60.0% 24.0% 16.0% 14.7%
TOTAL 43 54 73 170
25.3% 31.8% 42.9% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied a diploma course

agree to strongly agree and are neutral with the statement “CTS technical

staff resolving incidents relating to the Printing service is competent.” than

students who studied the B Tech course. There were more students who

studied the B Tech course who disagree to strongly disagree than the

students who studied a diploma courset.
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Figure 5.39: Competence of Printing service

Table 5.46: Contingency table — Q20n vs types of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Diploma 21 59 64 144

16.6% 41.0% 44.4% 85.2%
B Tech 17 4 4 25
68.0% 16.0% 16.0% 14.8%
TOTAL 38 63 68 169
22.5% 37.3% 40.2% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who

studied a diploma course

agree to strongly agree and are neutral with the statement “CTS Service

Desk staff resolving incidents is competent.” than students who studied the

B Tech course. There were statistically significantly more students who

studied the B Tech course who disagree to strongly disagree than the

students who studied a diploma course.
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Figure 5.40: Competency of CTS Service Desk

Table 5.47: Contingency table — Q21n vs types of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Diploma 30 53 61 144

20.8% 36.8% 42.4% 84.7%
B Tech 13 7 6 26
50.0% 26.9% 23.1% 15.3%
TOTAL 43 60 67 170
25.3% 35.3% 39.4% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied a diploma course

agree to strongly agree and are neutral with

the statement “Incidents

logged at the Service Desk are responded to within an acceptable time

period.” than students who studied the B Tech course. There statistically

significantly were more students who studied the B Tech course who

disagree to strongly disagree than the students who studied a diploma

course.
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Students survey: Incidents logged responded to an
acceptable time period
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Figure 5.41: Incidents responded to in acceptable time

Table 5.48: Contingency table — Q22n vs types of study groups for student survey

Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL

Row Strongly Strongly agree

percentage disagree

Diploma 28 53 64 145
19.3% 36.6% 44.1% 84.8%

B Tech 12 6 8 26
46.2% 23.1% 30.8% 15.2%

TOTAL 40 59 72 171
23.4% 34.5% 42.1% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied a diploma course
agree to strongly agree and are neutral with the statement “Incidents
logged at the Service Desk are resolved within an acceptable time period.”
than students who studied the B Tech course. There were statistically
significantly more students who studied the B Tech course who disagree

to strongly disagree than the students who studied a diploma courset.
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Figure 5.42: Incidents loggend resolved in an acceptable time

When the student responses of the types of study were compared with
respect to their latent variables, which was a combination of the
statements, there were differences for the availability factor, the reliability
factor, the performance factor, the competence factor, the SLA factor, the
Internet service factor, the GroupWise service factor, the printing service
factor and the CTS Service Desk factor.

There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “Availibility”. (Kruskal-Wallis statistic
=8.0610; DF=1; P-value=0.0045).

Table 5.49: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for availiability
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hq
B Tech 20 974.5 1470.0 174.52 48.72
Diploma 12 9756.5 9261.0 174.52 77.43
6

The Hy hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the availibility factor
the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the availibility factor between the 2 groups
because the Hy is rejected. The students who studied a diploma has the

higher mean rank (77.43) which is an indication that the students who
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studied a diploma agreed more to these statements in the availibility factor

than the students who studied a B Tech.
There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “Reliability”. (Kruskal-Wallis statistic

=14.8714; DF=1; P-value=0.0001).

Table 5.50: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for reliability

Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Ho
B Tech 20 797.0 1470.0 174.52 39.85
Diploma 12 9934.0 9261.0 174.52 78.84
6

The Hp hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the reliability factor
the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the reliability factor between the 2 groups
because the Hy is rejected. The students who studied a diploma has the
higher mean rank (78.84) which is an indication that the students who
studied a diploma agreed more to these statements in the reliability factor

than the students who studied a B Tech.

There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “Performance”. (Kruskal-Wallis statistic
=22.9983; DF=1; P-value<0.0001).

Table 5.51: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for performance
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hq
B Tech 20 634.5 1470.0 174.22 31.72
Diploma 12 10096.5 9261.0 174.22 80.13
6

66



The Ho hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the performance
factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the performance factor between the 2 groups
because the Hy is rejected. The students who studied a diploma has the
higher mean rank (80.13) which is an indication that the students who
studied a diploma agreed more to these statements in the performance
factor than the students who studied a B Tech.

There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “Competence”. (Kruskal-Wallis statistic
=13.2539; DF=1; P-value=0.0003).

Table 5.52; Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for competence
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hg
B Tech 20 834.5 1470.0 174.56 41.72
Diploma 12 9896.5 9261.0 174.56 78.54
6

The Ho hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the competence
factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the competence factor between the 2 groups
because the Hy is rejected. The students who studied a diploma has the
higher mean rank (78.54) which is an indication that the students who
studied a diploma agreed more to these statements in the competence
factor than the students who studied a B Tech.

There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the

main campuses with respect to the “SLA”". (Kruskal-Wallis statistic
=5.8505; DF=1; P-value=0.0156).
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Table 5.53: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for SLA

Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hq
B Tech 20 1056.5 1470.0 170.95 52.82
Diploma 12 9674.5 9261.0 170.95 76.78
6

The Hp hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the SLA factor the
same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant difference
with respect to the SLA factor between the 2 groups because the Hg is
rejected. The students who studied a diploma has the higher mean rank
(76.78) which is an indication that the students who studied a diploma
agreed more to these statements in the SLA factor than the students who
studied a B Tech.

There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “Internet service”. (Kruskal-Wallis
statistic =8.6551; DF=1; P-value=0.0033).

Table 5.54: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Internet service
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hq
B Tech 20 955.5 1470.0 174.88 47.78
Diploma 12 9775.5 9261.0 174.88 77.58
6

The Hp hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the Internet service
factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the Internet service factor between the 2 groups
because the Hy is rejected. The students who studied a diploma has the
higher mean rank (77.58) which is an indication that the students who
studied a diploma agreed more to these statements in the Internet service

factor than the students who studied a B Tech.
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There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “GroupWise service”. (Kruskal-Wallis
statistic =8.0610; DF=1; P-value=0.0045).

Table 5.55: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for GroupWise service
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hq
B Tech 20 974.5 1470.0 174.52 48.72
Diploma 12 9756.5 9261.0 174.52 77.43
6

The Ho hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the GroupWise
service factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically
significant difference with respect to the GroupWise service factor between
the 2 groups because the Hg is rejected. The students who studied a
diploma has the higher mean rank (77.43) which is an indication that the
students who studied a diploma agreed more to these statements in the
GroupWise service factor than the students who studied a B Tech.

There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “Printing service”. (Kruskal-Wallis
statistic =19.0771; DF=1; P-value<0.0001).

Table 5.56: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for printing service
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hq
B Tech 20 706.5 1470.0 174.80 35.32
Diploma 12 10024.5 9261.0 174.80 79.56
6

The Ho hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the printing service
factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the printing service factor between the 2 groups

because the Hy is rejected. The students who studied a diploma has the
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higher mean rank (79.56) which is an indication that the students who
studied a diploma agreed more to these statements in the printing service
factor than the students who studied a B Tech.

There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “CTS Service Desk”. (Kruskal-Wallis

statistic =10.3264; DF=1; P-value=0.0013).

Table 5.57: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for CTS Service Desk

Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hq
B Tech 20 628.0 1470.0 174.21 31.40
Diploma 12 10103.0 9261.0 174.21 80.18
6

The Hp hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the CTS Service
Desk factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically
significant difference with respect to the CTS Service Desk factor between
the 2 groups because the Hg is rejected. The students who studied a
diploma has the higher mean rank (80.18) which is an indication that the
students who studied a diploma agreed more to these statements in the
CTS Service Desk factor than the students who studied a B Tech.

Table 5.58: Statistically significant Chi-square test for equal proportions between the
periods of study for student survey

Question / Statement Sample Chi- | DF | P-value
Size Square

7. CTS provide a reliable Printing 170 8.1581 2 | 0.0169*
service.

10. CTS provide an acceptable 170 13.6909 2 | 0.0011**
GroupWise (email) service in terms of
performance.

11. CTS provide an acceptable Printing 167 6.6418 2 | 0.0361*

service in terms of performance.

15. CTS technical staff resolving 170 13.7334 2 | 0.0010**
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Question / Statement

Sample
Size

Chi- | DF
Square

P-value

incidents relating to the Printing

service is competent.

* Statistically significant at level 0.05

i Statistically significant at level 0.01

ok Statistically significant at level 0.001

Table 5.59: Contingency table — Q8n vs periods of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Full-time 45 27 76 148

30.4% 18.2% 51.4% 87.1%
Part-time 8 9 5 22
36.4% 40.9% 22.7% 12.9%
TOTAL 53 36 81 170
31.2% 21.2% 47.6% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied full-time who agree to

strongly agree with

the statement “CTS provide a reliable Printing

service.” than students who studied the part-time. There were statistically

significantly more students who studied part-time who were neutral than

the students who studied a full-time.
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Students survey: Reliability of printing service
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M Agree to strongly agree

Figure 5.43: Reliability of printing service
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Table 5.60: Contingency table — Q12n vs periods of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Full-time 28 26 93 147

19.1% 17.7% 63.3% 86.5%
Part-time 3 12 8 23
13.0% 52.2% 34.8% 13.5%
TOTAL 31 38 101 170
18.2% 22.4% 59.4% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who

studied full-time agree to

strongly agree with the statement “CTS provide an acceptable GroupWise

(email) service in terms of performance.” than students who studied part-

time. There were statistically significantly more students who studied part-

time who were neutral than the students who studied full-time.
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Figure 5.44: Performance of GroupWise service

Table 5.61: Contingency table — Q13n vs periods of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Full-time 39 34 71 144

27.1% 23.6% 49.3% 86.2%
Part-time 6 11 6 23
26.1% 47.8% 26.1% 13.8%
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Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL

Row Strongly Strongly agree

percentage disagree

TOTAL 45 45 77 167
27.0% 27.0% 46.1% 100%

Statistically significantly more students who studied full-time agree to

strongly agree with the statement “CTS provide an acceptable Printing

service in terms of performance” than students who studied part-time.

There were statistically significantly more students who studied the part-

time who were neutral than the students who studied full-time.

Students survey: Performance of Printing service
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Figure 5.45: Performance of Printing service

Table 5.62: Contingency table — Q18n vs periods of study groups for student survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Full-time 40 39 68 147

27.2% 26.5% 46.3% 86.5%
Part-time 3 15 5 23
13.0% 65.2% 21.7% 13.5%
TOTAL 43 54 73 170
25.3% 31.8% 42.9% 100%
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Statistically significantly more students who studied full-time that agree to
strongly agree with the statement “CTS technical staff resolving incidents
relating to the Printing service is competent.” than students who studied
part-time. There were statistically significantly more students who studied

part-time who were neutral than the students who studied full-time.

Students survey: Competence of Printing service

Part-time

Full-time

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Disagree to strongly disagree O Neutral B Agree to strongly agree

Figure 5.46: Competence of Printing service

There were no differences between the period of study with respect to the

latent variables.

5.34.4 Comparison between the groups for the staff

Table 5.63: Statistically significant Chi-square test for equal proportions between the
Campus groups for staff survey

Question / Statement Sample Chi- | DF | P-value
Size Square

3. CTS provide an acceptable Printing 63 6.1408 2 | 0.0464*
service in terms of availability.

6. CTS provide a reliable Internet 64 8.2279 2 | 0.0163*
service.

7. CTS provide a reliable GroupWise 64 6.4205 2 | 0.0403*
service.

10. CTS Service Desk is reliable in terms 64 10.1459 2 | 0.0063**

of calls being resolved at the Service
Desk before being escalated to

technical support groups.

74




Question / Statement Sample Chi- | DF | P-value
Size Square
15. CTS Service Desk operates at an 62 7.1092 2 | 0.0286*
acceptable rate in terms of
performance.
21. Incidents logged at the Service Desk 63 11.9422 2 | 0.0026**
are responded to within 2 hours.

* Statistically significant at level 0.05
o Statistically significant at level 0.01
ok Statistically significant at level 0.001

The remote campuses and the main campuses responded satistically

significantly with respect to:

»  CTS provide an acceptable Printing service in terms of availability.

CTS provide a reliable Internet service.

>
»  CTS provide a reliable GroupWise service.
>

CTS Service Desk is reliable in terms of calls being resolved at the

Service Desk before being escalated to technical support groups.

» CTS Service Desk operates at an acceptable rate in terms of

performance.

» Incidents logged at the Service Desk are responded to within 2

hours.CTS provide an acceptable Printing service in terms of

availability.
Table 5.64: Contingency table — Q3n vs Campus groups for staff survey

Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL

Row Strongly Strongly agree

percentage disagree

Main 13 6 14 33

campuses 39.4% 18.2% 42.4% 52.4%

Remote 4 11 15 30

campuses 13.3% 36.7% 50.0% 47.6%

TOTAL 17 17 29 63
27.0% 27.0% 46.0% 100%

Statistically significantly more

disagree to strongly disagree with

75

of the staff from the main campuses

the statement “CTS provide an



acceptable Printing service in terms of availability” than from the remote
campuses. There were statistically significantly more respondents from the
remote campus that were neutral than from the main campuses with

respect to this statement.

Staff survey: Availability of printing service
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Figure 5.47: Availability of printing service

Table 5.65: Contingency table — Q6n vs Campus groups for staff survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Main 12 5 16 33
campuses 36.4% 15.2% 48.5% 51.6%
Remote 3 12 16 31
campuses 9.7% 38.7% 51.6% 48.4%
TOTAL 15 17 32 64

23.4% 26.6% 50.0% 100%

Statistically significantly more of the staff from the main campuses that
disagree to strongly disagree with the statement “CTS provide a reliable
Internet service” than from the remote campuses. There were statistically
significantly more respondents from the remote campus that agree to
strongly agree than from the main campuses with respect to this

statement.
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Staff survey: Reliability of Internet service
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Figure 5.48: Reliability of Internet service

Table 5.66: Contingency table — Q7 vs Campus groups for staff survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Main 9 2 22 33
campuses 27.3% 6.1% 66.7 51.6%
Remote 2 6 23 31
campuses 6.4% 19.4% 74.2% 48.4%
TOTAL 11 8 45 64

17.2% 12.5% 70.3% 100%

Statistically significantly more of the staff from main campuses that

disagree to strongly disagree with the statement “CTS provide a reliable

GroupWise service” than the staff from the remote campuses. There were

statistically significantly more of the staff from the remote campus that

were neutral than from the main campuses with respect to this statement.
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Figure 5.49: Reliability of the GroupWise service

Table 5.67: Contingency table — Q10 vs Campus groups for staff survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Main 19 7 7 33
campuses 57.7% 21.2% 21.2% 51.6%
Remote 6 10 15 31
campuses 19.4% 32.3% 48.4% 48.4%
TOTAL 25 17 22 64

39.1% 26.6% 34.4% 100%

Statistically significantly more respondents from the main campuses that
disagree to strongly disagree “CTS Service Desk is reliable in terms of
calls being resolved beforated to technical support groups” than staff from
the remote campuses. There were statistically significantly more staff from
the remote campus that agree to strongly agree than from the main
campuses with respect to this statement.
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Staff survey: Reliability of CTS service desk
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Figure 5.50: Reliability of CTS Service Desk

Table 5.68: Contingency table — Q15 vs Campus groups for staff survey

Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL

Row Strongly Strongly agree

percentage disagree

Main 13 8 10 31

campuses 41.9% 25.8% 32.3% 50.0%

Remote 4 9 18 31

campuses 12.9% 29.0% 58.1% 50.0%

TOTAL 17 17 28 62
27.4% 27.4% 45.2% 100%

Statistically significantly more respondents from the main campuses that
disagree to strongly disagree “CTS Service Desk operates at an
acceptable rate in terms of performance” than staff from the remote
campuses. There were statistically significantly more staff from the remote
campus that agree to strongly agree than from the main campuses with

respect to this statement.
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Figure 5.51: Performance of CTS Service Desk

Table 5.69: Contingency table — Q21 vs Campus groups for staff survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Main 24 3 6 33
campuses 12.7% 9.1% 18.2% 52.4%
Remote 9 10 11 30
campuses 30.0% 33.3% 36.7% 47.6%
TOTAL 33 13 17 63

52.4% 20.6% 27.0% 100%

Statistically significantly more respondents from the main campuses that

disagree to strongly disagree “Incidents logged at the Service Desk are

responded to within 2 hours” than staff from the remote campuses. There

were statistically significantly more staff from the remote campus that

agree to strongly agree and neutral than from the main campuses with

respect to this statement.
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Staff survey: Incidents responded to within 2 hours
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Figure 5.52: Incidents responded to within 2 hours

When the staff responses from the remote campuses and the main
campuses were compared with respect to their the latent variables, which
was a combination of the statements, there were differences for the
the the SLA the

GroupWiseservice factor and the CTS Service Desk factorr.

availability  factor, reliability  factor, factor,

There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “Availability”. (Kruskal-Wallis statistic
=4.0148; DF=1; P-value=0.0451).

Table 5.70: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for availability
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hq
Main 24 500.5 600.0 49.66 20.98
Remote 25 724.5 625.0 49.66 28.98

The Hp hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the availability factor
the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the availability factor between the 2 groups
because the Hy is rejected. The remote campus group has the higher
mean rank (28.98) which is an indication that the students from the remote
campus agreed more to these statements in the availability factor than the

students from the main campus.
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There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “Reliability”. (Kruskal-Wallis statistic
=5.8550; DF=1; P-value=0.0155).

Table 5.71: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for reliability
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hq
Main 24 480.0 600.0 49.59 20.00
Remote 25 745.0 625.0 49.59 29.80

The Hp hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the reliability factor
the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the reliability factor between the 2 groups
because the Hy is rejected. The remote campus group has the higher
mean rank (29.80) which is an indication that the students from the remote
campus agreed more to these statements in the reliability factor than the

students from the main

There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “SLA”. (Kruskal-Wallis statistic
=6.0859; DF=1; P-value=0.0136).

Table 5.72: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for SLA

Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hq
Main 24 479.0 600.0 49.05 19.84
Remote 25 746.0 625.0 49.05 29.84

The Ho hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the SLA factor the
same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant difference
with respect to the SLA factor between the 2 groups because the Hg is
rejected. The remote campus group has the higher mean rank (29.84)

which is an indication that the students from the remote campus agreed
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more to these statements in the SLA factor than the students from the

main campuses.

There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “GroupWise service”. (Kruskal-Wallis
statistic =5.9161; DF=1; P-value=0.0150).

Table 5.73: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for GroupWise service
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Ho
Main 24 480.5 600.0 49.13 20.02
Remote 25 744.5 625.0 49.13 29.78

The Hp hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the GroupWise
service factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically
significant difference with respect to the GroupWise service factor between
the 2 groups because the Hy is rejected. The remote campus group has
the higher mean rank (29.78) which is an indication that the students from
the remote campus agreed more to these statements in the GroupWise

service factor than the students from the main campus.
There is a statistically significant difference between the remote and the
main campuses with respect to the “CTS Service Desk”. (Kruskal-Wallis

statistic =6.2502; DF=1; P-value=0.0124).

Table 5.74: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for CTS Service Desk

Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hq
Main 24 476.0 600.0 49.60 19.96
Remote 25 749.0 625.0 49.60 29.96

The Hp hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the CTS Service
Desk factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically
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significant difference with respect to the CTS Service Desk factor between
the 2 groups because the Hy is rejected. The remote campus group has
the higher mean rank (29.96) which is an indication that the students from
the remote campus agreed more to these statements in the CTS Service

Desk factor than the students from the main campuses.

Table 5.75: Statistically significant Chi-square test for equal proportions between the
type of employment groups for staff survey

Question / Statement Sample Chi- | DF | P-value
Size Square

1. CTS provide an acceptable Internet 64 12.5184 2 | 0.0019**
service in terms of availability.

2. CTS provide an acceptable 64 1123 2 | 0.0285*
GroupWise (email) service in terms of
availability.

3. CTS provide an acceptable Printing 63 7.0833 2 | 0.0290*
service in terms of availability.

6. CTS provide a reliable Internet 64 12.5753 2 | 0.0019*
service.

7. CTS provide a reliable GroupWise 64 7.5883 2 | 0.0225*
(email) service

8. CTS provide a reliable Printing 59 10.3511 2 | 0.0057**
service.

10. CTS Service Desk is reliable in terms 64 6.6225 2 | 0.0365*

of calls being resolved at the Service
Desk before being escalated to

technical support groups.

16. CTS technical staff resolving incidents 63 8.9669 2 |0.0113*
relating to the Internet service is
competent.

17. CTS technical staff resolving incidents 63 8.7435 2 | 0.0126*

relating to the GroupWise (email)

service is competent.

22. Incidents logged at the Service Desk 63 8.9230 2 | 0.0115*

are resolved within 16 working hours.

* Statistically significant at level 0.05
i Statistically significant at level 0.01

ok Statistically significant at level 0.001
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The academic staff and the non-academic staff responded statistically
significantly different with respect to:

»  CTS provide an acceptable Internet service in terms of availability.

»  CTS provide an acceptable GroupWise (email) service in terms of
availability.

CTS provide an acceptable Printing service in terms of availability.
CTS provide a reliable Internet service.

CTS provide a reliable GroupWise (email) service

CTS provide a reliable Printing service.

YV V V V V

CTS Service Desk is reliable in terms of calls being resolved at the

Service Desk before being escalated to technical support groups.

»  CTS technical staff resolving incidents relating to the Internet service
is competent.

» CTS technical staff resolving incidents relating to the GroupWise
(email) service is competent.

» Incidents logged at the Service Desk are resolved within 16 working

hours.

Table 5.76: Contingency table — Q1n vs type of employment groups for staff survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Academic 15 5 11 31

48.4% 16.1% 35.5% 48.4%

Non-academic 3 7 23 33
9.1% 21.2% 69.7% 51.6%

TOTAL 18 12 34 64
28.1% 18.8% 53.1% 100%

Statistically significantly more of the academic staff disagree to strongly
disagree with the statement “CTS provide an acceptable Internet service
in terms of availability” than the non-academic staff. There were
statistically significantly more non-academic staff that agree to strongly

agree than the academic staff with respect to this statement.
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Staff survey: Availability of Internet service
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Figure 5.53: Availability of Internet service

Table 5.77: Contingency table — Q2n vs type of employment groups for staff survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row percentage Strongly Strongly agree

disagree
Academic 8 4 19 31
25.8% 12.9% 61.3% 48.4%
Non-academic 1 4 28 33
3.0% 12.1% 84.8% 51.6%
TOTAL 9 8 47 64
14.1% 12.5% 73.4% 100%

Statistically significantly more of the academic staff disagree to strongly

disagree with

the statement “CTS provide an acceptable GroupWise

service in terms of availability” than the non-academicemote campuses.

There were statistically significantly more non-academic staff that agree to

strongly agree than the academic staff with respect to this statement.
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Figure 5.54: Availability of GroupWise service

Table 5.78: Contingency table — Q3n vs type of employment groups for staff survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Academic 13 6 12 31

41.9% 19.4% 38.7% 49.2%
Non- 4 11 17 32
academic 12.5% 34.4% 53.1% 50.8%
TOTAL 17 17 29 63
27.0% 27.0% 46.0% 100%

Statistically significantly more of the academic staff disagree to strongly

disagree with the statement “CTS provide an acceptable Printing service

in terms of availability” than the non-academic staff. There were

statistically significantly more non-academic staff that agree to strongly

agree and were neutral than academic staff with respect to this statement.
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Figure 5.55: Availability of printing service

Table 5.79: Contingency table — Q6n vs employment groups for staff survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Academic 13 8 10 31

41.9% 25.8% 32.3% 48.4%
Non- 2 9 22 33
academic 6.1% 27.3% 66.7% 51.6%
TOTAL 15 17 32 64
23.4% 26.6% 50.0% 100%

Statistically significantly were more of the academic staff that disagree to

strongly disagree with

the statement “CTS provide a reliable Internet

service” than the non-academic staff. There were statistically significantly

more non-academic staff that agree to strongly agree than academis staff

with respect to this statement.
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Staff survey: Reliability of Internet service
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Figure 5.56: Reliability of Internet service

Table 5.80: Contingency table — Q7 vs employment groups for staff survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Academic 9 5 17 31

29.0% 16.1% 54.8% 48.4%
Non- 2 3 28 33
academic 6.0% 9.1% 84.9% 51.6%
TOTAL 11 8 45 64
17.2% 12.5% 70.3% 100%

Statistically significantly more of the academic that disagree to strongly
disagree with the statement “CTS provide a reliable GroupWise service”
than the nin-academic staff. There were statistically significantly more of
the non-academic staff that agree to strongly agree than the academic

staff with respect to this statement.
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Staff survey: Reliability of GroupWise service
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Figure 5.57: Reliability of the GroupWise service

Table 5.81: Contingency table — Q8 vs employment groups for staff survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Academic 12 8 9 29

41.4% 27.6% 31.0% 49.2%
Non- 2 10 18 30
academic 6.7% 33.3% 60.0% 50.8%
TOTAL 14 18 27 59
23.7% 30.5% 45.8% 100%

Statistically significantly more of the academic staff disagree to strongly

disagree with the statement “CTS provide a reliable printing service” than

the non-academic staff. There were statistically significantly more of the

non-academic staff that agree to strongly agree than the academic staff

with respect to this statement.
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Figure 5.58: Reliability of the Printing service

Table 5.82: Contingency table — Q10 vs employment groups for staff survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Academic 17 7 7 31

54.8% 22.6% 22.6% 48.4%
Non- 8 10 15 33
academic 24.2% 30.3% 45.4% 51.6%
TOTAL 25 17 22 64
39.1% 26.6% 34.4% 100%

Statistically significantly more academic staff disagree to strongly disagree

“CTS Service Desk is reliable in terms of calls being resolved beforated to

technical support groups” than non-academic staff. There were statistically

significantly more non-academic staff that agree to strongly agree than

academic staff with respect to this statement.
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Figure 5.59: Reliability of CTS Service Desk

Table 5.83: Contingency table — Q16 vs employment groups for staff survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Academic 7 13 10 30

23.3% 43.3% 33.3% 47.6%
Non- 2 8 23 33
academic 6.1% 24.2% 69.7% 52.4%
TOTAL 9 21 33 63
14.3% 33.3% 52.4% 100%

Statistically significantly more academic staff disagree to strongly disagree

and are neutral with the statement “CTS technical staff resolving incidents

relating to Internet service are competent” than non-academic staff. There

were statistically significantly more non-academic staff that agree to

strongly agree than academic staff with respect to this statement.
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Figure 5.60: Competence of Internet service

Table 5.84: Contingency table — Q17 vs employment groups for staff survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Academic 7 12 12 31

22.6% 38.7% 38.7% 49.2%
Non- 1 8 23 32
academic 3.1% 25.0% 71.9% 50.8%
TOTAL 8 20 35 63
12.7% 31.8% 55.6% 100%

Statistically significantly more academic staff disagree to strongly disagree
with the statement “CTS technical staff resolving incidents relating to

GroupWise service are competent” than non-academic staff. There were

statistically significantly more non-academic staff that agree to strongly

agree than academic staff with respect to this statement.
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Figure 5.61: Competence of GroupWise service

Table 5.85: Contingency table — Q22 vs employment groups for staff survey
Frequency / Disagree- Neutral Agree — TOTAL
Row Strongly Strongly agree
percentage disagree
Academic 11 12 7 30

36.7% 40.0% 23.3% 47.6%
Non- 6 7 20 33
academic 18.2% 21.2% 60.6% 52.4%
TOTAL 17 19 27 63
27.0% 30.2% 42.9% 100%

Statistically significantly more academic staff that disagree to strongly

disagree and were neutral with the statement “Incidents logged at the

Service Desk are resolved within 16 working hours” than non-academic

staff. There were statistically significantly more non-academic staff that

agree to strongly agree than academic staff with respect to this statement.

94




Staff survey: Incidents resolved within 16 working
hours
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Figure 5.62: Incidents resolved within 16 working hours

When the academic staff responses and the non-academic staff's
responses with respect to the latent variables, which was a combination of
the statements, were compared; there were differences for the availability
factor, the reliability factor, the performance factor, the cpmpetence factor,
the Internet service factor, the GroupWise service factor and the ITS

service factor.

There is a statistically significant difference between the academic staff
and non-academic staff with respect to the “Availability”. (Kruskal-Wallis
statistic =9.0939; DF=1; P-value=0.0026).

Table 5.86: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for availability
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hg
Academic 23 425.5 575.0 49.58 18.50
Non-academic 26 799.5 650.0 49.58 30.75

The Ho hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the availability factor
the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the availability factor between the 2 groups
because the Hy is rejected. The non-academic group has the higher mean
rank (30.75) which is an indication that the non-academic staff agreed

more to these statements in the availability factor than the academic staff.
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There is a statistically significant difference between the academic staff
and non-academic staff with respect to the “Reliability”. (Kruskal-Wallis
statistic =11.7899; DF=1; P-value=0.0006).

Table 5.87: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for reliability

Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hq
Academic 23 405.0 575.0 49.51 17.61
Non-academic 26 820.0 650.0 49.51 31.54

The Hp hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the reliability factor
the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the reliability factor between the 2 groups
because the Hy is rejected. The non-academic group has the higher mean
rank (31.54) which is an indication that the non-academic staff agreed
more to these statements in the reliability factor than the academic staff.
There is a statistically significant difference between the academic staff
and non-academic staff with respect to the “Performance”. (Kruskal-Wallis
statistic =4.4015; DF=1; P-value=0.0359).

Table 5.88: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for performance
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hg
Academic 23 471.0 575.0 49.57 20.48
Non-academic 26 754.0 650.0 49.57 29.00

The Ho hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the performance
factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the performance factor between the 2 groups
because the Hy is rejected. The non-academic group has the higher mean
rank (29.00) which is an indication that the non-academic staff agreed
more to these statements in the performance factor than the academic

staff.
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There is a statistically significant difference between the academic staff
and non-academic staff with respect to the “Competence”. (Kruskal-Wallis
statistic =6.6894; DF=1; P-value=0.0097).

Table 5.89: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for competence
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hoq
Academic 23 446.5 575.0 49.68 19.41
Non-academic 26 778.5 650.0 49.68 29.94

The Ho hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the ompetencey
factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the competence factor between the 2 groups
because the Hyis rejected. The non-academic group has the higher mean
rank (29.94) which is an indication that the non-academic staff agreed
more to these statements in the competence factor than the academic
staff.

There is a statistically significant difference between the academic staff
and non-academic staff with respect to the “Internet service”. (Kruskal-
Walllis statistic =10.6986; DF=1; P-value=0.0011).

Table 5.90: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Internet service
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Ho
Academic 23 413.0 575.0 49.53 17.96
Non-academic 26 812.0 650.0 49.538 31.23

The Hp hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the Internet service
factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the Internet service factor between the 2 groups
because the Hy is rejected. The non-academic group has the higher mean

rank (31.23) which is an indication that the non-academic staff agreed

97



more to these statements in the Internet service factor than the academic

staff.

There is a statistically significant difference between the academic staff
and non-academic staff with respect to the “GroupWise service”. (Kruskal-
Walllis statistic =11.31679; DF=1; P-value=0.0008).

Table 5.91: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for GroupWise service
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Ho
Academic 23 410.0 575.0 49.05 17.83
Non-academic 26 815.0 650.0 49.05 31.35

The Hp hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the GroupWise
service factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically
significant difference with respect to the GroupWise service factor between
the 2 groups because the Hg is rejected. The non-academic group has the
higher mean rank (31.35) which is an indication that the non-academic
staff agreed more to these statements in the GroupWise service factor
than the academic staff.

There is a statistically significant difference between the academic staff
and non-academic staff with respect to the “ITS service”. (Kruskal-Wallis
statistic =5.0493; DF=1; P-value=0.0246).

Table 5.92: Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for ITS service
Survey groups N Sum of | Expected Standard Mean
scores sum under | Deviation Score
Ho under Hg
Academic 23 464.5 575.0 49.18 20.20
Non-academic 26 760.5 650.0 49.18 29.25

The Hp hypothesis assumes that the 2 groups scored the ITS service
factor the same way. The small P-value indicates a statistically significant
difference with respect to the ITS service factor between the 2 groups
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because the Hyis rejected. The non-academic group has the higher mean
rank (29.25) which is an indication that the non-academic staff agreed
more to these statements in the ITS service factor than the academic staff.
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Annexure A :
Cronbach Alpha Coefficients

Students
The CORR Procedure
18 Variables: gln  g2n g3n g5n g6n g7n  g8n QglOn
qlln gl2n g13n qgl5n qgl6n qgl7n qgl18n Qg20n

g2in g22n
Simple Statistics
Variable N Mean Std Dev Sum Minimum Maximum
gln 146 3.21918 1.26214 470.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g2n 146 3.63699 1.15597 531.00000 1.00000 5.00000
q3n 146 3.04795 1.23362 445.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g5n 146 3.11644 0.97210 455.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gén 146 3.24658 1.17773  474.00000 1.00000 5.00000
q7n 146 3.43836 1.07622 502.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g8n 146 3.10274 1.25796 453.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gl0n 146 3.06849 1.08696  448.00000 1.00000 5.00000
qlln 146 3.32192 1.03680 485.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gl2n 146 3.45890 1.01116 505.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gl3n 146 3.15753 1.17261 461.00000 1.00000 5.00000
ql5n 146 3.21233 0.96995 469.00000 1.00000 5.00000
qlén 146 3.28767 1.10147  480.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gl7n 146 3.30137 0.97817  482.00000 1.00000 5.00000
ql8n 146 3.19863 1.09934 467.00000 1.00000 5.00000
q20n 146 3.17123 0.97103 463.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g21n 146 3.10959 1.02468 454.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g22n 146 3.19863 1.04135 467.00000 1.00000 5.00000

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha
Variables Alpha

FEEFFFFferefrfrrererrreefefree
Raw 0.941749
Standardized 0.942286

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable

Raw Variables Standardized Variables
Deleted Correlation Correlation
Variable  with Total Alpha  with Total Alpha
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
gln 0.684395 0.938302 0.678440 0.938902
g2n 0.615604 0.939596 0.619145 0.940045
g3n 0.729174 0.937268 0.723190 0.938032
g5n 0.614855 0.939510 0.616174 0.940102
gén 0.646666 0.938988 0.643023 0.939586
g7n 0.650366 0.938842 0.652262 0.939408
g8n 0.700315 0.937937 0.693454 0.938611
glon 0.630645 0.939223 0.635046 0.939739
glln 0.685023 0.938210 0.680813 0.938856
gl2n 0.650240 0.938865 0.653428 0.939385
gl3n 0.746861 0.936882 0.742823 0.937649
gl5n 0.695937 0.938117 0.696740 0.938547
glén 0.654756 0.938761 0.658926 0.939279
gl7n 0.653299 0.938842 0.657865 0.939299
gl8n 0.703478 0.937806 0.703091 0.938424
g20n 0.686446 0.938279 0.690920 0.938660
g21n 0.658219 0.938712 0.658419 0.939289
g22n 0.624285 0.939328 0.627821 0.939878
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Staff
The CORR Procedure
22 Variables: gln g2n qg3n g4n g5n g6n g7n g8n
q9n  qlOn qglin gl2n qgl13n qgl4n qgl5n gl6n
ql7n qgl8n qgl19n g20n @g21n Qg22n

Simple Statistics

Variable N Mean Std Dev Sum Minimum Maximum
qln 49 3.26531 1.01603 160.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g2n 49 3.77551 0.96318 185.00000 2.00000 5.00000
g3n 49 3.18367 1.01393 156.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g4n 49 3.46939 1.04287 170.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g5n 49 2.97959 1.07024 146.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gén 49 3.28571 0.91287 161.00000 1.00000 5.00000
q7n 49 3.55102 0.98025 174.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g8n 49 3.24490 0.99017 159.00000 1.00000 5.00000
qon 49 3.57143 0.84163 175.00000 1.00000 5.00000
q10n 49 2.93878 1.10695 144.00000 1.00000 5.00000
glin 49 3.40816 0.86406 167.00000 2.00000 5.00000
gl2n 49 3.59184 0.88784 176.00000 1.00000 5.00000
ql3n 49 3.32653 0.92168 163.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gl4n 49 3.46939 0.89214  170.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gl5n 49 3.08163 1.09614 151.00000 1.00000 5.00000
ql6n 49 3.44898 1.00127 169.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gl7n 49 3.65306 0.94761 179.00000 2.00000 5.00000
gl8n 49 3.34694 0.99060 164.00000 1.00000 5.00000
q19n 49 3.55102 0.86750 174.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g20n 49 3.16327 1.12448 155.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g21n 49 2.53061 1.35558 124.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g22n 49 3.10204 1.31093 152.00000 1.00000 5.00000

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha
Variables Alpha

fEEEFfFFrfereffrferefrrerferrf
Raw 0.932734
Standardized 0.934327

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable

Raw Variables Standardized Variables
Deleted  Correlation Correlation
Variable  with Total Alpha  with Total Alpha
FErfffErrfffrffffffffrfffffffrfffffrrrrfffeerfrerfffffrrrreeerfrerrfrfes
gln 0.631380 0.929213 0.639803 0.930830
g2n 0.518403 0.931070 0.527268 0.932699
g3n 0.610744 0.929566 0.603144 0.931442
g4n 0.466189 0.932062 0.476075 0.933539
g5n 0.554825 0.930568 0.537094 0.932537
gén 0.487594 0.931509 0.499693 0.933152
g7n 0.445851 0.932255 0.462594 0.933760
g8n 0.680578 0.928411 0.678797 0.930176
gon 0.640914 0.929337 0.648206 0.930689
gl0n 0.731835 0.927327 0.711813 0.929619
glin 0.499926 0.931309 0.516604 0.932874
gl2n 0.594003 0.929927 0.609277 0.931340
gl3n 0.562587 0.930372 0.558803 0.932178
gl4n 0.546281 0.930630 0.559284 0.932170
gl5n 0.692560 0.928073 0.673628 0.930262
glén 0.773340 0.926813 0.777148 0.928510
gl7n 0.755145 0.927293 0.761434 0.928777
gl8n 0.679103 0.928435 0.683891 0.930090
gl9n 0.634157 0.929373 0.636176 0.930891
g20n 0.652617 0.928817 0.636253 0.930889
g21n 0.602677 0.930325 0.586920 0.931712
g22n 0.540884 0.931511 0.533374 0.932598

Staff and Students
The CORR Procedure
18 Variables: gln  g2n g3n gbn g6n g7n  g8n  QglOn
qlin qgl12n g13n q15n qgl6n qgl7n qgl18n q20n

g2in g22n
Simple Statistics
Variable N Mean Std Dev Sum Minimum Maximum
gln 201 3.22388 1.20193 648.00000 1.00000 5.00000
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g2n 201 3.68159 1.09914  740.00000 1.00000 5.00000

g3n 201 3.06965 1.18538 617.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g5n 201 3.05970 1.00818 615.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gén 201 3.25871 1.11029 655.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g7n 201 3.47264 1.04427 698.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g8n 201 3.12935 1.20133  629.00000 1.00000 5.00000
glon 201 3.01493 1.09306 606.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gqllin 201 3.34328 0.98821 672.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gl2n 201 3.49751 0.98043 703.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gl3n 201 3.17910 1.12595 639.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gl5n 201 3.16418 1.01878 636.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gl6n 201 3.33831 1.07470 671.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gl7n 201 3.38806 0.97399 681.00000 1.00000 5.00000
gl8n 201 3.22388 1.08380 648.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g20n 201 3.16915 1.02041 637.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g21n 201 2.94030 1.15170 591.00000 1.00000 5.00000
g22n 201 3.16915 1.12749 637.00000 1.00000 5.00000
Cronbach Coefficient Alpha

Variables Alpha

FEFEFFEfrerefrffrffrirfrefrref

Raw 0.937948

Standardized 0.938225

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha with Deleted Variable

Raw Variables Standardized Variables
Deleted Correlation Correlation
Variable  with Total Alpha  with Total Alpha
FEEEfffffffffrrfrffrfrrffffrfffrfrrfrrfrffffreffffrefffrrefrfrreerrfreees
gln 0.682231 0.933965 0.680434 0.934290
g2n 0.594670 0.935741 0.599991 0.935924
g3n 0.711701 0.933288 0.704460 0.933798
g5n 0.607756 0.935431 0.608115 0.935760
gén 0.625981 0.935107 0.625009 0.935418
g7n 0.610219 0.935387 0.614009 0.935640
g8n 0.701121 0.933534 0.695235 0.933987
glon 0.648279 0.934637 0.650975 0.934891
glln 0.632016 0.934987 0.632684 0.935262
gl2n 0.617695 0.935257 0.623515 0.935448
gl3n 0.716161 0.933205 0.713415 0.933615
gl5n 0.695888 0.933743 0.696667 0.933958
glén 0.676024 0.934074 0.677994 0.934340
gl7n 0.662228 0.934447 0.665283 0.934599
gl8n 0.700555 0.933566 0.697371 0.933944
g20n 0.680771 0.934031 0.682929 0.934239
g21n 0.624235 0.935190 0.622695 0.935465
g22n 0.587634 0.935930 0.584775 0.936230
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Annexure B :
Descriptive statistics: Frequency tables

Student
Cumulative Cumulative
Campus Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Belville

Cape Town 48 27 91 75 43 60
Wellington 69 40.12 144 83.72
Athlone 28 16.28 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FIEEFFEFfffffFffffffff
Chi-Square 27.4884
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
Student Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Diploma 84.88 146 84.88
BTech 26 15.12 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFEfFfffiffffrfrre
Chi-Square 83.7209
DF 1
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
Offerting Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Full-time 149 86.63 149 .6
Part-time 23 13.37 172 100 00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 92.3023
DF 1
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
gqln Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent

FEEFEffffffffeffffffffrffffffffrfefrfrffrfefefrfffefiffirefefrfefrres
0 3 174 3 1.74

Strongly Disagree 26 15.12 29 16.86
Disagree 23 13.37 52 30.23
Neutral 34 19.77 86 50.00
Agree 63 36.63 149 86.63
Strongly Agree 23 13.37 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFEFFffrfrfefffefrees
Chi-Square 67.5814
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
g2n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEFEfffffffffffffffffrfeffffffrfefffrifefefefffifefefiffirefefrfeffrres
0 4 233 4 2.33

Strongly Disagree 12 6.98 16 9.30
Disagree 12 6.98 28 16.28
Neutral 31 18.02 59 34.30
Agree 75 43.60 134 77.91
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Strongly Agree 38 22.09 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fEFFfEfFfffeffrfrfrre
Chi-Square 118.7209
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 172

Cumulative Cumulative
g3n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEffEfEffrfffffftffrfrffffffffefrfrfrfeffefefefrfrfeffefefefrfrfefsf
0 2 1.16 2 1.16

Strongly Disagree 27 15.70 29 16.86
Disagree 27 15.70 56 32.56
Neutral 35 20.35 91 52.91
Agree 67 38.95 158 91.86
Strongly Agree 14 8.14 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFfEfFfffiffffrfrre
Chi-Square 85.1628
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 172

Cumulative Cumulative
g5n Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent

FEEFEfEfffffffffffffffrffffffffrfeffrfifefefeffffefefiffirefefefeffrres
0 5 291 5 291

Strongly Disagree 14 8.14 19 11.05
Disagree 27 15.70 46 26.74
Neutral 68 39.53 114 66.28
Agree 47 27.33 161 93.60
Strongly Agree 11 6.40 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fIEFfFEfrefererrsrree
Chi-Square 103.7209
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
gén Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEFEfEfffffffffffffrffffffffrreffffifrfefeffffefefeffirrfefrfeffrres
0 2 116 2 1.16

Strongly Disagree 22 12.79 24 13.95
Disagree 22 12.79 46 26.74
Neutral 38 22.09 84 48.84
Agree 71 41.28 155 90.12
Strongly Agree 17 9.88 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fIFFffEfrefererrrrree
Chi-Square 98.2093
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
g7n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEFEfEffffffffffffffrffffffffrreffffffrrefeffffefefeffirefefrfeffrres
0 2 116 2 1.16

Strongly Disagree 13 7.56 15 8.72
Disagree 16 9.30 31 18.02
Neutral 40 23.26 71 41.28
Agree 80 46.51 151 87.79
Strongly Agree 21 12.21 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
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fEEEFFFFFFfFFFqFFfffSf

Chi-Square 137.4186

DF 5

Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
g8n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEFEfEffffffeffffffffrffffffffrfefffrffrfefefrffifefiffirefefrfefrres
0 2 116 2 1.16

Strongly Disagree 25 14.53 27 15.70
Disagree 28 16.28 55 31.98
Neutral 36 20.93 91 52.91
Agree 63 36.63 154 89.53
Strongly Agree 18 10.47 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFfFFffrfrifeffrrerees
Chi-Square 72.2558
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
qlon Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEFEffffffffeffffffffrfeffffffrfeffrrffefefefrffefefiffirefefrfefrres
0 8  4.65 8 4.65

Strongly Disagree 17 9.88 25 14.53
Disagree 21 12.21 46 26.74
Neutral 64 37.21 110 63.95
Agree 47 27.33 157 91.28
Strongly Agree 15 8.72 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFfFFffrfrIvqrqfrrevrees
Chi-Square 83.4884
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
qlln Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEFEfEfffffeffffffffrffffffffrfeffffffrfefefrffifefiffirefefrfefrres
0 3 174 3 1.74

Strongly Disagree 14 8.14 17 9.88
Disagree 23 13.37 40 23.26
Neutral 48 27.91 88 51.16
Agree 66 38.37 154 89.53
Strongly Agree 18 10.47 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 97.2326
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
ql2n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEFEffffffrfeffffffffrfeffffffrfefffrffefefeffffifefeffirefefefefrres
0 2 116 2 1.16

Strongly Disagree 11 6.40 13 7.56
Disagree 20 11.63 33 19.19
Neutral 38 22.09 71 41.28
Agree 83 48.26 154 89.53
Strongly Agree 18 10.47 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 148.3023
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
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Sample Size =172

Cumulative  Cumulative
q1l3n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEFEfErfffrfeffffffffrfeffffffrfefiffifefefefrffifefiffifefefefefrees
0 5 2091 5 2.91

Strongly Disagree 20 11.63 25 14.53
Disagree 25 14.53 50 29.07
Neutral 45 26.16 95 55.23
Agree 59 34.30 154 89.53
Strongly Agree 18 10.47 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 68.0000
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
ql5n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEFEffffffrfeffffffffrfeffffffrfefiffifefefifrffifefiffifefefefefrees
0 4 233 4 2.33

Strongly Disagree 12 6.98 16 9.30
Disagree 27 15.70 43 25.00
Neutral 60 34.88 103 59.88
Agree 57 33.14 160 93.02
Strongly Agree 12 6.98 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 102.9535
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
qlén Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent

FEEEfEfEfrfrfffffftfffrfrfrffffffefrfrfrfeffefefefrfrfrffefefefrfrfeesf
0 1 0.58 1 0.58

Strongly Disagree 11 6.40 12 6.98
Disagree 27 15.70 39 22.67
Neutral 57 33.14 96 55.81
Agree 50 29.07 146 84.88
Strongly Agree 26 15.12 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 81.814
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
ql7n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEffEfEffrfffffftfffrfrffffffffefrfrfrfeffefefefrfrfrffefefefrfrfefsf
0 1 0.58 1 0.58

Strongly Disagree 7 4.07 8 4.65
Disagree 24 13.95 32 18.60
Neutral 57 33.14 89 51.74
Agree 65 37.79 154 89.53
Strongly Agree 18 10.47 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 121.8605
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
ql8n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
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FEEffEfEffrfffffftffrfrffffffffefrfrfrfeffifefefefrfffefefefefrfessf
0 2 1.16 2 1.16

Strongly Disagree 14 8.14 16 9.30
Disagree 29 16.86 45 26.16
Neutral 54 31.40 99 57.56
Agree 54 31.40 153 88.95
Strongly Agree 19 11.05 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFEfffffifffrrfrre
Chi-Square 80.3488
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 172

Cumulative Cumulative
g20n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Strongly Dlsagree 10 5. 81 13 7.56
Disagree 28 16.28 41 23.84
Neutral 63 36.63 104 60.47
Agree 60 34.88 164 95.35
Strongly Agree 8 4.65 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 125.4186
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
g21n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Strongly Dlsagree 18 10. 47 20 11.63
Disagree 25 14.53 45 26.16
Neutral 60 34.88 105 61.05
Agree 55 31.98 160 93.02
Strongly Agree 12 6.98 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FIEFFFEfrefeereersrree
Chi-Square 97.3721
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
g22n Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Strongly Dlsagree 14 8.14 15 8.72
Disagree 26 15.12 41 23.84
Neutral 59 34.30 100 58.14
Agree 56 32.56 156 90.70
Strongly Agree 16 9.30 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFEFFfFfrfereffrrfrre
Chi-Square 98.2093
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 172
Staff
Cumulative Cumulative
Campus Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
éf{ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
elville . .8
Cape Town 19 29.69 33 51.56
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Wellington 18 28.13 51 79.69
Athlone 13 20.31 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square  1.6250
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq 0.6537
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
Staff Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Lffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
cademic
Non-Academic 33 51.56 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFEfFfffefrffifrre
Chi-Square  0.0625
DF 1
Pr> ChiSq 0.8026
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
gln Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Strongly Disagree

Disagree 15 23. 44 18 28 13
Neutral 12 18.75 30 46.88
Agree 32 50.00 62 96.88
Strongly Agree 2 3.13 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 45.8438
DF 4
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
g2n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree

Neutral 8 12 50 17 26 56
Agree 36 56.25 53 82.81
Strongly Agree 11 17.19 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fIEFFFEfrefeererrerree
Chi-Square 33.6250
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
g3n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEFEfEfEfffffffffffrfffffffffreffrfffffefeffffefefeffifefefrfeefrres
0 1 1.56 1 1.56

Strongly Disagree 6 9.38 7 10.94
Disagree 11 17.19 18 28.13
Neutral 17 26.56 35 54.69
Agree 26 40.63 61 95.31
Strongly Agree 3 4.69 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fIFFfffEfrefrerrrrrfreef
Chi-Square 42.1250
DF 5
Pr> ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64
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Cumulative Cumulative
g4n Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent

FEEFEffffffffeffffffffrfeffffffrfeffrrifefefeffffifefiffirefefrfefrees
0 4 6.25 4 6.25

Strongly Disagree 3 4.69 7 10.94
Disagree 8 12.50 15 23.44
Neutral 16 25.00 31 48.44
Agree 27 42.19 58 90.63
Strongly Agree 6 9.38 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fIFFFFEfrefrrffrrfvreef
Chi-Square 40.0625
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
g5n Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Strongly Disagree 8

Disagree 12 18. 75 20 31 25
Neutral 20 31.25 40 62.50
Agree 22 34.38 62 96.88
Strongly Agree 2 3.13 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFFFFrfrrIcqrrfqrfferres
Chi-Square 21.6250
DF 4
Pr> ChiSq 0.0002
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
gén Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Strongly Disagree

Disagree 13 20. 31 15 23 44
Neutral 17 26.56 32 50.00
Agree 31 48.44 63 98.44
Strongly Agree 1 1.56 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FIEFFFEfrefeereersrree
Chi-Square 47.2500
DF 4
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
g7n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Strongly Disagree

Disagree 9 14. 06 11 17. 19
Neutral 8 12.50 19 29.69
Agree 40 62.50 59 92.19
Strongly Agree 5 7.81 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 74.5938
DF 4
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
g8n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEFEfEffrfrfeffffffffrfeffffffrfefffrifrfefeffffrfefiffifefefefefrees
0 5 781 5 7.81

Strongly Disagree 7 10.94 12 18.75
Disagree 7 10.94 19 29.69
Neutral 18 28.13 37 57.81
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Agree 25 39.06 62 96.88
Strongly Agree 2 3.13 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 36.8750
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
gq9n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Strongly D|sagree 3 4.69 7 10.94
Disagree 1 1.56 8 12.50
Neutral 21 32.81 29 45.31
Agree 30 46.88 59 92.19
Strongly Agree 5 7.81 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFfFFffrfrIvfafrererees
Chi-Square 66.5000
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
qlon Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Strongly Disagree

Disagree 18 28. 13 25 39 06
Neutral 17 26.56 42 65.63
Agree 18 28.13 60 93.75
Strongly Agree 4 6.25 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 14.281
DF 4
Pr> ChiSq 0.0064
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
qlin Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree

Neutral 17 26 56 29 45 31
Agree 33 51.56 62 96.88
Strongly Agree 2 3.13 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFEFFffrfrifefrererees
Chi-Square 31.3750
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
ql2n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Strongly Disagree 1

Disagree 10 15. 63 11 17 19
Neutral 6 9.38 17 26.56
Agree 43 67.19 60 93.75
Strongly Agree 4 6.25 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions

FEEFFEFEFrfrfrrfrfefre
Chi-Square 92.4063
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DF 4
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
ql3n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEEfEfEffrfff et ffrfrffffffffefrfrfrfeffefefefefrfeffefefefrfrfessf
0 1 1.56 1 1.56

Strongly Disagree 5 7.81 6 9.38
Disagree 9 14.06 15 23.44
Neutral 18 28.13 33 51.56
Agree 27 42.19 60 93.75
Strongly Agree 4 6.25 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFEfFfffefrffrfrre
Chi-Square 46.2500
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
ql4n Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent

FEEFEfEfffffffffffffffffeffffffrfeffrfrfefefefrffefefeffifefefefeffrres
0 4 6.25 4 6.25

Strongly Disagree 2 3.13 6 9.38
Disagree 5 7.81 11 17.19
Neutral 23 35.94 34 53.13
Agree 26 40.63 60 93.75
Strongly Agree 4 6.25 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFfEfFfffirfffrfrre
Chi-Square 54.6875
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
ql5n Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent

FEEFEfEfffffffffffffrffffffffrreffrfifrfefefrffefefiffirefefrfeffrres
0 2 3.13 2 3.13

Strongly Disagree 8 12.50 10 15.63
Disagree 9 14.06 19 29.69
Neutral 17 26.56 36 56.25
Agree 25 39.06 61 95.31
Strongly Agree 3 4.69 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fIEFffEfrefeereerrrree
Chi-Square 36.5000
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
qlén Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent

FEEFEfEfEfffffffffffrfffffffffreffrfffffefeffffefefeffifefefrfeefrres
0 1 1.56 1 1.56

Strongly Disagree 2 3.13 3 4.69
Disagree 7 10.94 10 15.63
Neutral 21 32.81 31 48.44
Agree 25 39.06 56 87.50
Strongly Agree 8 12.50 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fIFFffEfrefeererrsrrre
Chi-Square 47.0000
DF 5
Pr> ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64
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Cumulative Cumulative
ql7n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEFEffffffffeffffffffrffffffffrfeffrrffrfefefrffifefiffirefefrfefrres
0 1 1.56 1 1.56

Disagree 8 12.50 9 14.06
Neutral 20 31.25 29 45.31
Agree 25 39.06 54 84.38
Strongly Agree 10 15.63 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFFFFffrfIfrfffffff
Chi-Square 28.9688
DF 4
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
ql8n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEFEffffffrfeffffffffrfeffffffrfeffffffefefifrffeifefiffifefefefefreee
0 1 156 1 1.56

Strongly Disagree 5 7.81 6 9.38
Disagree 5 7.81 11 17.19
Neutral 25 39.06 36 56.25
Agree 21 32.81 57 89.06
Strongly Agree 7 10.94 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFFFFffrFAfAfffffff
Chi-Square 45.3125
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
ql9n Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent

FEEFEffrfffrfeffffffffrfeffffffrfefffrifefefefrffifefiffifefefefefrres
0 4 625 4 6.25

Strongly Disagree 1 1.56 5 7.81
Disagree 4 6.25 9 14.06
Neutral 26 40.63 35 54.69
Agree 20 31.25 55 85.94
Strongly Agree 9 14.06 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFFEfrfefrfrrfrrere
Chi-Square 47.5625
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
q20n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Strongly Disagree 4

Disagree 17 26. 56 21 32 81
Neutral 15 23.44 36 56.25
Agree 21 32.81 57 89.06
Strongly Agree 7 10.94 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FIFFFfFEfrefeererrrrreef
Chi-Square 15.6875
DF 4
Pr>ChiSq 0.0035
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
g21n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Strongly D|sagree 18 28. 13 19 29.69
Disagree 15 23.44 34 53.13
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Neutral 13 20.31 47 73.44
Agree 12 18.75 59 92.19
Strongly Agree 5 7.81 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FIEFFFEfrefererrsrrre
Chi-Square  19.2500
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq 0.0017
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
g22n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Strongly D|sagree 11 17.19 12 18.75
Disagree 6 9.38 18 28.13
Neutral 19 29.69 37 57.81
Agree 19 29.69 56 87.50
Strongly Agree 8 12.50 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FIEEFFFffrfrfqreferfrre
Chi-Square 24.5000
DF 5
Pr>ChiSq 0.0002
Sample Size = 64
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Student

Cumulative Cumulative
qln Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEEfEf o frffffffffifrfrffffffffrfrffffffirffefrfffrfrefefefrfrfrrfefefefereressf
0 3 1.74 3 1.74

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 49 28.49 52 30.23
Neutral 34 19.77 86 50.00
Agree - Strongly Agree 86 50.00 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 82.9302
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
g2n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEFErfffEfrffffffrfrfrffirffrffffffffefefirfrfrfefefeffefefefeffefefifrrrefefife
0 4 233 4 2.33

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 24 13.95 28 16.28
Neutral 31 18.02 59 34.30
Agree - Strongly Agree 113 65.70 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FIFFFFEffefrrcerersrree
Chi-Square 161.0698
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
q3n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEERfEfEf e fffrffffffffffffffffffrfeffffrfffrffrfffefefeffifrfefefeffrfefefrees
0 2 116 2 1.16

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 54 31.40 56 32.56
Neutral 35 20.35 91 52.91
Agree - Strongly Agree 81 47.09 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 76.976
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
g5n Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent

FEEffEfEfrfrffffffffifrfrffffffffrfrfrffffirefefefefrfrefefefefrfrefefefefereressf
0 5 291 5 291

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 41 23.84 46 26.74
Neutral 68 39.53 114 66.28
Agree - Strongly Agree 58 33.72 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FIEEFFFFffffrfffrAfffS
Chi-Square 53.4419
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative  Cumulative
qén Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEfErfffrfrffffffrfrfrffrrffrffffffffrfefrffffrfefeffffefefefrffrfrfiffrfefefrfe
0 2 116 2 1.16

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 44 25.58 46 26.74
Neutral 38 22.09 84 48.84
Agree - Strongly Agree 88 51.16 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
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fEEEFFFFFFfFffFffqffff

Chi-Square 86.7907

DF 3

Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
q7n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEfErfffrf e ffffffrfrffrrffrfefffrffrfeffffffrfefefeffefefefrffrfefifrirefrfres
0 2 116 2 1.16

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 29 16.86 31 18.02
Neutral 40 23.26 71 41.28
Agree - Strongly Agree 101 58.72 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFEfFfffiffrrrfrrer
Chi-Square 122.0930
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
q8n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEffEfEf i fffffffffffffffffffrfeffffrfffrfeffifefeffffrfrfefefeffrfefefrees
0 2 1.16 2 1.16

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 53 30.81 55 31.98
Neutral 36 20.93 91 52.91
Agree - Strongly Agree 81 47.09 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 76.139
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative  Cumulative
ql0n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEffEfEfrfrffffffffrfrfrffffffffrfrfffrffifffefrfrfrerefefefefrfrefefefeferreeesf
0 8 4.65 8 4.65

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 38 22.09 46 26.74
Neutral 64 37.21 110 63.95
Agree - Strongly Agree 62 36.05 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEEFFfFFffrfrIvqefrrerevrees
Chi-Square 47.7209
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
qlln Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEERfEfEffffffrffffrfffffrffffffffrfeffffifefrffffffefefrfffrfefereffrfefefrfes
0 3 174 3 1.74

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 37 2151 40 23.26
Neutral 48 27.91 88 51.16
Agree - Strongly Agree 84 48.84 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FIFFfFffEfrefererrrrree
Chi-Square 77.7209
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 172

Cumulative Cumulative
gl2n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Dlsagree 31 18 02 33 19.19
Neutral 38 22.09 71 41.28
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Agree - Strongly Agree 101 58.72 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fEFFfEfffffiffrrrfrrer
Chi-Square 121.2558
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 172

Cumulative Cumulative
ql3n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEffEfEfffrffffffffffrfrffffffffrfrffffffirefefrfefrfrefefefrfrfrefefefefeferessf
0 5 291 5 291

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 45 26.16 50 29.07
Neutral 45 26.16 95 55.23
Agree - Strongly Agree 77 44.77 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFFFFffrfIfrffrfffff
Chi-Square 60.6512
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative  Cumulative
ql5n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEfErfffEfrffffffrfrfrffrfffrfffffrffefefirfffefefereffefefefrffrfefiffrrefefifs
0 4 233 4 2.33

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 39 22.67 43 25.00
Neutral 60 34.88 103 59.88
Agree - Strongly Agree 69 40.12 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 58.1860
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
glén Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEERfEfEffffffrffffrfffffrfffrffffrfeffffifrfrfffrifefefefffrfefereffrfrfefrfes
0 1 058 1 0.58

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 38 22.09 39 22.67
Neutral 57 33.14 96 55.81
Agree - Strongly Agree 76 44.19 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fIEFfffEfrefererrfrreef
Chi-Square 71.4884
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
ql7n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEffffEf e frffffffffffffffrfeffffiffrrferfrfefefefffrfefererfrfrfrefrees
0 1 0.58 1 0.58

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 31 18.02 32 18.60
Neutral 57 33.14 89 51.74
Agree - Strongly Agree 83 48.26 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 86.139
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
ql8n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
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FEEEfEftfrfrffffffffifrfrffffffffrfrffffffifffefefffrfrefeferfrfrfrffefefefeferessf
0 2 1.16 2 1.16

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 43 25.00 45 26.16
Neutral 54 31.40 99 57.56
Agree - Strongly Agree 73 42.44 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FIEEFFFfffrffFqfrfffcfre
Chi-Square 62.8372
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
q20n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEfErfffEfrfeffffrfrfrffrfffrffffffffefefirfrfrfefereffefefefrffrfefiffrrefefrfe
0 3 174 3 1.74

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 38 22.09 41 23.84
Neutral 63 36.63 104 60.47
Agree - Strongly Agree 68 39.53 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFfFFffrfrIvqvfrrererees
Chi-Square 61.6279
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
g21n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Dlsagree 43 25 00 45 26.16
Neutral 60 34.88 105 61.05
Agree - Strongly Agree 67 38.95 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fIFFfFEfrefererrrrree
Chi-Square 59.2093
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172

Cumulative Cumulative
g22n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEffEfEffffffrffffrffffffffffffffrfeffffifffrferfifefefeffifrfefefeffrfefrefrees
0 1 0.58 1 0.58

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 40 23.26 41 23.84
Neutral 59 34.30 100 58.14
Agree - Strongly Agree 72 41.86 172 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFEFFEfrerfrfrrfrrfre
Chi-Square 66.7442
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size =172
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Staff

Cumulative Cumulative
qln Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 18 28.13 8.
Neutral 12 18.75 30 46 88
Agree - Strongly Agree 34 53.13 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFEFFffrrIvfrrffreerres
Chi-Square 12.1250
DF 2
Pr> ChiSq 0.0023
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
g2n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 9
Neutral 8 12.50 17 26 56
Agree - Strongly Agree 47 73.44 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 46.343
DF 2
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
q3n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEEfEfffrfrffffffffrfrfrffffffffrfrfrffffirffefrfrfrerefefefefrfrefefefefrrreeesf
0 1 1.56 1 1.56

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 17 26.56 18 28.13
Neutral 17 26.56 35 54.69
Agree - Strongly Agree 29 45.31 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FIEEFFFFffrfffqfrfrfervre
Chi-Square 24.7500
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
g4n Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent

FEEfErfffrfrffffffrfrfrffffffrffffffffefefiifffrfefefeffefefefrffrfefiffrrefefres
0 4 625 4 6.25

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 11 17.19 15 23.44
Neutral 16 25.00 31 48.44
Agree - Strongly Agree 33 51.56 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FIFFfffEfrefererrrrreef
Chi-Square 28.6250
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
g5n  Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree
Neutral 20 31 25 40 62 50
Agree - Strongly Agree 24 37.50 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEEEFEFEFIfIFIfIFIffS
Chi-Square  0.5000
DF 2
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Pr>ChiSq 0.7788
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
gqén Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree
Neutral 17 26 56 32 50 00
Agree - Strongly Agree 32 50.00 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fIFFfFEfrefrrerrssree
Chi-Square  8.0938
DF 2
Pr>ChiSq 0.0175
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
q7n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 11 7.
Neutral 8 12.50 19 29 69
Agree - Strongly Agree 45 70.31 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 39.5938
DF 2
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
q8n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEFfEfEffffffrfrffrfffffrfffrffffrfeffffifrfrfffrffefefrffffrfefefeffrfefefrfes
0 5 781 5 7.81

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 14 21.88 19 29.69
Neutral 18 28.13 37 57.81
Agree - Strongly Agree 27 42.19 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fIEFEFEfrefereersrree
Chi-Square 15.6250
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq 0.0014
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
qo9n Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent

FEEffffEf e fffffffffffffffrfeffffrfffrffffffefefeffifrfefefeffrfrfefrees
0 4 625 4 6.25

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 4 6.25 8 12.50
Neutral 21 32.81 29 45.31
Agree - Strongly Agree 35 54.69 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 42.125
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
ql0n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree
Neutral 17 26 56 42 65 63
Agree - Strongly Agree 22 34.38 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions

FEEFFEFEFrfrrrfrfrfee
Chi-Square  1.5313

120



DF 2
Pr> ChiSq 0.4650
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
qlln Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 12 18.75 18
Neutral 17 26.56 29 45 31
Agree - Strongly Agree 35 54.69 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFEFFEfrfefrfrrfrefres
Chi-Square 13.7188
DF 2
Pr> ChiSq 0.0010
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
ql2n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 11 7.
Neutral 6 9.38 17 26. 56
Agree - Strongly Agree 47 73.44 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 46.9063
DF 2
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
ql3n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Dlsagree 14 21 88 15 23.44
Neutral 18 28.13 33 51.56
Agree - Strongly Agree 31 48.44 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFFErrfefrfrrefrefre
Chi-Square 28.6250
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative  Cumulative
ql4n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEffEftfrfrffffffffrfrfrffffffffrfrffffffifffrfrfrfrfrefefefrfrfrffefefrferrressf
0 4 6.25 4 6.25

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 7 10.94 11 17.19
Neutral 23 35.94 34 53.13
Agree - Strongly Agree 30 46.88 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFEFFffrfrifefrrfrees
Chi-Square 29.3750
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
ql5n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEffrfffrfrfeffffrfrfrffrrffrfeffffffefefrrfffrfefefeffefefefeffrfrfiffrrefefrfs
0 2 313 2 3.13

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 17 26.56 19 29.69
Neutral 17 26.56 36 56.25
Agree - Strongly Agree 28 43.75 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
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fEEEFFFFFFfFFFffqffff

Chi-Square 21.3750

DF 3

Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
glén Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEfErfff e ffffffrfrffrrffrffffffffrfeffrfefrfefefeffefefefrffifrfifrrrefrfrfs
0 1 156 1 1.56

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 9 14.06 10 15.63
Neutral 21 32.81 31 48.44
Agree - Strongly Agree 33 51.56 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFEfffffifrffrfrre
Chi-Square 36.7500
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
ql7n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEffEfEfff e frffffffffffffffrfeffffifffrffffffefefefffrfefereffrfefefrees
0 1 156 1 1.56

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 8 12.50 9 14.06
Neutral 20 31.25 29 45.31
Agree - Strongly Agree 35 54.69 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 41.625
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative  Cumulative
ql8n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEffEfffrfrffffffffrfrfrffffffffrfrffffffirffefrfrfrerefeferfrfrfrffefefeferereesf
0 1 1.56 1 1.56

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 10 15.63 11 17.19
Neutral 25 39.06 36 56.25
Agree - Strongly Agree 28 43.75 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEEFFfFFffrfrIvqrqqrrevrees
Chi-Square 30.3750
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
ql9n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEERfEfEffffffrfeffrfffffrffffffffrfeffffifefrffffifefefrffifrfefefeffrfefefrfes
0 4 625 4 6.25

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 5 7.81 9 14.06
Neutral 26 40.63 35 54.69
Agree - Strongly Agree 29 45.31 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fIFFfffEfrefeererrrfreer
Chi-Square 33.3750
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
g20n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree
Neutral 15 23 44 36 56 25
Agree - Strongly Agree 28 43.75 64 100.00
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Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fIEFFFEfreqereersrree
Chi-Square  3.9688
DF 2
Pr>ChiSq 0.1375
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative  Cumulative
g21n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

FEEfErffffrffffffrfrfrffrrffrfffffrffrfefirfffrfefefeffrfefefrffifefifrfirefefres
0 1 156 1 1.56

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 33 51.56 34 53.13
Neutral 13 20.31 47 73.44
Agree - Strongly Agree 17 26.56 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
fffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 32.7500
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64

Cumulative Cumulative
g22n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Dlsagree 17 26 56 18 28.13
Neutral 19 29.69 37 57.81
Agree - Strongly Agree 27 42.19 64 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFFFFffrfrIvqcqrrreerees
Chi-Square 22.2500
DF 3
Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Sample Size = 64
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Total

Cumulative Cumulative
qln Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 67 8.7
Neutral 46 19.74 113 48 50
Agree - Strongly Agree 120 51.50 233 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

FEFFFFEfrefifrffreere

Chi-Square 37.4506

DF 2

Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Effective Sample Size = 233

Frequency Missing = 3

Cumulative Cumulative
g2n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree 4.2
Neutral 39 16 81 72 31 03
Agree - Strongly Agree 160 68.97 232 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

FEFFFfFFffrfrIvqsfrreevfees

Chi-Square 132.7845

DF 2

Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Effective Sample Size = 232

Frequency Missing = 4

Cumulative Cumulative
q3n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 71 4
Neutral 52 22.32 123 52 79
Agree - Strongly Agree 110 47.21 233 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

FIEEFFEfFrfFfffffffff

Chi-Square 22.5150

DF 2

Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Effective Sample Size = 233

Frequency Missing = 3

Cumulative Cumulative
g4n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree 3 8.3
Neutral 16 26 67 27 45 00
Agree - Strongly Agree 33 55.00 60 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions
FEFEFFEfrefrffrfrefre
Chi-Square 13.3000
DF 2
Pr> ChiSq 0.0013

Effective Sample Size = 60
Frequency Missing = 176

WARNING: 75% of the data are missing.

Cumulative Cumulative
g5n  Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree 6.4
Neutral 88 38 10 149 64 50
Agree - Strongly Agree 82 35.50 231 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
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fffffffffffffffffffff

Chi-Square  5.2208

DF 2

Pr>ChiSq 0.0735
Effective Sample Size = 231

Frequency Missing = 5

Cumulative Cumulative
g6én Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree
Neutral 55 23 50 114 48 72
Agree - Strongly Agree 120 51.28 234 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

FEFEFFEfrfefrfrrfrefre

Chi-Square 34.0256

DF 2

Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Effective Sample Size = 234

Frequency Missing = 2

Cumulative  Cumulative
q7n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 40 17.0 7.0
Neutral 48 20.51 88 37 61
Agree - Strongly Agree 146 62.39 234 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

fffffffffffffffffffff

Chi-Square 89.333

DF 2

Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Effective Sample Size = 234

Frequency Missing = 2

Cumulative Cumulative
q8n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree
Neutral 54 23 58 121 52 84
Agree - Strongly Agree 108 47.16 229 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

FEFFFfFFffrfrIvqrffrrevfees

Chi-Square 20.8122

DF 2

Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Effective Sample Size = 229

Frequency Missing = 7

Cumulative Cumulative
q9n Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree
Neutral 21 35 00 25 41 67
Agree - Strongly Agree 35 58.33 60 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions
FEFFFEfFfffirffrrfrre
Chi-Square 24.1000
DF 2
Pr>ChiSq <.0001

Effective Sample Size = 60
Frequency Missing = 176

WARNING: 75% of the data are missing.

Cumulative Cumulative
qlOn Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree 63 7.6
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Neutral 81 35.53 144 63.16
Agree - Strongly Agree 84 36.84 228 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

FEFFFEFFffrfIfrfffrfff

Chi-Square  3.3947

DF 2

Pr>ChiSq 0.1832
Effective Sample Size = 228

Frequency Missing = 8

Cumulative Cumulative
qlln Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree
Neutral 65 27 90 114 48 93
Agree - Strongly Agree 119 51.07 233 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

FEFFFfFFrfrfrivfeffrrerees

Chi-Square 34.6438

DF 2

Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Effective Sample Size = 233

Frequency Missing = 3

Cumulative Cumulative
ql2n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree 42 17.95 17.95
Neutral 44 18.80 86 36 75
Agree - Strongly Agree 148 63.25 234 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

fffffffffffffffffffff

Chi-Square 94.256

DF 2

Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Effective Sample Size = 234

Frequency Missing = 2

Cumulative  Cumulative
ql3n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 59 5.6
Neutral 63 27.39 122 53 04
Agree - Strongly Agree 108 46.96 230 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

FEFFFFEfrefrfrferefre

Chi-Square 19.3130

DF 2

Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Effective Sample Size = 230

Frequency Missing = 6

Cumulative Cumulative
ql4n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree
Neutral 23 38 33 30 50 00
Agree - Strongly Agree 30 50.00 60 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions
FEFFFEfFfrffrfeffrrfrees
Chi-Square 13.9000
DF 2
Pr>ChiSq 0.0010

Effective Sample Size = 60
Frequency Missing = 176

WARNING: 75% of the data are missing.
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Cumulative Cumulative
ql5n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree 56 24.35 24.35
Neutral 77 33.48 133 57 83
Agree - Strongly Agree 97 42.17 230 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

FEFEFFEfrefrfrrfrefres

Chi-Square 10.9652

DF 2

Pr> ChiSq 0.0042
Effective Sample Size = 230

Frequency Missing = 6

Cumulative Cumulative
qlén Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree
Neutral 78 33 33 125 53 42
Agree - Strongly Agree 109 46.58 234 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

FEFFFEFFffrIvqrqrfrreerres

Chi-Square 24.6410

DF 2

Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Effective Sample Size = 234

Frequency Missing = 2

Cumulative Cumulative
ql7n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree 6.6
Neutral 7 32 91 116 49 57
Agree - Strongly Agree 118 50.43 234 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

FEFFFfFFffrfrIvffrrrevrees

Chi-Square 40.0256

DF 2

Pr>ChiSq <.0001
Effective Sample Size = 234

Frequency Missing = 2

Cumulative Cumulative
ql8n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffgfffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 53 22.75 2
Neutral 79 33.91 132 56.65
Agree - Strongly Agree 101 43.35 233 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

FEFFFEfFfffrreffrrfrres

Chi-Square 14.8670

DF 2

Pr> ChiSq 0.0006
Effective Sample Size = 233

Frequency Missing = 3

Cumulative Cumulative
ql9n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree
Neutral 26 43 33 31 51 67
Agree - Strongly Agree 29 48.33 60 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions

FEEFFEFEFrfrrfrrfifefefe
Chi-Square 17.1000
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DF 2
Pr> ChiSq 0.0002
Effective Sample Size = 60
Frequency Missing = 176
WARNING: 75% of the data are missing.

Cumulative Cumulative
q20n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 25.32 25
Neutral 78 33 48 137 58 80
Agree - Strongly Agree 96 41.20 233 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

FEFFFfFFffrfrIfrfIfrfff

Chi-Square  8.8155

DF 2

Pr>ChiSq 0.0122
Effective Sample Size = 233

Frequency Missing = 3

Cumulative Cumulative
q21n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Disagree - Strongly Disagree 76 32.62 2.6
Neutral 73 31.33 149 63 95
Agree - Strongly Agree 84 36.05 233 100.00

Chi-Square Test

for Equal Proportions

FEFEFFEfrefrfrrfrefre

Chi-Square  0.8326

DF 2

Pr>ChiSq 0.6595
Effective Sample Size = 233

Frequency Missing = 3

Cumulative Cumulative
g22n Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Disagree - Strongly Disagree 4.3
Neutral 78 33 33 135 57 69
Agree - Strongly Agree 99 42.31 234 100.00

Chi-Square Test
for Equal Proportions
FEFFFFeEfrfefrfrrfrfere
Chi-Square 11.3077
DF 2
Pr> ChiSq 0.0035
Effective Sample Size = 234
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Annexure C:
Descriptive statistics: Uni-variate with means & standard deviations
where appropriate

Student
The UNIVARIATE Procedure
Variable: gln
N 169 Sum Weights 169
Mean 3.20118343 Sum Observations 541
Std Deviation  1.27978738 Variance 1.63785573
Skewness -0.4352248 Kurtosis -0.9277167
Uncorrected SS 2007 Corrected SS 275.159763

Coeff Variation 39.9785706 Std Error Mean  0.09844518

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.201183 Std Deviation 1.27979
Median 4.000000 Variance 1.63786
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  2.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 5
90% 5
75% Q3 4
50% Median 4
25% Q1 2
10% 1
5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g2n
N 168 Sum Weights 168
Mean 3.68452381 Sum Observations 619
Std Deviation 1.11677402 Variance 1.2471842
Skewness -0.9163342 Kurtosis 0.30214615
Uncorrected SS 2489 Corrected SS 208.279762
Coeff Variation 30.3098602 Std Error Mean 0.08616099

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.684524  Std Deviation 1.11677
Median 4.000000 Variance 1.24718
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 5
90% 5

75% Q3 4

50% Median 4

25% Q1 3

10% 2

5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: q3n

N 170 Sum Weights 170
Mean 3.08235294 Sum Observations 524
Std Deviation  1.23280375 Variance 1.51980508
Skewness -0.4076204 Kurtosis -0.9794788
Uncorrected SS 1872 Corrected SS 256.847059
Coeff Variation 39.9955415 Std Error Mean  0.09455173

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability
Mean 3.082353 Std Deviation 1.23280

129



Median 3.000000 Variance 1.51981
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000
Interquartile Range  2.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 5
90% 4
75% Q3 4
50% Median 3
25% Q1 2
10% 1
5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g5n
N 167 Sum Weights 167
Mean 3.08383234 Sum Observations 515
Std Deviation 1.02035414 Variance 1.04112257
Skewness -0.2729903 Kurtosis -0.273856
Uncorrected SS 1761 Corrected SS 172.826347
Coeff Variation 33.087212 Std Error Mean 0.07895737

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.083832 Std Deviation 1.02035
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.04112
Mode 3.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 5
90% 4
75% Q3 4
50% Median 3
25% Q1 3
10% 2
5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: gén
N 170 Sum Weights 170
Mean 3.22941176 Sum Observations 549
Std Deviation 1.19181861 Variance 1.4204316
Skewness -0.5597687 Kurtosis -0.6656879
Uncorrected SS 2013 Corrected SS 240.052941
Coeff Variation 36.9051301 Std Error Mean 0.09140831

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.229412  Std Deviation 1.19182
Median 4.000000 Variance 1.42043
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  2.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate

100% Max 5.0
99% 5.0
95% 5.0
90% 45
75% Q3 4.0
50% Median 4.0
25% Q1 2.0
10% 1.0
5% 1.0
1% 1.0
0% Min 1.0
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Variable: g7n

N 170 Sum Weights 170

Mean 3.47058824 Sum Observations 590
Std Deviation  1.07238864 Variance 1.1500174
Skewness -0.7967034 Kurtosis 0.10904949
Uncorrected SS 2242 Corrected SS 194.352941

Coeff Variation 30.8993338 Std Error Mean  0.08224845

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.470588 Std Deviation 1.07239
Median 4.000000 Variance 1.15002
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate

100% Max 5

99% 5

95% 5

90% 5

75% Q3 4

50% Median 4

25% Q1 3

10% 2

5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g8n

N 170 Sum Weights 170
Mean 3.12352941 Sum Observations 531
Std Deviation 1.24131511 Variance 1.54086321
Skewness -0.3688416 Kurtosis -0.9537295
Uncorrected SS 1919 Corrected SS 260.405882

Coeff Variation 39.7407852 Std Error Mean 0.09520452

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.123529 Std Deviation 1.24132
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.54086
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  2.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate

100% Max 5

99% 5

95% 5

90% 5

75% Q3 4

50% Median 3

25% Q1 2

10% 1

5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g10n

N 164 Sum Weights 164
Mean 3.13414634 Sum Observations 514
Std Deviation 1.0882777 Variance 1.18434835
Skewness -0.3280813 Kurtosis -0.353164
Uncorrected SS 1804 Corrected SS 193.04878

Coeff Variation 34.7232573 Std Error Mean  0.08498021

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.134146 Std Deviation 1.08828
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.18435
Mode 3.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range ~ 1.00000
Quantiles (Definition 5)

Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
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99% 5
95% 5
90% 4
75% Q3 4
50% Median 3
25% Q1 3
10% 1
5% 1
1% 1
0% Min 1
Variable: gl1n
N 169 Sum Weights 169
Mean 3.30177515 Sum Observations 558
Std Deviation 1.09547084 Variance 1.20005635
Skewness -0.5139517 Kurtosis -0.3778523
Uncorrected SS 2044 Corrected SS 201.609467
Coeff Variation 33.1782386 Std Error Mean  0.08426699
Basic Statistical Measures
Location Variability
Mean 3.301775 Std Deviation 1.09547
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.20006
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000
Interquartile Range  1.00000
Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 5
90% 5
75% Q3 4
50% Median 3
25% Q1 3
10% 2
5% 1
1% 1
0% Min 1
Variable: q12n
N 170 Sum Weights 170
Mean 3.45294118 Sum Observations 587
Std Deviation  1.04378558 Variance 1.08948834
Skewness -0.7739306 Kurtosis 0.04258804
Uncorrected SS 2211 Corrected SS 184.123529
Coeff Variation  30.228884 Std Error Mean 0.0800547
Basic Statistical Measures
Location Variability
Mean 3.452941 Std Deviation 1.04379
Median 4.000000 Variance 1.08949
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000
Interquartile Range ~ 1.00000
Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 5
90% 5
75% Q3 4
50% Median 4
25% Q1 3
10% 2
5% 1
1% 1
0% Min 1
Variable: g13n
N 167 Sum Weights 167
Mean 3.17964072 Sum Observations 531
Std Deviation 1.17865243 Variance 1.38922156
Skewness -0.3993576 Kurtosis -0.7111428
Uncorrected SS 1919 Corrected SS 230.610778
Coeff Variation  37.06873 Std Error Mean  0.09120686
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Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.179641 Std Deviation 1.17865
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.38922
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range ~ 2.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate

100% Max 5

99% 5

95% 5

90% 5

75% Q3 4

50% Median 3

25% Q1 2

10% 1

5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g15n

N 168 Sum Weights 168
Mean 3.17857143 Sum Observations 534
Std Deviation  1.02262682 Variance 1.04576561
Skewness -0.3655914 Kurtosis -0.3274982
Uncorrected SS 1872 Corrected SS 174.642857

Coeff Variation 32.1725291 Std Error Mean  0.07889737

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.178571 Std Deviation 1.02263
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.04577
Mode 3.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 5
90% 4
75% Q3 4
50% Median 3
25% Q1 3
10% 2
5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g16n
N 171 Sum Weights 171
Mean 3.30994152 Sum Observations 566
Std Deviation 1.10765544 Variance 1.22690058
Skewness -0.245386 Kurtosis -0.5572982
Uncorrected SS 2082 Corrected SS 208.573099
Coeff Variation  33.464502 Std Error Mean 0.08470453

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.309942 Std Deviation 1.10766
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.22690
Mode 3.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 5
90% 5
75% Q3 4
50% Median 3
25% Q1 3
10% 2
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5% 1

1% 1
0% Min 1
Variable: g17n

N 171 Sum Weights 171
Mean 3.36842105 Sum Observations 576
Std Deviation  0.98753845 Variance 0.9752322
Skewness -0.388065 Kurtosis -0.2129745
Uncorrected SS 2106 Corrected SS 165.789474

Coeff Variation 29.3175479 Std Error Mean  0.07551895

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.368421 Std Deviation 0.98754
Median 3.000000 Variance 0.97523
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range ~ 1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate

100% Max 5

99% 5

95% 5

90% 5

75% Q3 4

50% Median 3

25% Q1 3

10% 2

5% 2

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g18n

N 170 Sum Weights 170
Mean 3.20588235 Sum Observations 545
Std Deviation 1.1088512 Variance 1.22955099
Skewness -0.284701 Kaurtosis -0.5751669
Uncorrected SS 1955 Corrected SS 207.794118

Coeff Variation 34.5880192 Std Error Mean 0.08504501

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.205882  Std Deviation 1.10885
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.22955
Mode 3.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range ~ 2.00000
Note: The mode displayed is the smallest of 2 modes with a count of 54.

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate

100% Max 5

99% 5

95% 5

90% 5

75% Q3 4

50% Median 3

25% Q1 2

10% 2

5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g20n

N 169 Sum Weights 169
Mean 3.16568047 Sum Observations 535
Std Deviation 0.96164835 Variance 0.92476754
Skewness -0.4198844 Kurtosis -0.2312644
Uncorrected SS 1849 Corrected SS 155.360947

Coeff Variation 30.3773029 Std Error Mean 0.07397295

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.165680 Std Deviation 0.96165
Median 3.000000 Variance 0.92477
Mode 3.000000 Range 4.00000
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Interquartile Range ~ 1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate

100% Max 5

99% 5

95% 4

90% 4

75% Q3 4

50% Median 3

25% Q1 3

10% 2

5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g21n

N 170 Sum Weights 170
Mean 3.10588235 Sum Observations 528
Std Deviation  1.08266086 Variance 1.17215454
Skewness -0.3827672 Kurtosis -0.4613219
Uncorrected SS 1838 Corrected SS 198.094118

Coeff Variation  34.858399 Std Error Mean 0.0830363

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.105882 Std Deviation 1.08266
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.17215
Mode 3.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  2.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 5
90% 4
75% Q3 4
50% Median 3
25% Q1 2
10% 1
5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g22n
N 171 Sum Weights 171
Mean 3.19883041 Sum Observations 547
Std Deviation 1.07166656 Variance 1.14846921
Skewness -0.3472352 Kurtosis -0.4086037
Uncorrected SS 1945 Corrected SS 195.239766
Coeff Variation 33.5018248 Std Error Mean 0.08195239

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.198830 Std Deviation 1.07167
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.14847
Mode 3.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range ~ 1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 5
90% 4
75% Q3 4
50% Median 3
25% Q1 3
10% 2
5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1
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Staff
The UNIVARIATE Procedure
Variable: gln

N

Mean

Std Deviation
Skewness
Uncorrected SS
Coeff Variation

64 Sum Weights
3.234375 Sum Observations
1.00383689 Variance
-0.5905979 Kurtosis
733 Corrected SS
31.0365027 Std Error Mean

Basic Statistical Measures

Location
Mean
Median 4.00
Mode

3.234375

4.000000

Variability
Std Deviation
Variance
Range
Interquartile Range

0000

Quantiles (Definition 5)

Quantile
100% Max
99%

95%

90%

75% Q3
50% Median
25% Q1
10%

5%
1%
0%

Estimate
5

5
4
4
4
4
2
2
2
1

Min 1

Variable: g2n

N

Mean

Std Deviation
Skewness
Uncorrected SS
Coeff Variation

64 Sum Weights
3.765625 Sum Observations
0.90399795 Variance
-0.709203 Kaurtosis
959 Corrected SS
24.0065847 Std Error Mean

Basic Statistical Measures

Location
Mean

Mode

3.765625
Median 4.000000
4.000000

Variability
Std Deviation
Variance
Range
Interquartile Range

0.8

Quantiles (Definition 5)

Quantile
100% Max
99%

95%

90%

75% Q3
50% Median
25% Q1
10%

5%
1%
0%

Estimate
5

5
5
5
4
4
3
2
2
2

Min 2

Variable: g3n

N

Mean

Std Deviation
Skewness

Uncorrected SS

Coeff Variation

63 Sum Weights

3.14285714 Sum Observations

1.07549153 Variance
-0.5345284 Kurtosis

694 Corrected SS
34.220185 Std Error Mean

Basic Statistical Measures

Location
Mean 3.14

Median 3.000000
4.000000

Mode

Variability
Std Deviation
Variance
Range
Interquartile Range

2857 1.

13

64

207
1.00768849

-0.7400356

63.484375
0.12547961

1.00384
1.00769
4.00000
2.00000

64
241
0.8172123

-0.1193488

51.484375
0.11299974

0.90400

1721

3.00000
1.00000

63
198
1.15668203
-0.5610516
71.7142857
0.1354992

07549

1.15668
4.00000
2.00000
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N
Mean

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99%

95%

90%

75% Q3
50% Median
25% Q1
10%

5%

1%

0% Min

5
4
4
4
3
2
2
1

1
1

Variable: g4n
60 Sum Weights 60

3.41666667 Sum Observations 205

Std Deviation
Skewness
Uncorrected SS
Coeff Variation

1.01332924 Variance
-0.6246483 Kurtosis
761 Corrected SS

1.02683616
-0.0290742
60.5833333

29.6584169 Std Error Mean

Basic Statistical Measures
Location Variability
Mean 3.416667 Std Deviation

Median 4.000000 Variance
Mode 4.000000 Range
Interquartile Range

1.0

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5.0
99% 5.0
95% 5.0
90% 45
75% Q3 4.0
50% Median 4.0
25% Q1 3.0
10% 2.0
5% 15

1% 1.0

0% Min 1.0

Variable: g5n
64 Sum Weights
2.96875 Sum Observations
1.08333333 Variance
-0.4003616 Kurtosis

638 Corrected SS
36.4912281 Std Error Mean

N

Mean

Std Deviation
Skewness
Uncorrected SS
Coeff Variation

Basic Statistical Measures
Location Variability
Mean 2.968750 Std Deviation

Median 3.000000 Variance
Mode 4.000000 Range
Interquartile Range

11

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99%

95%

90%

75% Q3
50% Median
25% Q1
10%

5%

1%

0% Min

5
4
4
4
3
2
1
1

1
1

Variable: gén

64 Sum Weights

3.25 Sum Observations
0.90851353 Variance

N
Mean
Std Deviation

13

0.13082024

1.01333

2684

4.00000
1.00000

64
190
1.17361111
-0.743904
73.9375
0.13541667

1.08333

7361

4.00000
2.00000

64
208
0.82539683
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Skewness -0.6555032 Kurtosis -0.5279258
Uncorrected SS 728 Corrected SS 52
Coeff Variation 27.9542623 Std Error Mean 0.11356419

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.250000 Std Deviation 0.90851
Median 3.500000 Variance 0.82540
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5.0
99% 5.0
95% 4.0
90% 4.0
75% Q3 4.0
50% Median 35
25% Q1 3.0
10% 2.0
5% 2.0

1% 1.0

0% Min 1.0

Variable: g7n
N 64 Sum Weights 64
Mean 3.578125 Sum Observations 229
Std Deviation  0.93951503 Variance 0.88268849
Skewness -1.0632405 Kurtosis 0.58894115
Uncorrected SS 875 Corrected SS 55.609375
Coeff Variation 26.2571886 Std Error Mean  0.11743938

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.578125 Std Deviation 0.93952
Median 4.000000 Variance 0.88269
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile Estimate

100% Max 5

99% 5

95% 5

90% 4

75% Q3 4

50% Median 4

25% Q1 3

10% 2

5% 2

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g8n

N 59 Sum Weights 59
Mean 3.13559322 Sum Observations 185
Std Deviation 1.07410953 Variance 1.15371128
Skewness -0.7109497 Kurtosis -0.3550308
Uncorrected SS 647 Corrected SS 66.9152542

Coeff Variation 34.255385 Std Error Mean 0.13983715

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.135593 Std Deviation 1.07411
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.15371
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 4
90% 4
75% Q3 4
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50% Median 3

25% Q1 3

10% 1

5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g9n

N 60 Sum Weights 60
Mean 3.55 Sum Observations 213
Std Deviation  0.87187699 Variance 0.76016949
Skewness -1.031343 Kurtosis 1.96763479
Uncorrected SS 801 Corrected SS 44.85

Coeff Variation 24.5599153 Std Error Mean  0.11255884

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.550000 Std Deviation 0.87188
Median 4.000000 Variance 0.76017
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5.0
99% 5.0
95% 5.0
90% 4.0
75% Q3 4.0
50% Median 4.0
25% Q1 3.0
10% 3.0
5% 15

1% 1.0

0% Min 1.0

Variable: g10n
N 64 Sum Weights 64
Mean 2.90625 Sum Observations 186
Std Deviation 1.12290369 Variance 1.2609127
Skewness -0.018579 Kaurtosis -0.8729267
Uncorrected SS 620 Corrected SS 79.4375
Coeff Variation 38.6375463 Std Error Mean 0.14036296

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 2.906250 Std Deviation 1.12290
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.26091
Mode 2.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range ~ 2.00000
Note: The mode displayed is the smallest of 2 modes with a count of 18.

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 5
90% 4
75% Q3 4
50% Median 3
25% Q1 2
10% 1
5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: gl1n
N 64 Sum Weights 64
Mean 3.390625 Sum Observations 217
Std Deviation 0.82840806 Variance 0.68625992
Skewness -0.5037972 Kurtosis -0.8038542
Uncorrected SS 779 Corrected SS 43.234375
Coeff Variation 24.4323116 Std Error Mean 0.10355101

Basic Statistical Measures
Location Variability
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Mean 3.390625 Std Deviation 0.82841

Median 4.000000 Variance 0.68626

Mode 4.000000 Range 3.00000
Interquartile Range ~ 1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 4
90% 4
75% Q3 4
50% Median 4
25% Q1 3
10% 2
5% 2

1% 2

0% Min 2

Variable: g12n
N 64 Sum Weights 64
Mean 3.609375 Sum Observations 231
Std Deviation  0.88402376 Variance 0.78149802
Skewness -1.1262812 Kurtosis 0.57470341
Uncorrected SS 883 Corrected SS 49.234375
Coeff Variation 24.4924333 Std Error Mean  0.11050297

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.609375 Std Deviation 0.88402
Median 4.000000 Variance 0.78150
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 5
90% 4
75% Q3 4
50% Median 4
25% Q1 3
10% 2
5% 2

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g13n
N 63 Sum Weights 63
Mean 3.25396825 Sum Observations 205
Std Deviation 1.04678084 Variance 1.09575013
Skewness -0.6214783 Kurtosis -0.236668
Uncorrected SS 735 Corrected SS 67.9365079
Coeff Variation 32.1693624 Std Error Mean 0.13188199

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.253968 Std Deviation 1.04678
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.09575
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 5
90% 4
75% Q3 4
50% Median 3
25% Q1 3
10% 2
5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1
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Variable: gl4n

N 60 Sum Weights 60

Mean 3.41666667 Sum Observations 205
Std Deviation  0.86928115 Variance 0.75564972
Skewness -0.6157829 Kurtosis 0.69253464
Uncorrected SS 745 Corrected SS 44.5833333

Coeff Variation 25.4423751 Std Error Mean  0.11222371
Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.416667 Std Deviation 0.86928
Median 3.500000 Variance 0.75565
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate

100% Max 5.0

99% 5.0

95% 5.0

90% 4.0

75% Q3 4.0

50% Median 35

25% Q1 3.0

10% 2.0

5% 2.0

1% 1.0

0% Min 1.0

Variable: g15n

N 62 Sum Weights 62
Mean 3.09677419 Sum Observations 192
Std Deviation 1.12657434 Variance 1.26916975
Skewness -0.5513026 Kurtosis -0.6418383
Uncorrected SS 672 Corrected SS 77.4193548

Coeff Variation 36.3789632 Std Error Mean 0.14307508

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.096774  Std Deviation 1.12657
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.26917
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  2.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate

100% Max 5

99% 5

95% 4

90% 4

75% Q3 4

50% Median 3

25% Q1 2

10% 1

5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g16n

N 63 Sum Weights 63
Mean 3.47619048 Sum Observations 219
Std Deviation  0.96481893 Variance 0.93087558
Skewness -0.4312571 Kurtosis 0.01778514
Uncorrected SS 819 Corrected SS 57.7142857

Coeff Variation 27.7550652 Std Error Mean  0.12155576

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.476190 Std Deviation 0.96482
Median 4.000000 Variance 0.93088
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range ~ 1.00000
Quantiles (Definition 5)

Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
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99%
95%
90%
75% Q3 4
50% Median 4
25% Q1 3
10% 2
5% 2

1% 1

0% Min 1

(6 4]

Variable: g17n
N 63 Sum Weights 63
Mean 3.58730159 Sum Observations 226
Std Deviation 0.90935852 Variance 0.82693292
Skewness -0.1350108 Kurtosis -0.7156544
Uncorrected SS 862 Corrected SS 51.2698413
Coeff Variation 25.3493748 Std Error Mean 0.1145684

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.587302 Std Deviation 0.90936
Median 4.000000 Variance 0.82693
Mode 4.000000 Range 3.00000

Interquartile Range  1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate

100% Max 5

99% 5

95% 5

90% 5

75% Q3 4

50% Median 4

25% Q1 3

10% 2

5% 2

1% 2

0% Min 2

Variable: g18n

N 63 Sum Weights 63
Mean 3.31746032 Sum Observations 209
Std Deviation  1.04457735 Variance 1.09114183
Skewness -0.5034111 Kurtosis 0.13532986
Uncorrected SS 761 Corrected SS 67.6507937

Coeff Variation 31.4872597 Std Error Mean ~ 0.13160438

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.317460 Std Deviation 1.04458
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.09114
Mode 3.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range ~ 1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile Estimate

100% Max 5

99% 5

95% 5

90% 5

75% Q3 4

50% Median 3

25% Q1 3

10% 2

5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g19n

N 60 Sum Weights 60
Mean 3.53333333 Sum Observations 212
Std Deviation 0.89189698 Variance 0.79548023
Skewness -0.1036852 Kurtosis 0.04360761
Uncorrected SS 796 Corrected SS 46.9333333

Coeff Variation 25.2423674 Std Error Mean 0.11514341
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Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.533333  Std Deviation 0.89190
Median 3.000000 Variance 0.79548
Mode 3.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range ~ 1.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate

100% Max 5

99% 5

95% 5

90% 5

75% Q3 4

50% Median 3

25% Q1 3

10% 3

5% 2

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g20n

N 64 Sum Weights 64
Mean 3.15625 Sum Observations 202
Std Deviation  1.12994943 Variance 1.27678571
Skewness -0.1129951 Kurtosis -0.9163698
Uncorrected SS 718 Corrected SS 80.4375

Coeff Variation  35.800378 Std Error Mean  0.14124368

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.156250 Std Deviation 1.12995
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.27679
Mode 4.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  2.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate

100% Max 5

99% 5

95% 5

90% 5

75% Q3 4

50% Median 3

25% Q1 2

10% 2

5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1

Variable: g21n

N 63 Sum Weights 63
Mean 2.53968254 Sum Observations 160
Std Deviation 1.30539077 Variance 1.70404506
Skewness 0.33731091 Kurtosis -1.0655049
Uncorrected SS 512 Corrected SS 105.650794

Coeff Variation 51.3997615 Std Error Mean 0.16446378

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 2.539683 Std Deviation 1.30539
Median 2.000000 Variance 1.70405
Mode 1.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range ~ 3.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 5
90% 4
75% Q3 4
50% Median 2
25% Q1 1
10% 1
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5% 1

1% 1
0% Min 1
Variable: g22n

N 63 Sum Weights 63
Mean 3.11111111 Sum Observations 196
Std Deviation 1.2714116 Variance 1.61648746
Skewness -0.3606287 Kurtosis -0.8297283
Uncorrected SS 710 Corrected SS 100.222222

Coeff Variation 40.8668014 Std Error Mean  0.16018281

Basic Statistical Measures

Location Variability

Mean 3.111111 Std Deviation 1.27141
Median 3.000000 Variance 1.61649
Mode 3.000000 Range 4.00000

Interquartile Range  2.00000

Quantiles (Definition 5)
Quantile  Estimate
100% Max 5
99% 5
95% 5
90% 5
75% Q3 4
50% Median 3
25% Q1 2
10% 1
5% 1

1% 1

0% Min 1
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Annexure D :
Comparisons using Chi-square test

Total
Table of Group by gqln

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

,gree

fffffffff f}ffffff ffffffff FEEFFFEf”

, 773 515 1459 2747
, 28.13, 18.75, 53.13,
26.87, 26.09, 28.33,
liliiliia ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Student ,
21 03 14 59 36 91 72 53
, 28.99, 20.12, 50.89,
73.13, 73.91, 71.67,
ff{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total
28.76 19. 74 51 50 100 00
Frequency Missing = 3

Statistics for Table of Group by q1n

Statistic DF Value Prob
FrEEfffrfffffrrfffrfrfffffrfffffrrffffrrefffrrefffreeees
Chi-Square 2 0.1013 0.9506

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  0.1016 0.9505
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.0440 0.8339

Phi Coefficient 0.0209
Contingency Coefficient 0.0209
Cramer's V 0.0209

Effective Sample Size = 233
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Group by g2n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
éffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFf
taff

, 3.88, 345 2026 2759
, 14.06, 12.50, 73.44,
27.27, 20.51, 29.38,
fffffffff ffffffff fEEFFFrfreffriff
Student 113, 168
10 34 13 36 48 71, 72.41
, 14.29, 18.45, 67.26,
72.73, 79.49, 70.63,
éffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
otal
14.22 16. 81 68 97 100 00

Statistics for Table of Group by g2n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 1.2347 0.5394

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 1.2927 0.5240
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.1849 0.6672

Phi Coefficient 0.0730
Contingency Coefficient 0.0728
Cramer's V 0.0730

Effective Sample Size = 232
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Group by g3n
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Frequency,

Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fEFFFFFfFf ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFE
Staff , 17, ,

, 7.30, 730 1245 2704
, 26.98, 26.98, 46.03,
23.94, 32.69, 26.36,
fffffffff fEEEFFFEvFrrffffre” ffffffffA
Student , 54, 35, 81, 170
23 18, 15.02, 34.76, 72.96
, 31.76, 20.59, 47.65,
76.06, 67.31, 73.64,
fffffffff ffffffff FEEFFFFFrfffffff
Total 110 233
30.47 22.32 47.21 100.00

Statistics for Table of Group by g3n

Statistic Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  1.1890 0.5518
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.1728 0.6776

Phi Coefficient 0.0721
Contingency Coefficient 0.0720
Cramer's V 0.0721

Effective Sample Size = 233
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Group by g5n

Frequency,

Percent ,

Row Pct ,

Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree

fIFEFfFfff” ffffffff ffffffff fIEfFfff
Staff , 20, 20, 24, 64
, 8.66, 8.66, 10.39, 27.71
, 31.25, 31.25, 37.50,
32.79, 22.73, 29.27,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Student , 41,
17 75, 29. 44, 25.11, 72.29
, 2455, 40.72, 34.73,
67.21, 77.27, 70.73,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Total 61
26.41 38.10 35.50 100.00

Statistics for Table of Group by g5n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 1.9752 0.3725

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 1.9927 0.3692
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.3768 0.5393

Phi Coefficient 0.0925
Contingency Coefficient 0.0921
Cramer's V 0.0925

Effective Sample Size = 231
Frequency Missing = 5

Table of Group by gén

Frequency,

Percent ,

Row Pct ,

Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
,gree ,
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fEEEffffffffffffi frfrfffff reffffre
Staff , 15, 17, 32, 64

, 6.41, 7.26, 13.68, 27.35

, 23.44, 26.56, 50.00,

25.42, 30.91, 26.67,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff‘
Student

1880 1624 3761 7265

, 25.88, 22.35, 51.76,

7458, 69.09, 73.33,
ff{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff“
Total

25.21 2350 5128 10000

Statistics for Table of Group by gén

Statistic DF Value Prob
FEEfffffffffrffffffffffffrrffrrfffrfirefrrfrrerrfrerer
Chi-Square 2 0.4890 0.7831

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  0.4821 0.7858
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.0297 0.8631

Phi Coefficient 0.0457
Contingency Coefficient 0.0457
Cramer's V 0.0457

Effective Sample Size = 234
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Group by q7n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEEFFFFfe ffffffff ffffffff FEEFFfEf”
Staff , 11, ,

, 4.70, 342 1923 2735

, 17.19, 12,50, 70.31,

, 27.50, 16.67, 30.82,
TEEFFEFFEffefrerfferfrfreffrfrefe
Student , 29, 40, 101, 170

, 12.39, 17.09, 43.16, 72.65

, 17.06, 23.53, 59.41,

7250, 83.33, 69.18,
Tiiiiis ffffffff FEEFFEFEFFFEFfFf
Total 146 234

17. 09 20. 51 62.39 100.00

Statistics for Table of Group by q7n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  3.9152 0.1412
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.4270 0.5134

Phi Coefficient 0.1248
Contingency Coefficient 0.1238
Cramer's V 0.1248

Effective Sample Size = 234
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Group by g8n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree

fffffffff f‘fffffff ffffffff it

, 611 786 1179 2576
, 23.73, 30.51, 45.76,
20.90, 33.33, 25.00,
l‘ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIFfFfff
Student , 53, , 170
23 14, 15. 72 35. 37 74.24
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, 3118, 21.18, 47.65,
79.10, 66.67, 75.00,
Hiiiiiaiiiiiliaiiliiiiniiiiiia
Total 67 54 108 229
29.26 23.58 47.16 100.00

Statistics for Table of Group by q8n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
FEEEfFfrfffffrffrfrrfrfffrrefffrfffffrfrefrrrrefrfrreeees
Chi-Square 2 24809 0.2893

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  2.4316 0.2965
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.4532 0.5008

Phi Coefficient 0.1041
Contingency Coefficient 0.1035
Cramer's V 0.1041

Effective Sample Size = 229
Frequency Missing = 7

Table of Group by q10n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
g{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFEFFFF
aff | )

, 1096, 7. 46 9 65 28 07
, 39.06, 26.56, 34.38,
39.68, 20.99, 26.19,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff‘
Student , ,
16 67 28 07 27. 19 71 93
, 23.17, 39.02, 37.80,
60.32, 79.01, 73.81,
éffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
otal
27.63 35. 53 36 84 100 00

Statistics for Table of Group by q10n

Statistic DF Value Prob
FrEffffrfffffrffrfrfrfffffreffffrfefffrreffrrrefffreeees
Chi-Square 2 6.3669 0.0414

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  6.2126 0.0448
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 3.9474 0.0469

Phi Coefficient 0.1671
Contingency Coefficient 0.1648
Cramer's V 0.1671

Effective Sample Size = 228
Frequency Missing = 8

Table of Group by g11n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
FEFEFFFFf” ffffffff ffffffff FEFEFFfFf
Staff , 12, ,

, 5.15, 730 1502 2747
, 18.75, 26.56, 54.69,
24.49, 26.15, 29.41,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff*
Student , 37, ,
15 88, 20. 60 36. 05 72 53
, 21.89, 28.40, 49.70,
75.51, 73.85, 70.59,
fffffffff ffffffff fEEfEFFffrrfffffre
Total 65 119 233
21. 03 27.90 51.07 100.00

Statistics for Table of Group by q11n
Statistic DF Value  Prob
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ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 0.7787

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 O 5028 0.7777
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.4369 0.5086

Phi Coefficient 0.0463
Contingency Coefficient 0.0463
Cramer's V 0.0463

Effective Sample Size = 233
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Group by q12n

Frequency,

Percent ,

Row Pct ,

Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree

gree

fffffffff f}ffffff ffffffff fEEFFFEf”

, 470 256 2009 2735
, 17.19, 9.38, 73.44,
26.19, 13.64, 31.76,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Student
13 25 16 24 43 16 72 65
, 18.24, 22.35, 59.41,
73.81, 86.36, 68.24 ,
ff{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total
17.95 18. 80 63 25 100 00

Statistics for Table of Group by q12n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 5.6393 0.0596

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2  6.2208 0.0446
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.9433 0.3314

Phi Coefficient 0.1552
Contingency Coefficient 0.1534
Cramer's V 0.1552

Effective Sample Size = 234
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Group by q13n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFEFFFFf” ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFfFE
Staff , 14, ,

, 6.09, 783 1348 2739
, 22.22, 28.57, 49.21,
23.73, 28.57, 28.70,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Student , 45,
19 57 19 57, 33. 48 72 61
, 26.95, 26.95, 46.11,
76.27, 71.43, 71.30,
fffffffff ffffffff fEEfEFFEvFFfrFffff
Total 108 230
25. 65 27. 39 46.96 100.00

Statistics for Table of Group by q13n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  0.5463 0.7610
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.4799 0.4884

Phi Coefficient 0.0483
Contingency Coefficient 0.0482
Cramer's V 0.0483

Effective Sample Size = 230
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Frequency Missing = 6

Table of Group by q15n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree

fffffffff f}ffffff ffffffff FEEfFffe

, 739 739 1217 2696
, 27.42 , 27.42, 45.16,
30.36, 22.08, 28.87,
fffffffff fEEEFFFECFFrFfffff” ffffffff”
Student , 39, 60, 69, 168
16 96, 26.09, 30.00, 73.04
, 23.21, 35.71, 41.07,
69.64, 77.92, 71.13,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Total 56
24.35 33.48 42.17 100.00

Statistics for Table of Group by q15n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 1.4393 0.4869

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 1.4684 0.4799
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.0605 0.8057

Phi Coefficient 0.0791
Contingency Coefficient 0.0789
Cramer's V 0.0791

Effective Sample Size = 230
Frequency Missing = 6

Table of Group by q16n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
g{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFE
aff |

, 3.85, 897 1410 2692
, 14.29, 33.33, 52.38,
19.15, 26.92, 30.28,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Student , ,
16 24 24 36 32. 48 73 08
, 22.22, 33.33, 44.44 ,
80.85, 73.08, 69.72,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Total
20.09 33.33 46.58 100.00

Statistics for Table of Group by gq16n

Statistic DF Value Prob
FrEffffffffffrrfrfrfrffffrfreefffrrefffrrefffrreffrreeees
Chi-Square 2 2.0663 0.3559

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  2.1574 0.3400
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  2.0541 0.1518

Phi Coefficient 0.0940
Contingency Coefficient 0.0936
Cramer's V 0.0940

Effective Sample Size = 234
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Group by q17n

Frequency,

Percent ,

Row Pct ,

Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
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,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff FEFFEFFE
Staff , 8,
, 342, 855 1496 2692
, 12.70, 31.75, 55.56,
20.51, 25.97, 29.66,
fffffffff fIFFFfFfE” ffffffff ffffffff‘
Student , 31, 57,
13 25, 24.36, 35. 47 73 08
, 18.13, 33.33, 48.54,
79.49, 74.03, 70.34,
fffffffff ffffffff fEEFFFFffffrfeiff
Total 77 118 234
16. 67 32.91 50.43 100.00

Statistics for Table of Group by q17n
Statistic Value  Prob
gfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  1.3383 0.5122
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 1.2833 0.2573

Phi Coefficient 0.0745
Contingency Coefficient 0.0743
Cramer's V 0.0745

Effective Sample Size = 234
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Group by q18n

Frequency,

Percent ,

Row Pct ,

Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree

gree

fffffffff f}ffffff ffffffff fEEFFFEf”

, 4. 29 10 73 12 02 27 04
, 15.87, 39.68, 44.44 ,
18.87, 31.65, 27.72,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Student
18 45 23 18 31 33 72 96
, 25.29, 31.76, 42.94,
81.13, 68.35, 72.28,
fffffffff ffffffff fEEfEFfffrrfffffre
Total 53 101 233
22.75 33. 91 43.35 100.00

Statistics for Table of Group by q18n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 2.6674 0.2635

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 27789 0.2492
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  1.4108 0.2349

Phi Coefficient 0.1070
Contingency Coefficient 0.1064
Cramer's V 0.1070

Effective Sample Size = 233
Frequency Missing = 3
Table of Group by q20n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
FEFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFf
Staff , 21, ,

, 9.01, 644 12 02 2747
, 32.81, 23.44, 43.75,
35.59, 19.23, 29.17,

fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff‘
Student , 38, ,
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, 16.31, 27.04, 29.18, 72.53
, 22.49, 37.28, 40.24,
64.41, 80.77, 70.83,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total 78
25. 32 33.48 41 20 100 00

Statistics for Table of Group by q20n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 4.7506 .0

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 48497 00885
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.9591 0.3274

Phi Coefficient 0.1428
Contingency Coefficient 0.1414
Cramer's V 0.1428

Effective Sample Size = 233
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Group by g21n

Frequency,

Percent ,

Row Pct ,

Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree

fffffffff f}ffffff ffffffff fEEFFFEf”

1416 558 730 2704
, 52.38, 20.63, 26.98,
, 43.42, 17.81, 20.24,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff‘
Student ,
18 45 25 75 28 76 72 96
, 25.29, 35.29, 3941,
56.58, 82.19, 79.76,
ff{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff‘
Total
32.62 31. 33 36 05 100 00

Statistics for Table of Group by q21n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 15.4613 0.0004

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 14.9225 0.0006
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  12.8486 0.0003

Phi Coefficient 0.2576
Contingency Coefficient 0.2495
Cramer's V 0.2576

Effective Sample Size = 233
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Group by g22n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
g{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFE
aff | )

, 1.26, 812 1154 2692
, 26.98, 30.16, 42.86,
29.82, 24.36, 27.27,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Student
17 09 25 21 30 77 73 08
, 23.39, 3450, 42.11,
70.18, 75.64, 72.73,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Total
24, 36 33. 33 42 31 100 00
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Statistics for Table of Group by g22n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
FEEEfffrfffffrfrrffrfrfffrfefffrfffffrfrefffrrefrfreeees
Chi-Square 2 0.5107 0.7746

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  0.5110 0.7745
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.1361 0.7121

Phi Coefficient 0.0467
Contingency Coefficient 0.0467
Cramer's V 0.0467

Effective Sample Size = 234
Frequency Missing = 2

153



Table of Campus by g1n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
fEFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Main , 35, 22, 49,

, 15.02, 9.44, 21.03, 45.49
, 33.02, 20.75, 46.23,
52.24, 47.83, 40.83,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FIFFFFFf
Remote , , 127
, 13. 73 10 30 30. 47 54 51
, 25.20, 18.90, 55.91,
47.76 , 52.17, 59.17,
éffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
otal
28.76 19.74 51.50 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by gq1ln

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 2.3813 0.3040

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 2.3823 0.3039
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 2.2202 0.1362

Phi Coefficient 0.1011
Contingency Coefficient 0.1006
Cramer's V 0.1011

Effective Sample Size = 233
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Campus by g2n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree

gree
lidiliisililiiniiiiiia ffffffff”
Main , 13, 15, 76, 104

, 560, 6.47, 32.76, 44.83
, 1250, 14.42, 73.08,
39.39, 38.46, 47.50,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FIEFFFfFf
Remote , 20, , 128
, 8.62, 10. 34, 36.21, 55.17
, 15.63, 18.75, 65.63,
60.61, 61.54, 52.50,
fffffffff ffffffff fEEfEFffrrfrfffre
Total 160 232
14.22 16.81 68.97 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g2n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 1.4950 0.4735

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 15049 0.4712
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.9800 0.3222

Phi Coefficient 0.0803
Contingency Coefficient 0.0800
Cramer's V 0.0803

Effective Sample Size = 232
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Campus by g3n

Frequency,

Percent ,

Row Pct ,

Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
,gree ,
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Q{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
ain ) )
, 1931, 901 1760 4592
, 42.06, 19.63, 38.32,
63.38, 40.38, 37.27,
iiiiiiia ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote
, 11, 16 13 30 29, 61 54 08
, 20.63, 24.60, 54.76,
36.62, 59.62, 62.73,
ff{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total
30.47 2232 4721 1oooo

Statistics for Table of Campus by g3n

Statistic DF Value Prob
FEEfffffffffrffrffffffrfffrfrrffrrefffrefrffrrffrererer
Chi-Square 2 12.6697 0.0018

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2 12.7373 0.0017
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 12.1108 0.0005

Phi Coefficient 0.2332
Contingency Coefficient 0.2271
Cramer's V 0.2332

Effective Sample Size = 233
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Campus by g5n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEEFFFFfeE ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Main , 32, ,

, 13.85, 17. 32 13 85 45 02
, 30.77, 38.46, 30.77,
52.46, 45.45, 39.02,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Remote 48, 127
, 12, 55 20 78, 21. 65 54 98
, 22.83, 37.80, 39.37,
47.54 , 54.55, 60.98,
éf{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
otal
26.41 38. 10 35 50 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g5n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  2.5656 0.2773
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 2.4679 0.1162

Phi Coefficient 0.1053
Contingency Coefficient 0.1047
Cramer's V 0.1053

Effective Sample Size = 231
Frequency Missing = 5

Table of Campus by g6n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree

gree
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Main

, 13. 25 8 12 23 93 45 30
, 29.25, 17.92 , 52.83,
52.54, 34.55, 46.67,
fffffffff ffffffff fEEfEFFffrrfffffre
Remote , 28, , 64, 128
, 11.97, 15. 38 27.35, 54.70
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, 21.88, 28.13, 50.00,
, 4746, 65.45, 53.33,
FETFFEFTT ffffffff fEFEFFFE-Frrfefre
Total 59 120 234
2521 2350 51.28 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g6n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
FEEEfFfrfffffrfrrfrrfrfffrrffffrfefffrfreffrrrefrfreeees
Chi-Square 2 3.9066 0.1418

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  3.9565 0.1383
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.5384 0.4631

Phi Coefficient 0.1292
Contingency Coefficient 0.1281
Cramer's V 0.1292

Effective Sample Size = 234
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Campus by q7n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree
ll;lffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
ain

, 8.12, 940 2778 4530

, 17.92, 20.75, 61.32,

, 4750, 45.83, 4452,
iiiiiiia ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote ,

, 897, 1111 3462 5470

, 16.41, 20.31, 63.28,

52.50, 54.17, 55.48,
ff{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total

17.09 2051 6239 10000

Statistics for Table of Campus by q7n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 0.1194 0.9420

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 0.1193 0.9421
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.1174 0.7319

Phi Coefficient 0.0226
Contingency Coefficient 0.0226
Cramer's V 0.0226

Effective Sample Size = 234
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Campus by g8n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
FEFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Main , 40, ,

, 1747, 12. 23 15 28 44 98
, 38.83, 27.18, 33.98,
59.70, 51.85, 32.41,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Remote 26,
, 11, 79 11 35, 31. 88 55 02
, 21.43, 20.63, 57.94,
, 40.30, 48.15, 67.59,
fffffffff ffffffff frEFFFrfreffrife
Total 108 229
29. 26 23. 58 47.16 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g8n
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Statistic DF Value  Prob

éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  13.9595 0.0009

Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 11.9628 0.0005

Phi Coefficient 0.2454
Contingency Coefficient 0.2384
Cramer's V 0.2454

Effective Sample Size = 229
Frequency Missing = 7

Table of Campus by q10n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Main

, 14. 91 14 04 15 35 44 30
, 33.66, 31.68, 34.65,
53.97, 39.51, 41.67,
fffffffff FEEEFFFEveffffrfffrfrefff
Remote , 29, 49, 49, 127
, 12,72, 21.49, 21.49, 55.70
, 22.83, 38.58, 38.58,
, 46.03, 60.49, 58.33,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total 63
27.63 35. 53 36 84 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q10n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 3.3771 0.1848

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 3.3647 0.1859
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 2.5470 0.1105

Phi Coefficient 0.1217
Contingency Coefficient 0.1208
Cramer's V 0.1217

Effective Sample Size = 228
Frequency Missing = 8

Table of Campus by q11n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
L{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
ain

, 10.30, 10 73 24 46 45 49
, 22.64, 23.58, 53.77,
48.98, 38.46, 47.90,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIFfFfff
Remote , , 127
, 10. 73 17 17 26. 61 54 51
, 19.69, 31.50, 48.82,
51.02, 61.54, 52.10,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Total
21. 03 27. 90 51 07 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by gq11n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
FrEffffffffffrrfrfrfrfffffreffffrrefffrrefffrreffrrreees
Chi-Square 2 1.8141 0.4037

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  1.8282 0.4009
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.0039 0.9500

Phi Coefficient 0.0882
Contingency Coefficient 0.0879
Cramer's V 0.0882
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Effective Sample Size = 233
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Campus by q12n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
fFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Main , 17, 23, 66, 106

, 7.26, 9 83, 28.21, 45.30
, 16.04, 21.70, 62.26,
40.48 , 52.27, 44.59,
fffffffff frEfffef” ffffffff ffffffff
Remote , 25, 21,
, 10.68, 8.97, 35. 04 54 70
, 19.53, 16.41, 64.06,
59.52, 47.73, 55.41,
fffffffff ffffffff fEEEEFFEvFfrffffre
Total 44 148 234
17.95 18.80 63.25 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q12n
Statistic Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 1.2858 0.5258
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.1219 0.7270

Phi Coefficient 0.0742
Contingency Coefficient 0.0740
Cramer's V 0.0742

Effective Sample Size = 234
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Campus by q13n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFFIfFFf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Main , 36, ,

, 15.65, 12. 17 17 39 45 22
, 34.62, 26.92, 38.46,
61.02, 44.44, 37.04,
fffffffff FEEEFFffveffffrfffrfrefff
Remote , 23, 35, 68, 126
, 10.00, 15.22, 29.57, 54.78
, 18.25, 27.78, 53.97,
38.98, 55.56, 62.96,
fffffffff ffffffff fEEfEEFFEvFffrffrff
Total 108 230
25.65 27.39 46.96 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q13n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 8.8783 0.0118

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 8.9027 0.0117
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  8.8334 0.0030

Phi Coefficient 0.1965
Contingency Coefficient 0.1928
Cramer's V 0.1965

Effective Sample Size = 230
Frequency Missing = 6

Table of Campus by q15n
Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
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Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree

jiiiiiiis f}ffffff ffffffff ffffffff

Main
, 13. 04 16 09 15 65 44 78
, 29.13, 35.92, 34.95,
53.57, 48.05, 37.11,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote ,
, 11, 30 17 39 26 52 55 22
, 20.47, 31.50, 48.03,
, 46.43, 51.95, 62.89,
ff{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total
2435 33. 48 42 17 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q15n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 4.3893 0.1114

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 44106 0.1102
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  3.7580 0.0526

Phi Coefficient 0.1381
Contingency Coefficient 0.1368
Cramer's V 0.1381

Effective Sample Size = 230
Frequency Missing = 6

Table of Campus by g16n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Main 41,

, 9. 83 17 52, 18 80 46 15
, 21.30, 37.96, 40.74,
, 48,94, 52.56, 40.37,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Remote ,
, 10. 26 15 81 27 78 53 85
, 19.05, 29.37, 51.59,
51.06, 47.44, 59.63,
fffffffff ffffffff fEEfEFfffrrfffffre
Total 109 234
20. 09 33. 33 46.58 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q16n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 2.9048 0.2340

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 29118 0.2332
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  1.0776 0.2992

Phi Coefficient 0.1114
Contingency Coefficient 0.1107
Cramer's V 0.1114

Effective Sample Size = 234
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Campus by q17n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
fIFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Main , 17, ,

, 1.26, 1709 2137 4573
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, 15.89, 37.38, 46.73,
, 43.59, 51.95, 42.37,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote , 22, ,
, 9.40, 15 81 29 06 54 27
, 17.32, 29.13, 53.54,
56.41, 48.05, 57.63,
fffffffff ffffffff fEEFFFFfrfffrife
Total 77 118 234
16. 67 32.91 50.43 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q17n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 0.4051

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 18047 0.4056
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.0788 0.7789

Phi Coefficient 0.0879
Contingency Coefficient 0.0876
Cramer's V 0.0879

Effective Sample Size = 234
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Campus by q18n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
L{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
ain

, 12.02, 18 45 15 45 45 92
, 26.17, 40.19, 33.64,
52.83, 54.43, 35.64,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Remote ,
, 10. 73 15 45 27 90 54 08
, 19.84, 28,57, 51.59,
47.17, 45.57, 64.36,
ff{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Total
22.75 33. 91 43 35 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q18n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 7.6181 0.0222

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 7.6850 0.0214
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  4.0163 0.0451

Phi Coefficient 0.1808
Contingency Coefficient 0.1779
Cramer's V 0.1808

Effective Sample Size = 233
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Campus by g20n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
FEFFFFFFf” ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Main , 30, ,

, 12.88, 14. 59 18 88 46 35

, 27.78, 31.48, 40.74,

, 50.85, 43.59, 45.83,
fEFfEffffrfiffffft frffffff reffffre
Remote , 29, 44, 52, 125

, 12.45, 18.88, 22.32, 53.65

, 23.20, 35.20, 41.60,

, 49.15, 56.41, 54.17,

FEEFFFEFEfrefrffefrefefef fefeffee
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Total 59 78 96 233
25.32 33.48 41.20 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q20n
Statistic Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  0.7285 0.6947
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.4086 0.5227

Phi Coefficient 0.0559
Contingency Coefficient 0.0559
Cramer's V 0.0559

Effective Sample Size = 233
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Campus by g21n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree

gree
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Main

, 20. 17 10 73 14 59 45 49
, 44.34, 23.58, 32.08,
61.84, 34.25, 40.48,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote
, 12, 45 20 60 21 46 54 51
, 22.83, 37.80, 39.37,
38.16, 65.75, 59.52,
fffffffff fIEfFfff ffffffff ffffffff”
Total 76 73
32.62 31.33 36 05 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g21n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 12.7684 0.0017

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 12.8465 0.0016
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 9.2135 0.0024

Phi Coefficient 0.2341
Contingency Coefficient 0.2279
Cramer's V 0.2341

Effective Sample Size = 233
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Campus by gq22n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
Q{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
ain

, 13.25, 14 96 17 52 45 73
, 28.97, 32.71, 38.32,
54.39, 44.87, 41.41,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Remote , ,
, 11, 11 18 38 24, 79 54 27
, 20.47, 33.86, 45.67,
4561, 55.13, 58.59,
éffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
otal
24.36 33. 33 42 31 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g22n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 2.4871 0.2884

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 2.4833 0.2889
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Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  2.4608 0.1167

Phi Coefficient 0.1031
Contingency Coefficient 0.1026
Cramer's V 0.1031

Effective Sample Size = 234
Frequency Missing = 2
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Student
The FREQ Procedure
Table of Campus by gln

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree

gree

fffffffff lidiliatiditstilitia
Main , 23, 16, 34, 73

, 13.61, 9.47, 20.12, 43.20
, 31.51, 21.92, 46.58,
, 46.94, 47.06, 39.53,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote
, 15, 38 10 65 30 77 56 80
, 27.08, 18.75, 54.17,
53.06, 52.94, 60.47,
fffffffff fIFFFfff ffffffff ffffffff
Total 49 34
28.99 20.12 50.89 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by gln

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 0.9563 0.6199

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 0.9570 0.6197
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.6696 0.4132

Phi Coefficient 0.0752
Contingency Coefficient 0.0750
Cramer's V 0.0752

Effective Sample Size = 169
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Campus by g2n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree

gree
lililiiiniiiiiiiniiililiniiiiiiia
Main , 7, 11, 53, 71

, 417, 6.55, 31.55, 42.26

, 9.86, 15.49, 74.65,

29.17, 35.48, 46.90,
iliialiialiaiiiiiia
Remote , 17, 20, 60, 97

. 1012, 11.90, 35.71, 57.74

, 17.53, 20.62, 61.86,

70.83, 64.52, 53.10,

i ffffffff FEEEFFEfFFffrre
Total 113 168
14.29 18.45 67.26 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g2n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  3.3413 0.1881
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  2.9456 0.0861

Phi Coefficient 0.1395
Contingency Coefficient 0.1381
Cramer's V 0.1395

Effective Sample Size = 168
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Campus by g3n
Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
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, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree
iiiliiiniiiiiiia ffffffff ffffffff
Main , 32, 15

, 18.82, 8.82, 15% 43%
, 43.24, 2027, 36.49,
59.26 , 42.86, 33.33,
iiiiiiia ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote
1294 1176 3176 5647
, 22.92, 20.83, 56.25,
, 40.74, 57.14, 66.67,
éf{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
otal
31.76 2059 4765 10000

Statistics for Table of Campus by g3n

Statistic DF Value Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  8.8988 0.0117
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  8.8067 0.0030

Phi Coefficient 0.2284
Contingency Coefficient 0.2227
Cramer's V 0.2284

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Campus by g5n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Main

, 11, 38 17 96 13 17 42 51
, 26.76, 42.25, 30.99,
46.34, 44.12, 37.93,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Remote , 22, ,
, 13.17, 22 75 21. 56 57 49
, 22.92, 39.58, 37.50,
53.66, 55.88, 62.07,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Total 41
24.55 40. 72 34 73 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g5n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 0.8158 0.6651

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 0.8194 0.6639
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.6253 0.4291

Phi Coefficient 0.0699
Contingency Coefficient 0.0697
Cramer's V 0.0699

Effective Sample Size = 167
Frequency Missing = 5

Table of Campus by gén

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
L{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
ain ,

, 11.18, 8 24 23 53 42 94
, 26.03, 19.18, 54.79,
, 43.18, 36.84, 45.45,
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fEEFFFFfeE ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff

Remote ,
, 14, 71 14 12 28 24 57. 06
, 25.77, 24.74, 4948,
56.82, 63.16, 54.55,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total
25. 88 22. 35 51 76 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g6n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
FEEEfFfrfffffrfrrfrfrfrfffrfefffrfffffrrefffrrefrfrreeees
Chi-Square 2 0.8048 0.6687

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  0.8123 0.6662
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.0615 0.8042

Phi Coefficient 0.0688
Contingency Coefficient 0.0686
Cramer's V 0.0688

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2
Table of Campus by g7n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Main

, 5. 88 11 76 25 29 42 94
, 13.70, 27.40, 58.90,
34.48, 50.00, 42.57,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Remote , 19, ,
, 11.18, 11. 76 34. 12 57 06
, 19.59, 20.62, 59.79,
65.52, 50.00, 57.43,
fffffffff ffffffff fEEFEFFEvoFFfrFffff
Total 101 170
17. 06 23. 53 59.41 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q7n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 1.6658 0.4348

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 16762 0.4325
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.4049 0.5246

Phi Coefficient 0.0990
Contingency Coefficient 0.0985
Cramer's V 0.0990

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Campus by g8n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
L{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
ain ,

, 17.65, 11 18 14 12 42 94
, 41.10, 26.03, 32.88,
56.60, 52.78, 29.63,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote ,
, 13. 53 10 00 33 53 57 06
, 23.71, 17.53, 58.76,
, 43.40, 47.22, 70.37,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Total
31. 18 21. 18 4765 10000
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Statistics for Table of Campus by g8n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 11.3174 0.0035

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 11.4823 0.0032
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  8.9513 0.0028

Phi Coefficient 0.2580
Contingency Coefficient 0.2498
Cramer's V 0.2580

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Campus by gq10n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
FEFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Main , 15, ,

, 9.15, 1524 1707 4146
, 22.06, 36.76, 41.18,
39.47, 39.06, 45.16,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote ,
, 14, 02 23 78 20 73 58 54
, 23.96, 40.63, 35.42,
60.53, 60.94, 54.84,
éf{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
otal
23.17 39. 02 37 80 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q10n
Statistic DF Value  Prob
gfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  0.5618 0.7551
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.2786 0.5976

Phi Coefficient 0.0586
Contingency Coefficient 0.0585
Cramer's V 0.0586

Effective Sample Size = 164
Frequency Missing = 8

Table of Campus by q11n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Main , 18, ,

, 10.65, 9. 47 23. 08 43 20
, 2466, 21.92, 53.42,
48.65, 33.33, 46.43,
fffffffff fIEfffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Remote , 19, 32,
, 11.24, 18.93, 26. 63 56 80
, 19.79, 33.33, 46.88,
51.35, 66.67, 53.57,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total 37
21.89 28. 40 49 70 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q11n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 2.7089 0.2581

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 27528 0.2525
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.0305 0.8614
Phi Coefficient 0.1266
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Contingency Coefficient 0.1256
Cramer's V 0.1266
Effective Sample Size = 169
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Campus by q12n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
L(fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
ain ,

, 6.47, 1118 2529 4294
, 15.07, 26.03, 58.90,
35.48, 50.00, 42.57,
fffffffff FEEEFFFEveffffffffrffffff
Remote , 20, 19, 58, 97
, 11.76, 11.18, 34.12, 57.06
, 20.62, 19.59, 59.79,
64.52, 50.00, 57.43,
ff{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total
18.24 22.35 59.41 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q12n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 1.4819 0.4767

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 1.4873 0.4754
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.3397 0.5600

Phi Coefficient 0.0934
Contingency Coefficient 0.0930
Cramer's V 0.0934

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Campus by q13n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
fEFFFFFFf” ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Main , 26, )

, 15,57, 11. 98 14 97 42 51
, 36.62, 28.17, 35.21,
57.78, 44.44 , 32.47,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote , 19, ,
, 11.38, 14. 97 31. 14 57 49
, 19.79, 26.04, 54.17,
42.22, 55.56, 67.53,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Total 45
26.95 26.95 46.11 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q13n
Statistic Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  7.5652 0.0228
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 7.3259 0.0068

Phi Coefficient 0.2125
Contingency Coefficient 0.2078
Cramer's V 0.2125

Effective Sample Size = 167
Frequency Missing =5

Table of Campus by q15n

Frequency,
Percent ,
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Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree |
gree

fffffffff f}ffffff ffffffff ffffffff

Main
, 10. 12 17 26 15 48 42 86
, 23.61, 40.28, 36.11,
, 43.59, 48.33, 37.68,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote
, 13. 10 18 45 25 60 57 14
, 22.92, 32.29, 44.79,
56.41, 51.67, 62.32,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Total 39
23.21 35. 71 41 07 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q15n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 1.4981 0.4728

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 15010 04721
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.3103 0.5775

Phi Coefficient 0.0944
Contingency Coefficient 0.0940
Cramer's V 0.0944

Effective Sample Size = 168
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Campus by g16n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
L{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
ain ,

, 9.94, 1696 1696 4386
, 22.67, 38.67, 38.67,
4474, 50.88, 38.16,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Remote ,
, 12, 28 16 37 27 49 56 14
, 21.88, 29.17, 48.96,
55.26, 49.12, 61.84,
éffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
otal
22.22 33. 33 44 44 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q16n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 2.1553 0.3404

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 21578 0.3400
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.4427 0.5058

Phi Coefficient 0.1123
Contingency Coefficient 0.1116
Cramer's V 0.1123

Effective Sample Size = 171
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Campus by q17n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
fIFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Main , 12, ,

, 7.02, 1637 2047 4386
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, 16.00, 37.33, 46.67,
38.71, 49.12, 42.17,
fffffffff frEFfFfef” ffffffff ffffffff
Remote , 19, 29,
, 11.11, 16.96, 28. 07 56 14
, 19.79, 30.21, 50.00,
61.29, 50.88, 57.83,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total 31
18.13 33. 33 48 54 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q17n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 0715

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 10710 05854
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.0632 0.8014

Phi Coefficient 0.0792
Contingency Coefficient 0.0789
Cramer's V 0.0792

Effective Sample Size = 171
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Campus by q18n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
L{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
ain

, 1294, 17 06 13 53 43 53
, 29.73, 39.19, 31.08,
51.16, 53.70, 31.51,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Remote ,
, 12, 35 14 71 29 41 56 47
, 21.88, 26.04, 52.08,
, 48.84, 46.30, 68.49,
ff{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Total
25.29 31. 76 42 94 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q18n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 7.5858 0.0225

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2  7.6922 0.0214
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 3.9008 0.0483

Phi Coefficient 0.2112
Contingency Coefficient 0.2067
Cramer's V 0.2112

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Campus by q20n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
liiiiiniiiiiis ffffffff ffffffff”
Main , 16, 25,

, 9.47, 1479, 2012 4438
, 21.33, 33.33, 45.33,
42.11, 39.68, 50.00,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote ,
, 13. 02 22 49 20 12 55 62
, 23.40, 40.43, 36.17,
, 57.89, 60.32, 50.00,
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fIFfFffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total

22. 49 37. 28 40 24 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q20n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 1.5129 0.4693

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 15126 0.4694
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.5649 0.4523

Phi Coefficient 0.0946
Contingency Coefficient 0.0942
Cramer's V 0.0946

Effective Sample Size = 169
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Campus by g21n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
fEFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Main , 23, ,

, 13.53, 12. 94 16 47 42 94
, 31.51, 30.14, 38.36,
53.49, 36.67, 41.79,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote , 20, ,
, 11.76, 22. 35 22. 94 57. 06
, 20.62, 39.18, 40.21,
46.51, 63.33, 58.21,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total 43
25.29 35. 29 39 41 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g21n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  2.9428 0.2296
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 1.6589 0.1978

Phi Coefficient 0.1318
Contingency Coefficient 0.1307
Cramer's V 0.1318

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Campus by g22n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree

gree
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Main

, 11, 70 14 04 17 54 43 27
, 27.03, 32.43, 40.54,
50.00, 40.68, 41.67,
fffffffff fIffffff ffffffff fIFfffff
Remote , 20, 35, 97
, 11.70, 20.47, 24. 56 56 73
, 20.62, 36.08, 43.30,
50.00, 59.32, 58.33,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Total 40
23.39 34. 50 42 11 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g22n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
FrEffffffffffrffrfrfrfffffreffffrrefffrrefffrreffrrreees
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Chi-Square 2 0.9749 0.6142
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  0.9693 0.6159
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.7474 0.3873

Phi Coefficient 0.0755
Contingency Coefficient 0.0753
Cramer's V 0.0755

Effective Sample Size = 171
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Student by q1n

Frequency ,
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Diploma ,

2012 1893 4615 8521
, 2361, 2222, 54.17,
69.39, 94.12, 90.70,
égfffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEEFFFer”
ech s
, 8.88, 118 473 1479
, 60.00, 8.00, 32.00,
30.61, 5.88, 9.30,
éffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEFFFfFE
otal
28.99 20.12 50.89 100.00

Statistics for Table of Student by gq1n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 13.9270 0.0009

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 12.8485 0.0016
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  11.4744 0.0007

Phi Coefficient 0.2871
Contingency Coefficient 0.2759
Cramer's V 0.2871

Effective Sample Size = 169
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Student by g2n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree
lldidiliiniiliaiiliiniiiiin
Diploma , 15, 26, 102, 143

, 8.93, 1548, 60.71, 85.12
, 10.49, 18.18, 71.33,

62.50, 83.87, 90.27,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEFfFfFff
BTech

, 5.36, 298 655 1488
, 36.00, 20.00, 44.00,

37.50, 16.13, 9.73,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfffff
Total 113

14.29 18.45 67.26 100.00

Statistics for Table of Student by g2n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 12.0950 0.0

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 10.0462 0.0066
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  11.8656 0.0006

Phi Coefficient 0.2683
Contingency Coefficient 0.2592
Cramer's V 0.2683

WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
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Effective Sample Size = 168
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Student by q3n

Frequency ,
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree
liiliiiililiniiililiaiiiliiiniiiiiiie
Diploma , 40, 28, 7, 145

, 23.563, 16.47, 45.29, 85.29
, 27.59, 19.31, 53.10,

74.07, 80.00, 95.06,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff frffffee”
BTech

, 824 412 235 1471
, 56.00, 28.00, 16.00,

25.93, 20.00, 4.94,
éffflfffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfFfFff

otal

31.76 20.59 47.65 100.00

Statistics for Table of Student by q3n

Statistic Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 3627 0.0

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 13.2760 0.0013
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  10.8624 0.0010

Phi Coefficient 0.2697
Contingency Coefficient 0.2604
Cramer's V 0.2697

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Student by g5n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Diploma , 24 55

. 1437, 37. 72 32.93, 85 03

, 16.90, 44.37, 38.73,

, 58,54, 92.65, 94.83,
FEEEFErFerfrf frffeffefifeffrffeffrefe
BTech , 17, 5, 3, 25

, 10.18, 2.99, 1.80, 14.97

, 68.00, 20.00, 12.00,

4146, 7.35, 517,
Q‘fflfffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEFFFefE
ota

24.55 40.72 34.73 100.00
Statistics for Table of Student by g5n

Statistic DF Value Prob
FrEffffffffffrrfrfrfrffffrrfffffrrefffrrefffrreffrrreees
Chi-Square 2 30.0815 <.0001

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2 26.0374 <.0001
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 26.8394 <.0001

Phi Coefficient 0.4244
Contingency Coefficient 0.3907
Cramer's V 0.4244

Effective Sample Size = 167
Frequency Missing =5

Table of Student by gén

Frequency

Percent

Row Pct

Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
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,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEEFFFFFFffff” ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Diploma , 31,
, 18.24, 19. 41 47 06 84 71
, 21,53, 22.92, 55,56,

70.45, 86.84, 90.91,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff frffffee”
BTech

, 765 294 471 1529
, 50.00, 19.23, 30.77,

29.55, 13.16, 9.09,
éffﬁfffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIEfffff

otal

25.88 22. 35 51 76 100 00

Statistics for Table of Student by gén

Statistic Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 6457 .0

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 88228 00121
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 9.4176 0.0021

Phi Coefficient 0.2382
Contingency Coefficient 0.2317
Cramer's V 0.2382

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Student by gq7n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree

fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Diploma

, 11, 18 21 18 52 35 84 71

, 13.19, 25.00, 61.81,

, 65.52, 90.00, 88.12,
FEEEFFFFefrrfeffrfffref frrfefff refffree
BTech , 10, 4, 12, 26

, 5.88, 2.35, 7.06, 15.29

, 38.46, 15.38, 46.15,

34.48, 10.00, 11.88,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfffff
Total 29 101

17.06 23. 53 59.41 100 00

Statistics for Table of Student by q7n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 10.0158 0.0067

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 8.4355 0.0147
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 7.9100 0.0049

Phi Coefficient 0.2427
Contingency Coefficient 0.2359
Cramer's V 0.2427

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Student by g8n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFEFFFFFfff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Diploma , 37

, 21.76, 1765 4529 8471
, 25.69, 20.83, 53.47,
, 69.81, 83.33, 95.06,
FEEEFEEFerfff frffeffe fifeffff feffrefe
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BTech , 16, 6, 4, 26

, 9.41, 353, 2.35, 15.29

, 61.54, 23.08, 15.38,

30.19, 16.67, 4.94,
éf{ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEFFFee”
otal

31.18 2118 4765 10000

Statistics for Table of Student by q8n
Statistic DF Value  Prob
(f:ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffl‘fl‘ffff
hi-Square
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  16.2193 0.0003
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 15.5025 <.0001

Phi Coefficient 0.3052
Contingency Coefficient 0.2919
Cramer's V 0.3052

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Student by q10n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Diploma

1524 3476 3476 8476
, 17.99, 41.01, 41.01,

65.79, 89.06, 91.94,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfFfFff
BTech

,793 427 305 1524
, 52.00, 28.00, 20.00,

34.21, 10.94, 8.06,
Q‘tfflfffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEFFFFff
otal

23.17 39. 02 37 80 100 00

Statistics for Table of Student by q10n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 13.9723 0.0009

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 12.2557 0.0022
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 12.8661 0.0003

Phi Coefficient 0.2919
Contingency Coefficient 0.2802
Cramer's V 0.2919

Effective Sample Size = 164
Frequency Missing = 8

Table of Student by q11n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Diploma ,

1538 2544 4438 8521

, 18.06, 29.86, 52.08,

70.27, 89.58, 89.29,
Il;l‘Tffffffffffl‘ ffffffff ffffffff fEEFFffFE
ech ,

, 6.51, 296 533 1479

, 44.00, 20.00, 36.00,

, 29.73, 1042, 10.71,
FEEEFEEFerffffrfreffe fifeffrffeffrefe
Total 37 48 84 169

21.89 2840 49.70 100.00
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Statistics for Table of Student by q11n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 8.3871 0.0151

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 7.3409 0.0255
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 7.1451 0.0075

Phi Coefficient 0.2228
Contingency Coefficient 0.2174
Cramer's V 0.2228

Effective Sample Size = 169
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Student by q12n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFEFFFFFfff” ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Diploma 18,

, 10.59, 21. 18 52 94 84 71
, 12.50, 25.00, 62.50,
58.06, 94.74, 89.11,
égfffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FIFFFFFf
ech ,
, 71.65, 118 647 1529
, 50.00, 7.69, 42.31,

4194, 5.26, 10.89,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIFFffFfe
Total 101

18. 24 22. 35 59.41 100 00

Statistics for Table of Student by q12n
Statistic DF Value  Prob
gfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2 18.0736 0.0001
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  15.6105 <.0001

Phi Coefficient 0.3552
Contingency Coefficient 0.3347
Cramer's V 0.3552

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Student by q13n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFEFFfFffff” ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Diploma , 31

, 18.56, 22 75 43 11 84 43
, 21.99, 26.95, 51.06,

68.89, 84.44, 93.51,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfFfff
BTech

, 838 419 299 1557
, 53.85, 26.92, 19.23,

31.11, 15,56, 6.49,
4f{ﬁfffffffff ffffffff ffffffff frffffee”

ota

26.95 26. 95 46 11 100 00

Statistics for Table of Student by q13n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 13.0941 0.0014

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 12.7277 0.0017
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  12.9975 0.0003
Phi Coefficient 0.2800
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Contingency Coefficient 0.2696
Cramer's V 0.2800
Effective Sample Size = 167
Frequency Missing = 5

Table of Student by q15n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Diploma ,

, 13. 10 34 52 38 10 85 71
, 15.28, 40.28, 44.44 ,

56.41, 96.67, 92.75,
fffffffffffff FEEEFFFFFffrfrerf frffrfff
BTech , 17, 2, 5, 24

, 10.12, 1.19, 2.98, 14.29
, 70.83, 8.33, 20.83,

, 4359, 3.33, 7.25,
ff{ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFff
Total

23.21 35.71 41.07 100.00

Statistics for Table of Student by q15n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 36.0205 <.0001

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 30.9637 <.0001
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 27.7721 <.0001

Phi Coefficient 0.4630
Contingency Coefficient 0.4202
Cramer's V 0.4630

Effective Sample Size = 168
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Student by q16n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fEFFEFFFFffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Diploma , 27

, 15.79, 30 41 39 18 85 38
, 18.49, 35.62, 45.89 ,

71.05, 91.23, 88.16,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfffff
BTech

, 643 292 526 1462
, 44.00, 20.00, 36.00,

28.95, 8.77, 11.84,
éffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfFfff

otal

22.22 33.33 44.44 100.00

Statistics for Table of Student by q16n
Statistic Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  7.3876 0.0249
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  5.9034 0.0151

Phi Coefficient 0.2201
Contingency Coefficient 0.2149
Cramer's V 0.2201

Effective Sample Size = 171
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Student by q17n

Frequency
Percent
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Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Diploma

1287 2924 4327 8538

, 15.07, 34.25, 50.68,

, 70.97, 87.72, 89.16,
FEEFffffrfffrfrffffff feffreff frfreffe
BTech , 9, 7, 9, 25

, 526, 4.09, 5.26, 14.62

, 36.00, 28.00, 36.00,

29.03, 12.28, 10.84,
éffflfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffA
otal

18.13 33.33 48.54 100.00

Statistics for Table of Student by q17n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 6.3568 0.0417

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 5.5020 0.0639
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  5.6761 0.0172

Phi Coefficient 0.1928
Contingency Coefficient 0.1893
Cramer's V 0.1928

Effective Sample Size = 171
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Student by q18n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Diploma s

1647 2824 4059 8529

, 19.31, 33.10, 47.59,

65.12, 88.89, 94.52,
|I;I‘Tfffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEFFFFE
ech s

, 8.82, 353 235 1471

, 60.00, 24.00, 16.00,

34.88, 11.11, 5.48,
éffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEFFefeE
otal

25.29 3176 4294 10000

Statistics for Table of Student by q18n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 19.4681 <.0001

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 17.6727 0.0001
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  18.8468 <.0001

Phi Coefficient 0.3384
Contingency Coefficient 0.3205
Cramer's V 0.3384

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Student by g20n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFEFFFFFfff” ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Diploma , 21

, 12.43, 34 91 37 87 85 21
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, 1458, 40.97, 44.44 ,

55.26, 93.65, 94.12,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFff
BTech

1006 237 237 1479

, 68.00, 16.00, 16.00,

44.74, 6.35, 5.88,
éftfflfffffffff ffffffff ffffffff frffffee”

ota

22.49 37. 28 40 24 100 00

Statistics for Table of Student by q20n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 34.8785 <.0

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 29. 1775 <0001
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 29.8197 <.0001

Phi Coefficient 0.4543
Contingency Coefficient 0.4136
Cramer's V 0.4543

Effective Sample Size = 169
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Student by g21n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Diploma ,

1765 3118 3588 8471

, 20.83, 36.81, 42.36,

69.77, 88.33, 91.04,
l);{‘rfffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEFFFFE
ech ,

, 7.65, 412 353 1529

, 50.00, 26.92, 23.08,

, 30.23, 11.67, 8.96,
FEEEFErferfrf frffrffe fifeffrffeffrefe
Total 43 60 67 170

2529 3529 39.41 100.00

Statistics for Table of Student by g21n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 10.0945 0.0064

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 9.1128 0.0105
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  9.4661 0.0021

Phi Coefficient 0.2437
Contingency Coefficient 0.2368
Cramer's V 0.2437

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Student by g22n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Diploma

, 16. 37 30 99 37. 43 84 80
, 1931, 36.55, 44.14,
70.00, 89.83, 88.89,
Q;fffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEFFFee”
ech s
, 7.02, 351 468 1520
, 46.15, 23.08, 30.77,
, 30.00, 10.17, 11.11,
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fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEFfffff
Total

23. 39 34. 50 42 11 100 00

Statistics for Table of Student by q22n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 8.8874 0.0118

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 7.8768 0.0195
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 7.2758 0.0070

Phi Coefficient 0.2280
Contingency Coefficient 0.2223
Cramer's V 0.2280

Effective Sample Size = 171
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Offerting by g1n

Frequency ,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
FEFFFFFFFE ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Full-time, 42, ,

, 2485, 17. 75 43. 79 86 39
, 28.77, 20.55, 50.68,
85.71, 88.24, 86.05,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFf”
Part-time , 7,
, 414, 237 710 1361
, 30.43, 17.39, 52.17,
14.29, 11.76, 13.95,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total 49
28.99 20. 12 50 89 100 00

Statistics for Table of Offerting by q1n

Statistic DF Value Prob
FrEffffrfffffrffrfrfrffffrfrfffffrrefffrrefffrreffrreeees
Chi-Square 2 0.1261 0.9389

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  0.1298 0.9371
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.0040 0.9493

Phi Coefficient 0.0273
Contingency Coefficient 0.0273
Cramer's V 0.0273

Effective Sample Size = 169
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Offerting by g2n

Frequency ,

Percent ,

Row Pct

Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree

Millidielilditiaiiiiiniiiiiiia
Ful-time, 20, 25, 100, 145

, 11.90, 14.88, 59.52, 86.31
, 13.79, 17.24, 68.97,
83.33, 80.65, 88.50,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFf
Part-time , 4,
, 2.38, 357 774 1369
, 17.39, 26.09, 56.52,
16.67, 19.35, 11.50,
ffffffffff FIEFEFFFvFrfffrrfe” ffffffff
Total 24 31 113 168
14.29 18.45 67.26 100.00

Statistics for Table of Offerting by g2n
Statistic DF Value  Prob
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ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 1.4787 0.4774

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 1.4102 0.4941
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.6955 0.4043

Phi Coefficient 0.0938
Contingency Coefficient 0.0934
Cramer's V 0.0938

WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Effective Sample Size = 168
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Offerting by q3n

Frequency ,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
fEFFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff‘
Full-time, 45, ,

, 26.47, 17. 06 42. 94 86 47
, 30.61, 19.73, 49.66,
83.33, 82.86, 90.12,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFf”
Part-time , 9,
, 5.29, 353 471 1353
, 39.13, 26.09, 34.78,
16.67, 17.14, 9.88,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Total 54
31.76 20. 59 47 65 100 00

Statistics for Table of Offerting by gq3n
Statistic Value  Prob
gfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  1.7982 0.4069
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 1.1695 0.2795

Phi Coefficient 0.1020
Contingency Coefficient 0.1015
Cramer's V 0.1020

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Offerting by g5n

Frequency ,
Percent ,
Row Pct
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree

gree

ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Full-time ,

, 19. 16 36 53 30 54 86 23
, 22.22, 42.36, 35.42,
78.05, 89.71, 87.93,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIEFFfFff
Part-time ,
, 5.39, 419 419 1377
, 39.13, 30.43, 30.43,
21.95, 10.29, 12.07,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Total 41
24.55 40. 72 34 73 100 00

Statistics for Table of Offerting by g5n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 3.1439 0.2076

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 29091 0.2335
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  2.2675 0.1321
Phi Coefficient 0.1372

Contingency Coefficient 0.1359

180



Cramer's V 0.1372
Effective Sample Size = 167
Frequency Missing = 5

Table of Offerting by gén

Frequency ,

Percent ,

Row Pct ,

Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree

fIfFfFfffe” ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Full-tme, 36, 35, 77, 148
, 21.18, 20.59, 45.29, 87.06
, 24.32, 23.65, 52.03,
81.82, 92.11, 87.50,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEFFfff
Part-time ,
, 471, 176 647 1294
, 36.36, 13.64, 50.00,
18.18, 7.89, 12.50,
éf{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
otal
25.88 22.35 51.76 100.00

Statistics for Table of Offerting by qén

Statistic DF Value Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  1.9644 0.3745
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.8356 0.3607

Phi Coefficient 0.1070
Contingency Coefficient 0.1064
Cramer's V 0.1070

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Offerting by q7n

Frequency ,
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FIFFFFFFfFE ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Full-time, 26, ,

, 15.29, 17.65, 53.53, 86.47
, 17.69, 20.41, 61.90,
89.66, 75.00, 90.10,
ffffffffff FEEFFFEfFfrfffrfff frffrfff
Part-time , 3, 10, 10, 23
, 1.76, 5.88, 5.88, 13.53
, 13.04, 43.48, 43.48,
10.34, 25.00, 9.90,
ffffffffff ffffffff fEEEFFFEFFFfffff
Total 29 101 170
17.06 23.53 59.41 100.00

Statistics for Table of Offerting by q7n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 5.8867 0.0527

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 5.2481 0.0725
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.1362 0.7121

Phi Coefficient 0.1861
Contingency Coefficient 0.1829
Cramer's V 0.1861

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Offerting by g8n
Frequency ,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
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Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree
FEFFFEFFFf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Full-time ,

1

, 26. 47 15 88 44, 71 87 06
, 30.41, 18.24, 51.35,
8491, 75.00, 93.83,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIEFFfff
Part-time ,
, 471, 529 294 1294
, 36.36, 40.91, 22.73,
15.09, 25.00, 6.17,
ff{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total
31.18 21. 18 47 65 100 00

Statistics for Table of Offerting by q8n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 8.1581 0.0169

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 7.9875 0.0184
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 1.8387 0.1751

Phi Coefficient 0.2191
Contingency Coefficient 0.2140
Cramer's V 0.2191

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Offerting by q10n

Frequency ,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
fEFFFFFFFE ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff‘
Full-time, 35, ,

, 21.34, 32. 32 32. 93 86 59
, 24.65, 37.32, 38.03,
92.11, 82.81, 87.10,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIEFFfff
Part-time , 3,
, 1.83, 671 488 1341
, 13.64, 50.00, 36.36,
, 7.89, 17.19, 12.90,
4fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
otal
23.17 39. 02 37 80 100 00

Statistics for Table of Offerting by q10n
Statistic Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  1.8892 0.3888
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.6047 0.4368

Phi Coefficient 0.1046
Contingency Coefficient 0.1041
Cramer's V 0.1046

Effective Sample Size = 164
Frequency Missing = 8

Table of Offerting by q11n

Frequency ,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree

gree

ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Full-time ,

, 19. 53 23 08 44 38 86 98
, 22.45, 26.53, 51.02,
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89.19, 81.25, 89.29,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFf”
Part-time ,
, 2.37, 533 533 1302
, 18.18, 40.91, 40.91,
10.81, 18.75, 10.71,
ffffffffff fIEFFfff ffffffff ffffffff
Total 37 48
21.89 28.40 49 70 100 00

Statistics for Table of Offerting by q11n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 1.9457 0.3780

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 1.8332 0.3999
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.0035 0.9531

Phi Coefficient 0.1073
Contingency Coefficient 0.1067
Cramer's V 0.1073

Effective Sample Size = 169
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Offerting by q12n

Frequency ,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFFEFFfFf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Full-time , ,

, 16. 47 15 29 54 71 86 47
, 19.05, 17.69, 63.27,
90.32, 68.42, 92.08,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEEFFFfFf
Part-time ,
, 1.76, 706 471 1353
, 13.04, 52.17, 34.78,
, 9.68, 3158, 7.92,
ff{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff‘
Total
18.24 22. 35 59 41 100 00

Statistics for Table of Offerting by q12n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 13.6909 0.0011

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 11.7219 0.0028
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.4222 0.5158

Phi Coefficient 0.2838
Contingency Coefficient 0.2730
Cramer's V 0.2838

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Offerting by q13n

Frequency ,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
FEFFFEFFFf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Full-time, 39, ,

, 23.35, 20. 36 42. 51 86 23
, 27.08, 23.61, 49.31,
86.67, 75.56, 92.21,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIEFFfff
Part-time , 6,
, 3.59, 659 359 1377
, 26.09, 47.83, 26.09,
, 13.33, 24.44, 7.79,

FEEFFFEFEfFEferref frfefeff Frefeffe”
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Total 45 45 77 167
26.95 26.95 46.11 100.00

Statistics for Table of Offerting by q13n

Statistic Value  Prob
Efffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  6.3325 0.0422
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.5794 0.4465

Phi Coefficient 0.1994
Contingency Coefficient 0.1956
Cramer's V 0.1994

Effective Sample Size = 167
Frequency Missing = 5

Table of Offerting by q15n

Frequency ,

Percent ,

Row Pct ,

Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree

fIEfFFFffe” ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Full-time, 35, 49,

, 20.83, 29.17, 36. 31 86 31
, 24.14, 33.79, 42.07,
89.74, 81.67, 88.41,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFf”
Part-time , 4,
, 2.38, 655 476 1369
, 17.39, 47.83, 34.78,
10.26, 18.33, 11.59,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total 39
23.21 3571 4107 10000

Statistics for Table of Offerting by q15n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 1.7404 0.4189

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 1.6950 0.4285
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.0569 0.8115

Phi Coefficient 0.1018
Contingency Coefficient 0.1013
Cramer's V 0.1018

Effective Sample Size = 168
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Offerting by q16n

Frequency ,
Percent
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fEFFFFFFFE ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Full-time , ,

2105 2690 3860 8655

, 24.32, 31.08, 4459,

94.74, 80.70, 86.84,
FITFEETFEE ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Part-time ,

, 117, 643 585 1345

, 8.70, 47.83, 43.48,

, 5.26, 19.30, 13.16,
ff{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total

22.22 3333 4444 10000

Statistics for Table of Offerting by q16n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 3.8681 0.1446
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Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  4.2663 0.1185
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  1.3484 0.2456

Phi Coefficient 0.1504
Contingency Coefficient 0.1487
Cramer's V 0.1504

Effective Sample Size = 171
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Offerting by q17n

Frequency ,

Percent ,

Row Pct ,

Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree

frEFFFFffe” ffffffff ffffffff FIEfFFfff
Full-time, 30, 46, 148

, 1754, 26.90, 42.11, 86.55
, 20.27, 31.08, 48.65,
96.77, 80.70, 86.75,
ffffffffff FEEEFFEfFErrfrfrferffrfrfrfff
Part-time , 1, 11, 11, 23
, 0.58, 6.43, 6.43, 13.45
, 4.35, 47.83, 47.83,
, 3.23, 19.30, 13.25,
éf{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff‘
otal
18.13 33.33 48.54 100.00

Statistics for Table of Offerting by q17n

Statistic Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  5.3529 0.0688
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 1.5932 0.2069

Phi Coefficient 0.1615
Contingency Coefficient 0.1595
Cramer's V 0.1615

Effective Sample Size = 171
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Offerting by q18n

Frequency ,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree

gree

ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff‘
Full-time ,

, 23. 53 22 94 40 OO 86 47
, 27.21, 26.53, 46.26,
93.02, 72.22, 93.15,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIEFFfff
Part-time , 3,
1.76, 882 294 1353

, 13.04, 65.22, 21.74,

, 6.98, 27.78, 6.85,
fIEfEFFFFfFecirffrrfrf” ffffffff ffffffffA
Total 43 54

25.29 31.76 42.94 100.00

Statistics for Table of Offerting by q18n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
FrEffffffffffrffrfrfrffffrrfffffrffffrrrefffrrefffreeees
Chi-Square 2 13.7334 0.0010

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2 12.7198 0.0017
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.0201 0.8874

Phi Coefficient 0.2842
Contingency Coefficient 0.2734
Cramer's V 0.2842

Effective Sample Size =170
Frequency Missing = 2
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Table of Offerting by g20n

Frequency ,

Percent ,

Row Pct ,

Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree

Tiiililasitiiiaiiiiiiis ffffffff
Ful-time, 37, 53, 56, 146

, 21.89, 31.36, 33.14, 86.39
, 25.34, 36.30, 38.36,
97.37, 84.13, 82.35,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Part-time ,
, 0.59, 592 710 1361
, 435, 43.48, 52.17,
, 2.63, 15.87, 17.65,
éfffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
otal
22.49 37.28 40.24 100.00

Statistics for Table of Offerting by q20n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 5.1125 0.0776

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 6.7030 0.0350
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  4.7338 0.0296

Phi Coefficient 0.1739
Contingency Coefficient 0.1714
Cramer's V 0.1739

Effective Sample Size = 169
Frequency Missing = 3

Table of Offerting by g21n

Frequency ,

Percent ,

Row Pct ,

Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree

lililieiiiiiaiiiiiiis ffffffffA
Ful-tme, 39, 51, 57, 147

, 22.94, 30.00, 33.53, 86.47
, 26.53, 34.69, 38.78,
90.70, 85.00, 85.07,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEEFFFFf
Part-time , 4,
, 235, 529 588 1353
, 17.39, 39.13, 43.48,
, 9.30, 15.00, 14.93,
fIEfFfFfffe” ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total 43
25.29 35.29 39.41 100.00

Statistics for Table of Offerting by q21n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 0.8793 0.6443

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 0.9422 0.6243
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.7494 0.3867

Phi Coefficient 0.0719
Contingency Coefficient 0.0717
Cramer's V 0.0719

Effective Sample Size = 170
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Offerting by g22n

Frequency ,

Percent ,

Row Pct ,

Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
,gree ,
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fIFfFfFfffe” ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Full-time , 48,

, 21, 64 28 07, 36. 84 86 55
, 25.00, 32.43, 42,57,
92.50, 81.36, 87.50,
ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFf”
Part-time ,
, 175, 643 526 1345
, 13.04, 47.83, 39.13,
, 7.50, 18.64, 12.50,
ff{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total
23.39 34. 50 42 11 100 00
Statistics for Table of Offerting by q22n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 2.6396 0.2672

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 27153 0.2573
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.6126 0.4338

Phi Coefficient 0.1242
Contingency Coefficient 0.1233
Cramer's V 0.1242

Effective Sample Size = 171
Frequency Missing = 1
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Staff
The FREQ Procedure
Table of Campus by gln

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree

gree

fffffffff lidiiialiiinniililia
Main , 12, 6, 15, 33

, 18.75, 9.38, 23.44, 51.56
, 36.36, 18.18, 45.45,
66.67 , 50.00, 44.12,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote
, 9.38, 938 2969 4844
, 19.35, 19.35, 61.29,
33.33, 50.00, 55.88,
fffffffff fEEFFfff ffffffff ffffffff
Total 18 12
28.13 18.75 53.13 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by gln

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 2.4104 0.2996

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 24480 0.2941
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  2.3625 0.1243

Phi Coefficient 0.1941
Contingency Coefficient 0.1905
Cramer's V 0.1941

Sample Size = 64

Table of Campus by g2n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree

gree
liliiiiisiiiiliisiiiiliiniiiiiiia
Main , 6, 4, 3 33

, 9.38, 6.25, 35.94, 51.56
, 18.18, 12.12, 69.70,
66.67, 50.00, 48.94,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote , 3,
, 4.69, 625 3750 4844
, 9.68, 12.90, 77.42,
33.33, 50.00, 51.06,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIFfFfff
Total 9
14.06 12.50 73.44 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g2n
Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square .6
Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 0.9782 0.6132
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.7930 0.3732

Phi Coefficient 0.1225
Contingency Coefficient 0.1215
Cramer's V 0.1225

WARNING: 67% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Sample Size = 64

Table of Campus by g3n
Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
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, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree
fIFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff FIFFFFFf
Main , 13,

, 20.63, 952 2222 5238
, 39.39, 1818, 4242,
76.47, 35.29, 48.28,
iiiiiiia ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote
, 6.35, 1746 2381 4762
, 13.33, 36.67, 50.00,
2353, 64.71, 51.72,
éf{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
otal
26.98 2698 4603 10000

Statistics for Table of Campus by g3n

Statistic DF Value Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  6.4009 0.0407
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  3.5942 0.0580

Phi Coefficient 0.3122
Contingency Coefficient 0.2980
Cramer's V 0.3122

Effective Sample Size = 63
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Campus by g4n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff kil
Main

, 667 1333 3167 5167
, 1290, 25.81, 61.29,
36.36, 50.00, 57.58,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Remote , 7,
, 11.67, 13. 33 23 33 48 33
, 2414, 27.59, 48.28,
63.64, 50.00, 42.42,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Total 11
18.33 26. 67 55 OO 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g4n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 1.5108 0.4698

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 15225 0.4671
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 1.4844 0.2231

Phi Coefficient 0.1587
Contingency Coefficient 0.1567
Cramer's V 0.1587

Effective Sample Size = 60
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Campus by g5n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
L{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
ain

, 20.31, 15 63 15 63 51 56
, 39.39, 30.30, 30.30,
, 65.00, 50.00, 41.67,
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fEEFFFFfeE ffl‘fl‘fff fl‘fffffl‘ ffl‘fl‘fff

Remote ,

, 10.94, 1563 2188 4844

, 22.58, 32.26, 45.16,

35.00, 50.00, 58.33,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total

3125 3125 3750 10000

Statistics for Table of Campus by g5n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
FEEEfFfrfffffrfrrfrrfrfffrfefffrfffffrrefffrrefrfreeees
Chi-Square 2 24065 0.3002

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  2.4353 0.2959
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 2.3673 0.1239

Phi Coefficient 0.1939
Contingency Coefficient 0.1904
Cramer's V 0.1939

Sample Size = 64
Table of Campus by g6n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree
ll;lffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFEFFfFE
ain

, 18.75, 781 2500 5156
, 36.36, 15.15, 48.48,
80.00, 29.41, 50.00,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote ,
, 4.69, 1875 2500 4844
, 9.68, 38.71, 51.61,
20.00, 70.59, 50.00,
ff{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total
23.44 2656 5000 10000

Statistics for Table of Campus by g6n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 8.2279 0.0163

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 8.6897 0.0130
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  3.4966 0.0615

Phi Coefficient 0.3586
Contingency Coefficient 0.3375
Cramer's V 0.3586

Sample Size = 64

Table of Campus by q7n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
FEFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff FEFEFFfFf
Main , 9,

, 14.06, 313 3438 5156
, 27.27, 6.06, 66.67,
81.82, 25.00, 48.89,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote , 2,
, 3.13, 938 3594 4844
, 6.45, 19.35, 74.19,
18.18, 75.00, 51.11,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIEfffff
Total
17. 19 12. 50 7031 10000

Statistics for Table of Campus by q7n
Statistic DF Value  Prob
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gfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square .0

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  6.8709 0.0322
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 3.0155 0.0825

Phi Coefficient 0.3167
Contingency Coefficient 0.3020
Cramer's V 0.3167

WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Sample Size = 64

Table of Campus by g8n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFfFE
Main

, 16. 95 15 25 18 64 50 85
, 33.33, 30.00, 36.67,
71.43, 50.00, 40.74,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Remote ,
, 6.78, 1525 2712 4915
, 13.79, 31.03, 55.17,
28.57, 50.00, 59.26,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total 14
23.73 30. 51 45 76 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g8n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 3.4814 0.1754

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 3.5709 0.1677
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 3.4178 0.0645

Phi Coefficient 0.2429
Contingency Coefficient 0.2360
Cramer's V 0.2429

Effective Sample Size = 59
Frequency Missing = 5

Table of Campus by g9n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
L{fffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFE
ain

, 3.33, 2000 3000 5333
, 6.25, 37.50, 56.25,
50.00, 57.14, 51.43,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Remote ,
, 3.33, 1500 2833 4667
, 7.14, 32.14, 60.71,
50.00, 42.86, 48.57,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIEFFFff
Total
667 35. 00 58 33 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q9n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
FrEffffffffffrffrfrfrfffffreffffrrefffrrefffrrerfrreeees
Chi-Square 2 0.1913 0.9088

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  0.1918 0.9086
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.0163 0.8985

Phi Coefficient 0.0565
Contingency Coefficient 0.0564
Cramer's V 0.0565
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WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Effective Sample Size = 60
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Campus by q10n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
L(fffffff ffffffff ffffffff FFFFFFE
ain ,

, 29.69, 10 94 10 94 51 56
, 57.568, 21.21, 21.21,
76.00, 41.18, 31.82,
fffffffff FEEEFFFEvfrffrffffrffffff
Remote , 6, 10, 15, 31
, 9.38, 15.63, 23.44, 48.44
, 19.35, 32.26, 48.39,
24.00, 58.82, 68.18,
ff{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total
39.06 26.56 34.38 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q10n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 10.1459 0.0063

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 10.5499 0.0051
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 9.8513 0.0017

Phi Coefficient 0.3982
Contingency Coefficient 0.3699
Cramer's V 0.3982

Sample Size = 64

Table of Campus by q11n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFFIfFFf ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFEfFf
Main , 6,

, 9.38, 1406 2813 5156
, 18.18, 27.27, 54.55,
50.00, 52.94, 51.43,
fffffffff FEEEFFFEveffffrfffrffffff
Remote , 6, g8, 17, 31
, 9.38, 12.50, 26.56, 48.44
, 19.35, 25.81, 54.84,
50.00, 47.06, 48.57,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Total 12
18.75 26.56 54.69 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q11n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 0.0249 0.9876

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 0.0249 0.9876
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.0020 0.9642

Phi Coefficient 0.0197
Contingency Coefficient 0.0197
Cramer's V 0.0197

Sample Size = 64

Table of Campus by q12n
Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
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, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree
fIFFFFFff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFE
Main , 6,

, 9.38, 625 3594 5156
, 18.18, 1212, 69.70,
5455, 66.67, 48.94,
iiiiiiia ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote
, 7.81, 313 3750 4844
, 16.13, 6.45, 77.42,
, 4545, 33.33, 51.06,
éf{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIEFFFre
otal
17.19 938 7344 10000

Statistics for Table of Campus by q12n

Statistic DF Value Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  0.7294 0.6944
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.1734 0.6771

Phi Coefficient 0.1058
Contingency Coefficient 0.1053
Cramer's V 0.1058

WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Sample Size = 64

Table of Campus by q13n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
fIFFFFFFf” ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFE
Main , 10, ,

, 15.87, 12. 70 23 81 52 38
, 30.30, 24.24, 45.45,
71.43, 44.44 , 48.39,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote ,
, 6.35, 1587 2540 4762
, 13.33, 33.33, 53.33,
28.57, 55.56, 51.61,
4ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
otal
22,22 28. 57 49 21 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q13n
Statistic Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  2.7686 0.2505
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  1.9616 0.1613

Phi Coefficient 0.2066
Contingency Coefficient 0.2023
Cramer's V 0.2066

Effective Sample Size = 63
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Campus by q14n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree

gree
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFf
Main

, 500 2000 2667 5167
, 9.68, 38.71, 51.61,
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42.86, 52.17, 53.33,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote
, 6.67, 1833 2333 4833
, 13.79, 37.93, 48.28,
57.14 , 47.83, 46.67 ,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIFfFfff
Total 7
11.67 38 33 50 00 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q14n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 0.2533 0.8810

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 0.2536 0.8809
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.2202 0.6389

Phi Coefficient 0.0650
Contingency Coefficient 0.0648
Cramer's V 0.0650

WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Effective Sample Size = 60
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Campus by q15n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree

gree
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFE
Main

, 20. 97 12 90 16 13 50 00
, 41,94, 25.81, 32.26,
76.47 , 47.06, 35.71,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote
, 6.45, 1452 2903 5000
, 12.90, 29.03, 58.06,
23.53, 52.94, 64.29,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Total 17
27.42 27. 42 45 16 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q15n

Statistic DF Value Prob
FrEffffrfffffrffffrfrfffffreffffrfffffrrefffrreffrreeees
Chi-Square 2 7.1092 0.0286

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  7.3935 0.0248
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  6.9703 0.0083

Phi Coefficient 0.3386
Contingency Coefficient 0.3207
Cramer's V 0.3386

Effective Sample Size = 62
Frequency Missing = 2
Table of Campus by q16n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
FEFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFfFE
Main 6,

, 9.52, 1905 2381 5238
, 18.18, 36.36, 45.45,
66.67, 57.14, 45.45,

fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote ,

, 4.76, 1429 2857 4762

, 10.00, 30.00, 60.00,

, 33.33, 42.86, 54.55,

FEEFFFEFEfrefrffefrefefef fefeffee
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Total 9 21 33 63
14.29 33.33 52.38 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q16n

Statistic Value  Prob
Efffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  1.5796 0.4539
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 1.4226 0.2330

Phi Coefficient 0.1575
Contingency Coefficient 0.1555
Cramer's V 0.1575

WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Effective Sample Size = 63
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Campus by q17n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEEFFFFfeE ffffffff ffffffff FEEFFFEf”
Main , 5,

, 7.94, 1905 2381 5079
, 15.63, 37.50, 46.88,
62.50, 60.00, 42.86,
fffffffff FEEEFFFEvfrfffffffrffffff
Remote , 3, 8, 20, 31
, 4.76, 12.70, 31.75, 49.21
, 9.68, 25.81, 64.52,
37.50, 40.00, 57.14,
éf{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIfFFFff
otal
12.70 31.75 55.56 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q17n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  2.0116 0.3657
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 1.7284 0.1886

Phi Coefficient 0.1781
Contingency Coefficient 0.1754
Cramer's V 0.1781

WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Effective Sample Size = 63
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Campus by q18n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree
gree
FEFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFFf”
Main , 6,

, 9.52, 2222 2063 5238
, 18.18, 42.42, 39.39,
60.00, 56.00, 46.43,
fffffffff FEEEFFFEvefffrfeffrffefff
Remote , 4, 11, 15, 30
, 6.35, 1746 23.81, 47.62
, 13.33, 36.67, 50.00,
, 40.00, 44.00, 53.57,
éf{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
otal
15.87 39.68 44.44 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q18n
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Statistic DF Value  Prob

éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  0.7636 0.6826

Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  0.5996 0.4387

Phi Coefficient 0.1100
Contingency Coefficient 0.1093
Cramer's V 0.1100

Effective Sample Size = 63
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Campus by q19n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFfFE
Main

, 333 2333 2333 5000
, 6.67, 46.67, 46.67,
40.00, 53.85, 48.28,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Remote ,
, 5.00, 2000 2500 5000
, 10.00, 40.00, 50.00,
60.00, 46.15, 51.72,
4f{ﬁfffff ffffffff ffffffff FIFFFFFE
ota
8.33 43. 33 48 33 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q19n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 0.3883 0.8235

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 0.3898 0.8229
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.0229 0.8798

Phi Coefficient 0.0804
Contingency Coefficient 0.0802
Cramer's V 0.0804

WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Effective Sample Size = 60
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Campus by g20n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FFFFFFFf ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFFfFf
Main , 14, ,

, 21.88, 14. 06 15 63 51 56
, 4242, 27.27, 30.30,
66.67, 60.00, 35.71,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Remote
, 10.94, 938 28 13 48 44
, 22,58, 19.35, 58.06,
33.33, 40.00, 64.29,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Total 21
32.81 23. 44 43 75 100 00

Statistics for Table of Campus by q20n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 5.1616 0.0757

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 5.2380 0.0729
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  4.2054 0.0403
Phi Coefficient 0.2840
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Contingency Coefficient 0.2732
Cramer's V 0.2840
Sample Size = 64

Table of Campus by g21n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree

gree
ilililiniiiiiiiniiiliiiniiiiiiia
Main , 24, 3, 6, 33

, 38.10, 4.76, 9.52, 52.38
, 72.73, 9.09, 18.18,
72.73, 23.08, 35.29,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Remote ,
, 14.29, 15 87 17 46 47 62
, 30.00, 33.33, 36.67,
27.27, 76.92, 64.71,
éf{ffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
otal
52.38 20.63 26.98 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g21n

Statistic DF Value Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2 12.4010 0.0020
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 9.4920 0.0021

Phi Coefficient 0.4354
Contingency Coefficient 0.3992
Cramer's V 0.4354

Effective Sample Size = 63
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Campus by g22n

Frequency,
Percent ,
Row Pct ,
Col Pct ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FFFFIFFf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Main , 11, ,

, 17.46, 17. 46 17 46 52 38
, 33.33, 33.33, 33.33,
64.71, 57.89, 40.74,
fffffffff FEEEFFFEveffffrfffrffffff
Remote , 6, 8, 16, 30
, 9.52, 12.70, 25.40, 47.62
, 20.00, 26.67, 53.33,
35.29, 42.11, 59.26,
fffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Total 17
26.98 30.16 42.86 100.00

Statistics for Table of Campus by g22n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 2.7335 0.2549

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 2.7566 0.2520
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  2.2519 0.1335

Phi Coefficient 0.2083
Contingency Coefficient 0.2039
Cramer's V 0.2083

Effective Sample Size = 63
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Staff by q1ln
Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
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Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree
FEFFFEfFFrFrfrf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Academic

, 23.44 , 781 17 19 4844

, 48.39, 16.13, 35.48,

83.33, 41.67, 32.35,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Non-Academic ,

, 4.69, 1094 3594 5156

, 9.09, 21.21, 69.70,

, 16.67, 58.33, 67.65,
FEEFFEffrfffrfrrfffff feffrefffffreffr
Total 18 12 34 64

28.13 18.75 53.13 100.00

Statistics for Table of Staff by g1ln

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 12.5184 0.0019

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 13.3334 0.0013
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 12.0961 0.0005

Phi Coefficient 0.4423
Contingency Coefficient 0.4045
Cramer's V 0.4423

Sample Size = 64

Table of Staff by g2n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
itidilitiiiiia ffffffff ffffffff FEEFFFff
Academic

, 12,50, 6 25 29 69 48 44
, 25.81, 12.90, 61.29,
88.89, 50.00, 40.43,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Non-Academic , 1,
, 156, 6.25, 4375 5156
, 3.03, 12.12, 84.85,
11.11, 50.00, 59.57,
4f{ﬁfffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEFfFFff
otal
14.06 12. 50 73 44 100 00

Statistics for Table of Staff by g2n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 7.1123 0.0285

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 7.8693 0.0196
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  6.4656 0.0110

Phi Coefficient 0.3334
Contingency Coefficient 0.3163
Cramer's V 0.3334

WARNING: 67% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Sample Size = 64

Table of Staff by q3n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Academic

, 20.63, 9 52, 19 05 49 21
, 41,94, 19.35, 38.71,
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76.47, 35.29, 41.38,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Non-Academic ,
, 6.35, 1746 2698 5079
, 12,50, 34.38, 53.13,
23.53, 64.71, 58.62,
éffﬁfffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfffff
otal
26.98 26. 98 46 03 100 00

Statistics for Table of Staff by q3n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 7.0833 0.0290

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 7.3599 0.0252
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 5.4277 0.0198

Phi Coefficient 0.3353
Contingency Coefficient 0.3179
Cramer's V 0.3353

Effective Sample Size = 63
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Staff by g4n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FFFFEfFFrFrfrf ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Academic

, 13.33, 16 67 21 67 51 67
, 25.81, 32.26, 41.94,
72.73, 62.50, 39.39,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Non-Academic ,
, 5.00, 1000 3333 4833
, 10.34, 20.69, 68.97,
, 27.27, 37.50, 60.61,

FEEEFEEFerfrffrffiffi fifeffrffeffrffe
Total 11 16 33 60
18.33 26.67 55.00 100.00

Statistics for Table of Staff by g4n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 4.6961 0.0956

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 47985 0.0908
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  3.9596 0.0466

Phi Coefficient 0.2798
Contingency Coefficient 0.2694
Cramer's V 0.2798

Effective Sample Size = 60
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Staff by g5n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFFEFFrFrfff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Academic , 12

, 18.75, 14 06 15 63 48 44
, 38.71, 29.03, 32.26,

60.00, 45.00, 41.67,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Non-Academic, 8,

, 1250, 17.19, 21 88 51 56

, 24.24 , 33.33, 42.42,
, 40.00, 55.00, 58.33,

FEEFEFEFErfrffrferferefrrffefiFrefrefe”

199



Total 20 20 24 64
31.25 31.25 37.50 100.00

Statistics for Table of Staff by g5n
Statistic Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  1.6130 0.4464
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 1.5396 0.2147

Phi Coefficient 0.1584
Contingency Coefficient 0.1564
Cramer's V 0.1584

Sample Size = 64

Table of Staff by gén

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFFEfFFrFrfrf” ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Academic

, 20.31, 12 50 15 63 48 44
, 41.94, 2581, 32.26,

86.67, 47.06, 31.25,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Non-Academic ,

, 3.13, 1406 3438 5156
, 6.06, 27.27, 66.67,
, 13.33, 52.94, 68.75,

TEEEFEEFfrfrffrrfirffrffrfrfrfrrfree
Total 15 17 32 64
23.44 26.56 50.00 100.00

Statistics for Table of Staff by g6n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 12.5753 0.0019

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 13.6224 0.0011
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  12.3439 0.0004

Phi Coefficient 0.4433
Contingency Coefficient 0.4052
Cramer's V 0.4433

Sample Size = 64

Table of Staff by g7n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFEFFFFFfff ffffffff ffffffff fIFFffFfe”
Academic 9,

, 1406, 7. 81 26 56 48 44
, 29.03, 16.13, 54.84,

81.82, 62.50, 37.78,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Non-Academic , 2,

, 3.13, 4.69, 4375 5156
, 6.06, 9.09, 84.85,

18.18, 37.50, 62.22,
4f{ﬁfffffffff ffffffff ffffffff frffffee”

otal

17.19 12. 50 70 31 100 00

Statistics for Table of Staff by q7n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 7.5883 0.0225

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 7.9773 0.0185
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  7.1956 0.0073
Phi Coefficient 0.3443
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Contingency Coefficient 0.3256
Cramer's V 0.3443
WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Sample Size = 64

Table of Staff by q8n

Frequency ,
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree

fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FIFEFEff
Academic

, 20.34, 13 56 15 25 49 15
, 41.38, 27.59, 31.03,
85.71, 44.44, 33.33,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Non-Academic ,
, 3.39, 1695 3051 5085
, 6.67, 33.33, 60.00,
14.29, 55.56, 66.67 ,
éffﬁfffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfFfFff
otal
23.73 30.51 45.76 100.00

Statistics for Table of Staff by g8n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 10.3511 0.0057

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 11.1888 0.0037
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 9.9773 0.0016

Phi Coefficient 0.4189
Contingency Coefficient 0.3863
Cramer's V 0.4189

Effective Sample Size = 59
Frequency Missing = 5
Table of Staff by q9n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFEFEFFFfff” ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Academic , 4,

, 6.67, 18. 33 25 00 50 00
, 13.33, 36.67, 50.00,

,100.00, 52.38, 42.86,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Non-Academic, O,

, 0.00, 16.67, 33 33 50 00
, 0.00, 33.33, 66.67,
, 0.00, 47.62, 57.14,
éffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfFfff
otal
6.67 35.00 58.33 100.00

Statistics for Table of Staff by q9n
Statistic Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  6.3095 0.0426
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  4.2776 0.0386

Phi Coefficient 0.2817
Contingency Coefficient 0.2712
Cramer's V 0.2817

WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Effective Sample Size = 60
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Staff by q10n
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Frequency

Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFFFFFFfffe” ffffffff ffffffff fIFFffFfe”
Academic 17,

, 26.56, 10. 94 10 94 48 44
, 54.84, 22,58, 22.58,

68.00, 41.18, 31.82,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Non-Academic, 8,

, 12,50, 15.63, 23 44 51 56

, 24.24 , 30.30, 45.45,

32.00, 58.82, 68.18,
4f{ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFfff

otal

39.06 26. 56 34 38 100 00

Statistics for Table of Staff by g10n

Statistic Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  6.7604 0.0340
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  6.4845 0.0109

Phi Coefficient 0.3217
Contingency Coefficient 0.3062
Cramer's V 0.3217

Sample Size = 64

Table of Staff by q11n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFFFIFFFfff” ffffffff ffffffff fIFFfffe”
Academic

, 1250, 12 50 23 44 48 44

, 25.81, 25.81, 48.39,

66.67, 47.06, 42.86,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Non-Academic ,

, 6.25, 1406 3125 5156

, 1212, 27.27, 60.61,

, 33.33, 52,94, 57.14,
FEEEFFFrFerrrf frfffref frrfefff refffree
Total 12 17 35 64

18.75 26.56 54.69 100.00

Statistics for Table of Staff by q11n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 2.0459 0.3595

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 2.0723 0.3548
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 1.7445 0.1866

Phi Coefficient 0.1788
Contingency Coefficient 0.1760
Cramer's V 0.1788

Sample Size = 64

Table of Staff by q12n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFEFFFFFfff” ffffffff ffffffff fIFFffFff”
Academic 8,

, 12,50, 313 3281 4844
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, 25.81, 6.45, 67.74,

72.73, 33.33, 44.68,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Non-Academic, 3,

, 469, 6.25, 4063 5156
, 9.09, 12.12, 78.79,

27.27, 66.67, 55.32,
éf{ﬁfffffffff ffffffff ffffffff frffffee”

otal

17.19 9. 38 73 44 100 00

Statistics for Table of Staff by q12n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 3.4121 0.1816

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 3.5083 0.1731
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  2.4523 0.1174

Phi Coefficient 0.2309
Contingency Coefficient 0.2250
Cramer's V 0.2309

WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Sample Size = 64

Table of Staff by q13n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Academic

, 15.87, 9 52, 23 81 49 21
, 32.26, 19.35, 48.39,
71.43, 33.33, 48.39,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Non-Academic ,
, 6.35, 1905 2540 5079
, 12,50, 37.50, 50.00,

28.57, 66.67, 51.61,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfFfFff
Total 14

22,22 28. 57 49 21 100 00

Statistics for Table of Staff by q13n

Statistic DF Value Prob
FrEffffffffffrffrfrfrffffrfrrefffrfffffrrefffrrefffreeees
Chi-Square 2 45890 0.1008

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  4.7118 0.0948
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 1.9013 0.1679

Phi Coefficient 0.2699
Contingency Coefficient 0.2606
Cramer's V 0.2699

Effective Sample Size = 63
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Staff by q14n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFFEFFFFfff” ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Academic

, 10.00, 20 00 20 00 50 00
, 20.00, 40.00, 40.00,

85.71, 52.17, 40.00,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Non-Academic ,

, 1.67, 1833 3000 5000
, 3.33, 36.67, 60.00,
, 14.29, 47.83, 60.00,
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fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEFfffff
Total

11. 67 38 33 50 00 100 00

Statistics for Table of Staff by q14n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 4.8149 0.0900

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 5.2141 0.0738
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  4.6849 0.0304

Phi Coefficient 0.2833
Contingency Coefficient 0.2726
Cramer's V 0.2833

WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Effective Sample Size = 60
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Staff by q15n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFEFEFFfFrfff ffffffff ffffffff FIFEFEff
Academic

, 19.35, 9 68, 19 35 48 39
, 40.00, 20.00, 40.00,

70.59, 35.29, 42.86,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Non-Academic ,

, 8.06, 1774 2581 5161
, 15.63, 34.38, 50.00,

29.41, 64.71, 57.14,
éffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfFfFff

otal

27.42 27. 42 45 16 100 00

Statistics for Table of Staff by q15n

Statistic DF Value Prob
FrEEfffrfffffrffrfrfrffffrfreffffrrefffrreffrrrefffreeees
Chi-Square 2 48649 0.0878

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  4.9713 0.0833
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  3.4166 0.0645

Phi Coefficient 0.2801
Contingency Coefficient 0.2697
Cramer's V 0.2801

Effective Sample Size = 62
Frequency Missing = 2

Table of Staff by q16n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFFEFFFFfff” ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Academic , 7,

, 1111, 20 63 15 87 47 62
, 23.33, 43.33, 33.33,

77.78, 61.90, 30.30,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Non-Academic , 2,

, 3.17, 12.70, 3651 5238
, 6.06, 24.24, 69.70,

22.22, 38.10, 69.70,
4ffﬁfffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfffff

otal

14.29 33 33 52 38 100 00

Statistics for Table of Staff by q16n
Statistic DF Value  Prob
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gfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  9.2637 0.0097
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 7.4873 0.0062

Phi Coefficient 0.3773
Contingency Coefficient 0.3530
Cramer's V 0.3773

WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Effective Sample Size = 63
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Staff by q17n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFFEFFrFrfff ffffffff ffffffff FIFEFEff
Academic 7,

, 1111, 19. 05 19 05 49 21
, 22,58, 38.71, 38.71,
87.50, 60.00, 34.29,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff‘
Non-Academic , 1,
, 159, 12.70, 3651 5079
, 3.13, 25.00, 71.88,
12.50, 40.00, 65.71,
éffﬁfffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfFfFff
otal
12.70 31 75 55 56 100 00

Statistics for Table of Staff by q17n

Statistic Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 8.7435 .0

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 93680 00092
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  8.6011 0.0034

Phi Coefficient 0.3725
Contingency Coefficient 0.3491
Cramer's V 0.3725

WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Effective Sample Size = 63
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Staff by q18n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFFFEFFFfff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff”
Academic 7,

, 11.11, 22. 22 15 87 49 21
, 22,58, 45.16, 32.26,
70.00, 56.00, 35.71,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Non-Academic , 3,
, 4.76, 17.46, 28 57 50 79
, 9.38, 34.38, 56.25,
30.00, 44.00, 64.29,
éffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfFfff
otal
15.87 39. 68 44 44 100 00

Statistics for Table of Staff by q18n
Statistic Value  Prob
Efffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  4.3085 0.1160
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  3.7026 0.0543
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Phi Coefficient 0.2591
Contingency Coefficient 0.2509
Cramer's V 0.2591
Effective Sample Size = 63
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Staff by q19n

Frequency ,
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree

fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FIFEFEff
Academic

, 6.67, 2500 1833 5000
, 13.33, 50.00, 36.67,
80.00, 57.69, 37.93,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Non-Academic ,
, 1.67, 1833 3000 5000
, 3.33, 36.67, 60.00,
20.00, 42.31, 62.07,
éffﬁfffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfFfFff
otal
8.33 43.33 48.33 100.00

Statistics for Table of Staff by q19n

Statistic DF Value Prob
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Chi-Square 4.1050 0.1284

Likelihood Ratio Chi- Square 2 4.2517 0.1193
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  3.8662 0.0493

Phi Coefficient 0.2616
Contingency Coefficient 0.2531
Cramer's V 0.2616

WARNING: 33% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
Effective Sample Size = 60
Frequency Missing = 4

Table of Staff by g20n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree

fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffffA
Academic

, 20.31, 12 50 15 63 48 44
, 41,94, 2581, 32.26,

61.90, 53.33, 35.71,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Non-Academic , 8,

, 12,50, 10.94, 28 13 51 56

, 24.24 , 21.21, 5455,

38.10, 46.67, 64.29,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfFfff
Total 21

32.81 23.44 43.75 100.00

Statistics for Table of Staff by q20n

Statistic DF Value  Prob
FrEffffffffffrffrfrfrfffffreffffrrefffrrefffrreffrreeees
Chi-Square 2 3.4838 0.1752

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  3.5241 0.1717
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 3.0748 0.0795

Phi Coefficient 0.2333
Contingency Coefficient 0.2272
Cramer's V 0.2333

Sample Size = 64

Table of Staff by g21n
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Frequency

Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total
, - Stron, ,Strongly,
,gly Disa, , Agree ,
gree
FEFFFFFFFfffe” ffffffff ffffffff fIFFffFfe”
Academic 16

, 25.40, 12 70 9 52 47 62
, 53.33, 26.67, 20.00,

48.48, 61.54, 35.29,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Non-Academic, 17, ,

, 26.98, 7.94, 17 46 , 52 38

, 51.52, 15.15, 33.33,

51.52, 38.46, 64.71,
4f{ffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff FEFFFfff

otal

52.38 20. 63 26 98 100 00

Statistics for Table of Staff by g21n
Statistic Value  Prob
éfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
hi-Square
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  2.0785 0.3537
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.2530 0.6150

Phi Coefficient 0.1806
Contingency Coefficient 0.1777
Cramer's V 0.1806

Effective Sample Size = 63
Frequency Missing = 1

Table of Staff by g22n

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct  ,Disagree,Neutral ,Agree -, Total

, - Stron, ,Strongly,

,gly Disa, , Agree ,

gree
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fIFFFfFff
Academic

, 17.46 , 19 05 11 11 47 62
, 36.67, 40.00, 23.33,

64.71, 63.16, 25.93,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff ffffffff
Non-Academic , 6,

, 9.52, 11.11, 3175 5238
, 18.18, 21.21, 60.61,

35.29, 36.84, 74.07,
fffffffffffff ffffffff ffffffff fEEfFfff
Total 17

26.98 30. 16 42 86 100 00

Statistics for Table of Staff by g22n

Statistic DF Value Prob
FrEffffrffffffrfffrfrffffrfrrffffrrefffrrefffrreffrreeees
Chi-Square 2 8.9230 0.0115

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2  9.2079 0.0100
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1  5.6995 0.0170

Phi Coefficient 0.3763
Contingency Coefficient 0.3522
Cramer's V 0.3763

Effective Sample Size = 63
Frequency Missing = 1
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Annexure E :
Non-parametric tests for comparisons: Kruskal-Wallis test

Total (Student vs Staff)

The NPARIWAY Procedure
Analysis of Variance for Variable Availibility
Classified by Variable Group
Group Mean

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Student 13.020548
Staff 55 13.072727

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEEfffffrfffrfffffffffrfrfffrffrrffrffrrrfrrffreffrfrrefrreefrefrrees
Among 1 0.108772 0.108772  0.0094 0.9230

Within 199 2310.647447  11.611294

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Availibility
Classified by Variable Group

Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Group N Scores Under HO  Under HO Score
Tt ffffffffrfrfrffffffffrfrffffffifrfrfrffrfrfrifrfrfrfffrefefrer
Student 146  14699.50 14746.0 365.813000 100.681507
Staff 55 5601.50 5555.0 365.813000 101.845455

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 0.0162
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.8989

Analysis of Variance for Variable Reliability
Classified by Variable Group

Group N Mean
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Student 12.856164

Staff 55 12.927273

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEEfffffffffrfffffffffffrfffffffffffrffrffrrfffreffrfrrerfreffrefreeer
Among 1 0.202004 0.202004 0.0171 0.8960

Within 199 2345.688543  11.787380

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Reliability
Classified by Variable Group

Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Group N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEFEEFrfffffrfrffrfffffrfrfffffifrfffffffrfrrerrfrrfrrrrffrfrefrrrrferes
Student 146  14737.50 14746.0 364.786355 100.941781
Staff 55 5563.50 5555.0 364.786355 101.154545

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 0.0005
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.9814

Analysis of Variance for Variable Performance
Classified by Variable Group

Group N Mean
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Student 13.150685

Staff 55 13.272727

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square FValue Pr>F
FEFFEFrffrffffrffrfffffffrffrfffffffrrfifrrfrffierrfrrfrefrerrferevre
Among 1 0.595032 0.595032 0.0540 0.8164

Within 199 2191.594022  11.013035

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Performance

Classified by Variable Group
Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
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Group N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Student 146 14667.0 14746.0 364.773350 100.4589

Staff 55 5634 0 5555.0 364.773350 102.436364

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 0.0469
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.8285

Analysis of Variance for Variable Competence
Classified by Variable Group

Group N Mean

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Student 12.958904

Staff 55 13.545455

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 1 13.744540  13.744540 1.1167 O.

Within 199 2449.389788  12.308491

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Competence
Classified by Variable Group
Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Group N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEFEEfEffffrffffffffffrfrfffffrffrffrffrffffrffrfririrfrefrrfereirrreere
Student 146 14398.0 14746.0 365.447375 98.616438
Staff 55 5903.0 5555.0 365.447375 107.327273

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 0.9068
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.3410

Analysis of Variance for Variable SLA
Classified by Variable Group

Group N Mean
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Student 146 6.30821

Staff 55 5.581818

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
Frfffffffffrffffrfffffffffffrfrfrfrfffrrrefffrefrffrffrfrfrrrrreerefes
Among 1 21.080085 21.080085 4.9909 0.0266

Within 199 840.511955 4.223678

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable SLA
Classified by Variable Group
Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Group N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEEfEffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffifffffrfrffifffrfrfrfrfrefres
Student 146  15509.50 14746.0 359.295472 106.229452
Staff 55 4791.50 5555.0 359.295472 87.118182

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 45156
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0336

Analysis of Variance for Variable Internet
Classified by Variable Group

Group Mean

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Student

Staff 55 13. 400000

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 4.210857  0.3266 0.5

Within 199 2565 371233 12.891313

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Internet
Classified by Variable Group
Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Group N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score

209



fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Student 146  14554.0  14746.0 365853542 99.68493
Staff 55 ~ 5747.0  5555.0 365.853542 104.490909

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 0.2754
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.5997

Analysis of Variance for Variable GroupWise
Classified by Variable Group

Group N Mean
FEFFfEffrfrrrfrffrfrffrerfrrfrrfffrrrferrees
Student 146 13.835616

Staff 55 14581818

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square FValue Pr>F
FEFEEffrfrffrffrfrffffrffrfffffffrffrfifriffifrrfifrrfrrfrefrrerevre
Among 1 22.244979  22.244979  1.8557 0.1747

Within 199 2385.436613  11.987119

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable GroupWise
Classified by Variable Group
Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Group N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
Tt ff i e rfrffffffffffrfrffffffififrfrfffrififefrfrfrffefifrer
Student 146  14173.50 14746.0 364.600266 97.078767
Staff 55 6127.50 5555.0 364.600266 111.409091

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 2.4656
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.1164

Analysis of Variance for Variable Printing
Classified by Variable Group

Group N Mean

f{fffﬂfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Studen

Staff 55 12.854545

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFEFEfrfrffffffffffffffrffffffffrfefrfrfrfrefrfifrfrfrerefefefrfefef
Among 1 4.829690 4.829690 0.2902 0.5907

Within 199 3311.329514  16.639847

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Printing
Classified by Variable Group
Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Group N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Student 146  14618.50 14746.0 365.655022 100.12671
Staff 55 5682.50 5555.0 365.655022 103.318182

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 0.1216
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.7273

Analysis of Variance for Variable CTSservdesk
Classified by Variable Group

Group N Mean
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Student 12.568493

Staff 55 11.981818

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 1 13.750377  13.750377  1.1426 O.

Within 199 2394.796887  12.034155

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable CTSservdesk
Classified by Variable Group
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Group N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEFFEfrfffffffrffffffffffffffffffrffrffefrefrefrffifrrrrffrfrefrrrrrere
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Student 146 14876.0 14746.0 364.984117 101.890411
Staff 55 5425.0 5555.0 364.984117 98.636364

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 0.1269
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.7217

Total (Campus)

Analysis of Variance for Variable Availibility
Classified by Variable Campus
Campus N Mean

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 13.54310
Main 85 12.341176

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFfEffffrffeffiffffffrffiffffrffrffffiffrffififfifrrfrefrffrrerevre
Among 1 70.865854  70.865854  6.2960 0.0129

Within 199 2239.890365  11.255730

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Availibility
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEFfEfffffffffffffrrfffffffffrrffrrffrffrrffrrfrifrrrffreefrrrfrefrre
Remote 116 13083.0 11716.0 405.359000 112.784483
Main 85 7218.0 8585.0 405.359000 84.917647

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 11.3725
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0007

Analysis of Variance for Variable Reliability
Classified by Var|ab|e Campus

Campus Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 13.301724

Main 85 12.294118

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square FValue Pr>F
FEFFEffrfrffrffrfrffrffrffrffffrffrffrfiffiffifrrfifrrfrrfrefrferevre
Among 1 49.803833  49.803833  4.3165 0.0390

Within 199 2296.086714  11.538124

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Reliability
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 12764.0 11716.0 404.221371 110.0344
Main 85 7537.0 8585.0 404.221371 88.670588

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 6.7218
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0095

Analysis of Variance for Variable Performance
Classified by Varlable Campus

Campus Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 13.491379

Main 85 12.764706

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 1 25903558  25.903558  2.3796 0.1245

Within 199 2166.285497  10.885857

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Performance
Classified by Variable Campus
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Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEFfEffrfffffffrffrfffffffrffffffrffrrfrrrffrrrrrfrrrrrrrefrrrrreerrre
Remote 116  12447.50 11716.0 404.206959 107.306034
Main 85 7853.50 8585.0 404.206959 92.394118

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 3.2751
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0703

Analysis of Variance for Variable Competence
Classified by Varlable Campus

Campus Mean

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote

Main 85 12. 541176

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 243963  49.243963 4.0596 0.045

Within 199 2413 890365  12.130102

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Competence
Classified by Variable Campus
Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 116  12542.50 11716.0 404.953849 108.12500
Main 85 7758.50 8585.0 404.953849 91.276471

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 4.1656
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0413

Analysis of Variance for Variable SLA
Classified by Variable Campus

Campus N Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 116 6.39655

Main 85 5.717647

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 609890 22.609890 5.3629 0.0216

Within 199 838 982150 4.215991

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable SLA
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
T fffffffEffffffffffffrfffrfffrffffefrfrfrfrfrrfefefrfreeesf
Remote 116 12710.0 11716.0 398.136899 109.568966
Main 85 7591.0 8585.0 398.136899 89.305882

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 6.2332
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0125

Analysis of Variance for Variable Internet
Classified by Variable Campus

Campus N Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 13.396552

Main 85 12.847059

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

FEEEFEfEfrfffff e ffrfffffrffefffrfrfffrfrfferefrfrfrfrefefefrfrfeeef
Among 1 14.811704 14.811704 1.1537 0.2841

Within 199 2554.770385  12.838042

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Internet
Classified by Variable Campus
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Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEFfEffrfffffffrffffffffffrffffffrffrrffrrffrrrrrffrrrfrrefrerrreerrre
Remote 116  12239.50 11716.0 405.403925 105.512931
Main 85 8061.50 8585.0 405.403925 94.841176

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 1.6675
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.1966

Analysis of Variance for Variable GroupWise
Classified by Varlable Campus

Campus Mean

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote

Main 85 13. 882353

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 51166 3.651166  0.3022 O.

Within 199 2404 030426 12.080555

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable GroupWise
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 116  12199.50 11716.0 404.015164 105.168
Main 85 8101.50 8585.0 404.015164 95. 311765

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 1.4322
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.2314

Analysis of Variance for Variable Printing
Classified by Variable Campus

Campus N Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 13.482759

Main 85 11.400000

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 793687 212.793687 13.6452 O.

Within 199 3103 365517  15.594802

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Printing
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
T fffffffffffffffffffefrfrfffrffffefrfrfrfrffefefefrfrfrfsf
Remote 116 13238.0 11716.0 405.183944 114.120690
Main 85 7063.0 8585.0 405.183944 83.094118

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 14.1099
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0002

Analysis of Variance for Variable CTSservdesk
Classified by Varlable Campus

Campus Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 12.844828

Main 85 11.811765

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

FEEEFEfEfrfffff e ffrffffffffffefrfrfrfrfrfferefrfrfrfrefefefrfrfefef
Among 1 52.352132 52.352132 4.4216 0.0367

Within 199 2356.195132  11.840177

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable CTSservdesk
Classified by Variable Campus
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Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FrEFfffffffffrffrfrrrrfffrfffrffrfrffrfffrerfffrefrffrerfffreerfrrrerefre
Remote 116 12578.0 11716.0 404.440511 108.431034
Main 85 7723.0 8585.0 404.440511 90.858824
Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 4.5426

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0331
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Students (Campus)

Analysis of Variance for Variable Availibility
Classified by Varlable Campus

Campus Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 13.314

Main 57 12. 561404

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFfEffrffffffrfffffrffrffffrffrffrfifrrffifrefifrrfrefrefrferevre
Among 1 19.712257  19.712257 1.5707 0.2121

Within 144 1807.226099  12.550181

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Availibility
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEFfEffffffffffrfffrffffffrfffrffrfffrffrrffrrfriefrrffirffreffrefrre
Remote 89 7074.0 6541.50 247.954248 79.483146
Main 57 3657.0 4189.50 247.954248 64.157895

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 4.6121
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0317

Analysis of Variance for Variable Reliability
Classified by Var|ab|e Campus

Campus Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 13.022472

Main 57 12.596491

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square FValue Pr>F
FEFEEFfrfrffffrffrffrffffrrfrfffffrfrrfifrrfrffrfrrfrrfrefrerrferere
Among 1 6.305098 6.305098 0.4946 0.4830

Within 144 1835.674354  12.747739

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Reliability
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 6541.50 247.612136 76.6685
Main 57 3907 50 4189.50 247.612136 68. 552632

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 1.2970
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.2548

Analysis of Variance for Variable Performance
Classified by Varlable Campus

Campus Mean

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote

Main 57 12 877193

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 6.994019  0.5891 0.4

Within 144 1709 690913 11.872854

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Performance
Classified by Variable Campus

Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus Scores Under HO Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 6767.0 6541.50 247.189828 76.033708

Main 57 3964.0 4189.50 247.189828 69.543860

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 0.8322
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DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.3616

Analysis of Variance for Variable Competence
Classified by Variable Campus

Campus N Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 13.224719

Main 57 12.543860

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square FValue Pr>F
FEFfEffrfffrffrfrfffffrffrffffrffrffrfiffrffifirfifrrfrrfrefrerrevre
Among 1 16.107456  16.107456  1.3167 0.2531

Within 144 1761.645969  12.233653

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Competence
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 6. 6541.50 247.671163 76.584
Main 57 3915 0 4189.50 247.671163 68. 684211

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 1.2284
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.2677

Analysis of Variance for Variable SLA
Classified by Variable Campus

Campus Mean

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote

Main 57 6. 210526

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 0.892408  0.2344 0.

Within 144 548 237729 3.807206

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable SLA
Classified by Variable Campus

Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus Scores Under HO Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 6541.50 242.555439 75.7696

Main 57 3987 50 4189.50 242.555439 69. 956140

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 0.6936
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.4050

Analysis of Variance for Variable Internet
Classified by Variable Campus

Campus N Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 13.146067

Main 57 12.964912

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEEEffffrfffffrfrfrffrfrfffrfrfffrfffffrerfffrferffrrefffrreerfrreves
Among 1 1.140285 1.140285 0.0801 0.7775

Within 144 2049.030948  14.229382

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Internet
Classified by Variable Campus
Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEffEffffffffffrfffrfffffffffrrffrfrfrfffrffrrfrrefrrffirefrerrrefrre
Remote 89 6648.50 6541.50 248.130560 74.702247
Main 57 4082.50 4189.50 248.130560 71.622807

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 0.1860
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DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.6663

Analysis of Variance for Variable GroupWise
Classified by Variable Campus

Campus N Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 13.741573

Main 57 13.982456

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEEffrfffrfffrffffffffffffffrfffrffrffrffrrrffrefrrffreffreffrefreees
Among 1 2.016159 2.016159 0.1528 0.6965

Within 144 1900.038636  13.194713

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable GroupWise
Classified by Variable Campus
Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEFEffEffffffffffffffffffrfffffrffffrfrfffffrfrfrfrerrfrrfrefrerrfrefre
Remote 89 6545.50 6541.50 247.617943 73.544944
Main 57 4185.50 4189.50 247.617943 73.429825

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 0.0003
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.9871

Analysis of Variance for Variable Printing
Classified by Varlable Campus

Campus Mean

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote

Main 57 11 122807

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 116845 179.116845 10.7052 O.

Within 144 2409 376306  16.731780

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Printing
Classified by Variable Campus

Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus Scores Under HO Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 733 6541.50 248.018750 82.455

Main 57 3392. 50 4189.50 248.018750 59. 517544

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 10.3264
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0013

Analysis of Variance for Variable CTSservdesk
Classified by Varlable Campus

Campus Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 12.606742

Main 57 12.508772

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEEEffffrfffffrfrfffrfrffrfrfrfffrfffffrerfffrferefrrefffrreerefreeee
Among 1 0.333499 0.333499 0.0316 0.8591

Within 144 1519.481569  10.551955

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable CTSservdesk
Classified by Variable Campus
Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEFEEffffffffffrffrrfffffrfffrrffrfffrfrrrffrrfrifrrrffrrefrrfrrefrre
Remote 89 6627.0 6541.50 247.173348 74.460674
Main 57 4104.0 4189.50 247.173348 72.000000

Kruskal-Wallis Test
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Chi-Square 0.1197
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.7294
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Students (Studies)

Analysis of Variance for Variable Availibility
Classified by Variable Student

Student N Mean
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Diploma 13.492063

BTech 20 10.050000

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
Frfffffffffrffrrfffffffffffrrfffrrrfffffrffffrererrrfffffrrrrreerefes
Among 1 204.496293 204.496293 18.1501 <.0001

Within 144 1622.442063 11.266959

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Availibility
Classified by Variable Student
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Student N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEFffffrfffffffrfffffffffffffrffffffffffffffrrfrffffrerrrefrrefrefrrees
Diploma 126 9903.0 9261.0 174.758936 78.595238
BTech 20 828.0 1470.0 174.758936 41.400000

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 13.4956
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0002

Analysis of Variance for Variable Reliability
Classified by Variable Student

Student Mean

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Diploma

BTech 20 9 750000

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 594531 223.594531 19.8949 <.0

Within 144 1618 384921  11.238784

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Reliability
Classified by Variable Student
Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Student N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Diploma 126 9934.0 9261.0 174.517815 78.841270
BTech 20 797.0 1470.0 174517815 39.850000

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 14.8714
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0001

Analysis of Variance for Variable Performance
Classified by Variable Student

Student N Mean
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Diploma 13.730159

BTech 20 9.500000

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 1 8.859535 308.859535 31.5918 <.0

Within 144 1407 825397 9.776565

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Performance
Classified by Variable Student
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Student N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEFfEffrrfffffrrffrffffffffffffffrfffffffrffrrrfrfffrerrrefrrerrererees
Diploma 126 10096.50 9261.0 174.220171 80.130952
BTech 20 634.50 1470.0 174.220171 31.725000

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 22.9983
DF 1
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Pr > Chi-Square <.0001

Analysis of Variance for Variable Competence
Classified by Variable Student

Student Mean

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Diploma

BTech 20 9 950000

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 9.811361 209.811361 19.2691 <.0

Within 144 1567 942063  10.888487

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Competence
Classified by Variable Student

Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Student Scores  Under HO Under HO Score
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Diploma 126 9896.50 9261.0 174.559417 78.543651

BTech 20 834.50 1470.0 174.559417 41.725000

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 13.2539
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0003

Analysis of Variance for Variable SLA
Classified by Variable Student

Student N Mean

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Diploma 126

BTech 20 5.10

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square FValue Pr>F
FEFFEffrfrffrffrfrffrffrffrfffffffrffrfifrrffifrefrrrrfrrfrefrfrrevre
Among 1 33.830137  33.830137 9.4538 0.0025

Within 144 515.300000 3.578472

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable SLA
Classified by Variable Student
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Student N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEfEEfffEffffffffffrfffffrffffrffrrfrrfrirefirefrrfrrerrrefreerrererees
Diploma 126 9674.50 9261.0 170.953839 76.781746
BTech 20 1056.50 1470.0 170.953839 52.825000

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 5.8505
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0156

Analysis of Variance for Variable Internet
Classified by Variable Student

Student N Mean
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Diploma 126

BTech 20 10 40

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEEffffffrfffffffffffffffffrfffrfffrffreffreffrefrrffrerfreffrefrreer
Among 1 165.871233 165.871233 12.6760 0.0005

Within 144 1884.300000  13.085417

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Internet
Classified by Variable Student
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Student N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Diploma 126 9261.0 174.883201 77.5833
BTech 20 955 50 1470.0 174.883201 47. 775000

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 8.6551
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0033
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Analysis of Variance for Variable GroupWise
Classified by Variable Student

Student N Mean
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Diploma 14.253968

BTech 20 11.200000

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 1 0.981779 160.981779 13.3144 0.

Within 144 1741 073016  12.090785

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable GroupWise
Classified by Variable Student
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Student N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEFfEfffrfffffffffffffrfffrfffffffffrrefrrfffrrrrffrrerrrefrrerrererees
Diploma 126 9756.50 9261.0 174.521907 77.432540
BTech 20 974.50 1470.0 174.521907 48.725000

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 8.0610
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0045

Analysis of Variance for Variable Printing
Classified by Variable Student

Student N Mean
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Diploma 126 13.126984

BTech 20 8.600000

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEEffffffffrffrffffffrffrfrfffrffrffrrfffrffrefirrfrefrreffrefreeer
Among 1 353.724897 353.724897 22.7927 <.0001

Within 144 2234.768254  15.519224

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Printing
Classified by Variable Student
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Student N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEFEEfrfffrrfrfrrfffffrfrfffffifrrfrfffffffrerrffrfrrfrerrfrefrrrrferes
Diploma 126  10024.50 9261.0 174.804397 79.559524
BTech 20 706.50 1470.0 174.804397 35.325000

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 19.0771
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square <.0001

Analysis of Variance for Variable CTSservdesk
Classified by Variable Student

Student Mean

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Diploma

BTech 20 9 050000

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 896815 286.896815 33.5084 <.0

Within 144 1232 918254 8.561932

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable CTSservdesk
Classified by Variable Student
Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Student N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEfrEfffrffffffrfffrffffffffffrfffrfrrffffffrrerrrfrrerrrefrrerrererees
Diploma 126 10103.0 9261.0 174.208555 80.182540
BTech 20 628.0 1470.0 174.208555 31.400000

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 23.3607
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square <.0001
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Students (Period of studies)
Analysis of Variance for Variable Availibility
Classified by Variable Offerting

Offerting N Mean
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Full-time 13.200000

Part-time 21 11.952381

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFEEffffrffEffffffffrrfffffffrfrrffffifrrffifrffrfrefrefrefrfreevre
Among 1 27.985975  27.985975  2.2402 0.1367

Within 144 1798.952381  12.492725

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Availibility
Classified by Variable Offerting
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Offerting N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEfffff i fffffffffffffffffffrfffrfffrffrfffrfrfrefrrefrfrrrerrrefrrefs
Full-time 125 9532.0 9187.50 178.362593  76.256000
Part-time 21 1199.0 1543.50 178.362593 57.095238

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 3.7305
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0534

Analysis of Variance for Variable Reliability
Classified by Vanable Offerting

Offerting Mean

Lffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
ull-time

Part-time 21 11.952381

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 035071 20.035071 1.5835 O.

Within 144 1821 944381  12.652392

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Reliability
Classified by Variable Offerting
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Offerting N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Full-time 125 9498.0 9187.50 178.116499 75.98400
Part-time 21 1233.0 154350 178.116499 58. 714286

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 3.0389
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0813

Analysis of Variance for Variable Performance
Classified by Variable Offerting

Offerting N Mean
FRfffffffffrfffrrfffffrrffffeeferffrfrfrffrrre
Full-time 125 13.224000

Part-time 21 12.714286

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square FValue Pr>F
FEFFEffffrffrffrfffffffrfrrfrffrffrffrfifrrfrrfrfriffrfrefrefrrerere
Among 1 4.671217 4671217 0.3929 0.5318

Within 144 1712.013714  11.888984

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Performance
Classified by Variable Offerting
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Offerting N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEffEf i ff i Ffrfrffffffifrfrffffffffrfrfrfrfrrfrfefrfrfrfefrrfeer
Full-time 125 9378.0 9187.50 177.812717 75.024000
Part-time 21 1353.0 1543.50 177.812717 64.428571

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 1.1478
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.2840
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Analysis of Variance for Variable Competence
Classified by Variable Offerting

Offerting N Mean

éffﬁfffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
ull-time

Part-time 21 13.428571

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 1 5.410568 5.410568 0.4396 0.508

Within 144 1772.342857  12.307937

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Competence
Classified by Variable Offerting
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Offerting N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEFffff e frfffffffrfffffffrffrfrffiffrfrfffffifrrfrrrrfrrfrrfrefrfrrere
Full-time 125 9106.50 9187.50 178.158959 72.852000
Part-time 21 1624.50 1543.50 178.158959 77.357143

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 0.2067
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.6494

Analysis of Variance for Variable SLA
Classified by Variable Offerting

Offerting N Mean

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Full-time 125 6.272000

Part-time 21 6.523810

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square FValue Pr>F
FEFFEffrfrffrffrfffffffrffrffffrffrffrfifffffrfrrfifrrfrefrefrferevre
Among 1 1.140042 1.140042 0.2996 0.5850

Within 144 547.990095 3.805487

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable SLA
Classified by Variable Offerting
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Offerting N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEfffEffffffrfffrffrffffffrfffrrffrfffrfrrrffrfffrefreffreffrefrefrrefere
Full-time 125 9155.50 9187.50 174.479031 73.244000
Part-time 21 1575.50 1543.50 174.479031 75.023810

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 0.0336
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.8545

Analysis of Variance for Variable Internet
Classified by Variable Offerting

Offerting N Mean
FrEfffffffffffffffffffferfrfffffffrfrrffeeres
Full-time 125 13.120000

Part-time 21 12.809524

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFEFffrfrfffffrffffffrfffrffffffrfrfffrfrfrffrfrfifrfrerefefrfrfefef
Among 1 1.733138 1.733138 0.1218 0.7276

Within 144 2048.438095  14.225265

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Internet
Classified by Variable Offerting
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Offerting N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Full-time 125 9283.50 9187.50 178.489420 74.2680
Part-time 21 1447.50 1543.50 178.489420 68. 928571

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 0.2893
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.5907
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Analysis of Variance for Variable GroupWise
Classified by Variable Offerting

Offerting N Mean
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Full-time

Part-time 21 13 190476

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 1 208699  10.208699  0.7770 3795

Within 144 1891 846095  13.137820

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable GroupWise
Classified by Variable Offerting
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Offerting N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Full-time 125 9432.50 9187.50 178.120676 75.46000
Part-time 21 1298.50 1543.50 178.120676 61. 833333

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 1.8919
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.1690

Analysis of Variance for Variable Printing
Classified by Variable Offerting

Offerting N Mean
FEEEFEfrrrfrfffffffferefrfrfrfrfrefefrfrere
Full-time 125 12.680000

Part-time 21 11.476190

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square FValue Pr>F
FEFFEffrfrfffffrfrfffffrffrfffffffrffrfiffiffifrefifrrfrrfrerrferevre
Among 1 26.055055 26.055055  1.4642 0.2282

Within 144 2562.438095  17.794709

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Printing
Classified by Variable Offerting
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Offerting N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEfffEfffffrfffrffrffffffffffrrffrfffrffrrffrifffffrrffreffrefreferresrere
Full-time 125 9465.0 9187.50 178.408991 75.720000
Part-time 21 1266.0 154350 178.408991 60.285714

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 2.4193
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.1198

Analysis of Variance for Variable CTSservdesk
Classified by Varlable Offerting

Offerting Mean
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Full-time 125 12.568000

Part-time 21 12.571429

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFEFEfrfrfffffrffffffffffrffffffrfrfffrfrerifrfrfifrfrefefefrfrfefef
Among 1 0.000211 0.000211  0.0000 0.9964

Within 144 1519.814857  10.554270

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable CTSservdesk
Classified by Variable Offerting
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Offerting N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Full-time 125 0. 9187.50 177.800862 73.280
Part-time 21 1571 0 1543.50 177.800862 74. 809524

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 0.0239
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.8771
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Staff (Campus)

Analysis of Variance for Variable Availibility
Classified by Varlable Campus

Campus Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 17.480000

Main 24 15.833333

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFEEffEffffrfrfffffffrfffrffffrfrffrffrfrefrefrfrefrefeerrerefeefs
Among 1 33.202177  33.202177  3.0989 0.0849

Within 47 503.573333  10.714326

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Availibility
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEFfEffrffffffffffrffffffffffffffrfffrfffrffrffrrfrrrfrrrefrefrrefrre
Remote 25 724.50 625.0 49.658271 28.980000
Main 24 500.50 600.0 49.658271 20.854167

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 4.0148
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0451

Analysis of Variance for Variable Reliability
Classified by Varlable Campus

Campus Mean

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote

Main 24 15 3750

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 1 651735 69.651735 6.0378 O.

Within 47 542 185000 11.535851

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Reliability
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 745.0 625.0 49.592729
Main 24 480.0 600.0 49.592729 20 00

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 5.8550
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0155

Analysis of Variance for Variable Performance
Classified by Variable Campus

Campus N Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote

Main 24 16 500

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
Frrfffffrfffffrfiffffrffffrrfifffferffrrerfrfrfefffrefrffrrerefreees
Among 1 6.705306 6.705306  0.5895 0.4464

Within 47 534.560000 11.373617

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Performance
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 25 679.0 625.0 49.654418 27.160
Main 24 546.0 600.0 49.654418 22.750

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 1.1827
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.2768
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Analysis of Variance for Variable Competence
Classified by Variable Campus

Campus N Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote

Main 24 16 3750

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 1 228878 29.228878  1.7445 0.

Within 47 787 465000 16.754574

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Competence
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 696.50 625.0 49.766034 27.860000
Main 24 528.50 600.0 49.766034 22.020833

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 2.0642
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.1508

Analysis of Variance for Variable SLA
Classified by Variable Campus

Campus N Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 6.44000

Main 24 4. 791667

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFEEffEffffffrfffrfffffffrfrfffffffirfffrefierrrrffrefrerrerrerees
Among 1 33.269422  33.269422 6.9770 0.0112

Within 47 224.118333 4.768475

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable SLA
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEFEEffffffffffrfffrffffffrfffrffrrrfrffrrefrrfrrerfrefrrefrerfrefrre
Remote 25 746.0 625.0 49.048341 29.840000
Main 24 479.0 600.0 49.048341 19.958333

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 6.0859
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0136

Analysis of Variance for Variable Internet
Classified by Variable Campus

Campus N Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 25

Main 24 12 750

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFEffffffffffffrfrfrffffffffrfrfrfrffffffrfrfrfrffefefrfefrfrfee
Among 1 20.376735 20.376735 2.1596 0.1483

Within 47 443.460000 9.435319

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Internet
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 625.0 49.610730 27.840
Main 24 529 0 600.0 49.610730 22. 041667

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 2.0482
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.1524
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Analysis of Variance for Variable GroupWise
Classified by Variable Campus

Campus N Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 15.4400

Main 24 13. 666667

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 1 8.506667  38.506667 4.3769 0.0419

Within 47 413 493333 8.797730

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable GroupWise
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 744.50 625.0 49.130189 29.780000
Main 24 480.50 600.0 49.130189 20.020833

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 5.9161
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0150

Analysis of Variance for Variable Printing
Classified by Variable Campus

Campus N Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 13.720000

Main 24 12.458333

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFEfEffffffffffrffffffffffrfrfrfffrfrefrfrfififrffefefrfrrerrsre
Among 1 19.491463  19.491463 1.7252 0.1954

Within 47 530.998333  11.297837

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Printing
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEEfEffffrffffffffffrffffffffffffrfrfrfrffifefrfrfrfrffrrefefrfrfeesf
Remote 25 711.50 625.0 49.579868 28.460000
Main 24 513.50 600.0 49.579868 21.395833

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 3.0438
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0810

Analysis of Variance for Variable ITS
Classified by Varlable Campus

Campus Mean

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote

Main 24 14 416667

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 5.942993 0.5907 0.4

Within 47 472 873333 10.061135

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable ITS
Classified by Variable Campus
Sum of  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Remote 607.50 625.0 49.257238 24.3000
Main 24 617.50 600.0 49.257238 25. 729167
Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 0.1262

DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.7224
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Analysis of Variance for Variable CTSservdesk
Classified by Variable Campus

Campus N Mean
FEEffEffrefffffrfffreffrfffrifrrfrrerfrefrreee
Remote 25 13.480000

Main 24 10.791667

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFEEffEffffffrfffffrfffffrfrfffrfefirfrffrfrefrrrrfrefierrerereees
Among 1 88.495544  88.495544  6.3192 0.0154

Within 47 658.198333  14.004220

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable CTSservdesk
Classified by Variable Campus
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Campus N Scores Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEEfEfEffrfff i rfrfrfrffffffrfrfrfrfffrififrfrfrfrffefefrfrfrreesf
Remote 25 749.0 625.0 49.599159 29.960000
Main 24 476.0 600.0 49.599159 19.833333

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 6.2502
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0124
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Staff (Type appointment)
Analysis of Variance for Variable Availibility
Classified by Variable Staff

Staff N Mean
FEEEfffrfrrffrfffffrfrfffrrerfrrfefffrrerferre
Non-Academic 26 18.115385

Academic 23 15.043478

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFEEffEffffffffrffrfffffffrfffffifrffrfrrfrereffrfrefrerererefeefs
Among 1 115.165142 115.165142 12.8383 0.0008

Within 47 421.610368 8.970433

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Availibility
Classified by Variable Staff
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Staff N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Non-Academic 26 799.50 650.0 49.575438 30.750
Academic 23 425.50 575.0 49.575438 18.500

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 9.0939
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0026

Analysis of Variance for Variable Reliability
Classified by Variable Staff
Staff Mean

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Non-Academic
Academic 23 14. 652174

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 1 3.080882 163.080882 17.0801 O.

Within 47 448 755853 9.547997

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Reliability
Classified by Variable Staff

Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Staff N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Non-Academic 650.0 49.510006 31.538462
Academic 23 405 O 575.0 49.510006 17.608696
Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 11.7899
DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0006

Analysis of Variance for Variable Performance
Classified by Variable Staff

Staff N Mean
FREfffffffrrfffrfffffrrrfeefrfffrfffffrfrrreres
Non-Academic 26 18.000000

Academic 23 15.608696

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFEEffeffffffrffrffffffffrfrfffrrefirffffffrerrrrffrefifrrerereees
Among 1 69.787045 69.787045 6.9568 0.0113

Within 47 471.478261  10.031452

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Performance
Classified by Variable Staff
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Staff N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score

FEEFEfEfffrffrfrffffrfrffffrfrfrfefffrrfrfrfefrffrfrfifefrifefefifrrfefefrfe
Non-Academic 26 754.0 650.0 49.571592 29.000000

Academic 23 471.0 575.0 49.571592 20.478261
Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 4.4015
DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0359
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Analysis of Variance for Variable Competence
Classified by Variable Staff

Staff N Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Non-Academic 615385

Academic 23 15. 521739

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 1 116.800901 116.800901  7.8435

Within 47 699.892977  14.891340

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Competence
Classified by Variable Staff
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Staff N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Non-Academic 778.50 650.0 49.683022 29.942308
Academic 23 446.50 575.0 49.683022 19.413043

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 6.6894
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0097

Analysis of Variance for Variable SLA
Classified by Variable Staff

Staff N Mean

fEFEEFfffrfferfefiffiffifrrfrffrfrrees

Non-Academic 26 6.000000

Academic 23 5.217391

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFEEffEffffffffffffrfffffrfrffrffffrrfffrefrffrrrffrefierrererreesf
Among 1 7.474712 7.474712 14057 0.2417

Within 47 249.913043 5.317299

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable SLA
Classified by Variable Staff
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Staff N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score

FEEEEEFEfrfrf i fffrfffrffffffrfrfrfffrffififrfrfrfrfrifefrfrfrfrefefefrfres
Non-Academic 26 710.50 650.0 48.966526 27.326923

Academic 23 514.50 575.0 48.966526 22.369565
Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 1.5266
DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.2166

Analysis of Variance for Variable Internet

Classified by Variable Staff
Staff N Mean
FEEFEEffrfffrffrrffrffrrffrrffrefreereeeesf
Non-Academic 26 14.769231
Academic 23 11.869565

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEEfffEfffffffffffffrffffffffffrfffrefffffreffrefrfrefrrefrerrrefrees
Among 1 102.612654 102.612654 13.3513 0.0006

Within 47 361.224080 7.685619

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Internet
Classified by Variable Staff
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Staff N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
FEEfrfffffffffffffffffrffffffffffffffrfffrifffffrffrrefirefrfffrefreeferefs
Non-Academic 26 812.0 650.0 49.527976 31.230769
Academic 23 413.0 575.0 49.527976 17.956522

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 10.6986
DF 1
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Pr > Chi-Square 0.0011

Analysis of Variance for Variable GroupWise
Classified by Variable Staff
Staff Mean
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Non-Academic
Academic 23 12. 956522

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F

fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 1 3.043478 113.043478 15.6747 O.

Within 47 338 956522 7.211841

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable GroupWise
Classified by Variable Staff

Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Staff Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Non-Academic 650.0 49.048237 31.346154
Academic 23 410 O 575.0 49.048237 17.826087
Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 11.3167
DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0008

Analysis of Variance for Variable Printing

Classified by Variable Staff
Staff N Mean
FEFFEFfrrfrrfrrffffrffrrrrfrfrrrfrfrefreref
Non-Academic 26 14.038462
Academic 23 12.043478

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFEEffEffffffffffrfffffffrfrfffffffirfrffifrerrrrfrefrerrerereeesf
Among 1 48.571736  48.571736  4.5483 0.0382

Within 47 501.918060  10.679108

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Printing
Classified by Variable Staff
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Staff N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score

FEEEEEFEfrfffffffffrfrffffffffrfrfrffffffififrfrfrfrffifefrfrfifrefefefreres
Non-Academic 26 727.0 650.0 49.497165 27.961538

Academic 23 498.0 575.0 49.497165 21.652174
Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 2.4200
DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.1198

Analysis of Variance for Variable ITS

Classified by Variable Staff
Staff N Mean
fEEFFEffreffrrffieffrfrreffrrffrefreees
Non-Academic 26 15.153846
Academic 23 12.826087

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
FEFEfEfffffffffffffffffffffrffffrfrfrfrffffrfifrfrffefefrfrfrfrfees
Among 1 66.127363  66.127363  7.5311 0.0086

Within 47 412.688963 8.780616

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable ITS
Classified by Variable Staff
Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Staff N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Non-Academic 650.0 49.175074 29.250
Academic 23 464 50 575.0 49.175074 20. 195652

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Chi-Square 5.0493
DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0246
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Analysis of Variance for Variable CTSservdesk
Classified by Variable Staff

Staff N Mean

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Non-Academic

Academic 23 11. 130435

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value Pr>F
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Among 1 46.239028  46.239028 3.1026 0.0847

Within 47 700.454849  14.903295

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable CTSservdesk
Classified by Variable Staff

Sumof  Expected Std Dev Mean
Staff N Scores  Under HO  Under HO Score
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
Non-Academic 736.0 650.0 49.516424 28.307692
Academic 23 489.0 575.0 49.516424 21.260870

Kruskal-Wallis Test

Chi-Square 3.0165

DF 1
Pr > Chi-Square 0.0824
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