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CHAPTER ONE
1.0        INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

A very important goal of higher education is to prepare students for their future careers and

this is achieved through teaching theoretical knowledge (Santiago, 2009). The problem with

this approach is that studies had shown that most graduates find it difficult to handle the

challenges associated with the work place after their graduation (Wang, 2002). The internship

experience is therefore an important aspect of study that higher education bodies include in

their curriculums to enable the acquisition of appropriate career values and enhance personal

development.

Placement / internships have over the years become more important in the curriculum with

many Universities and colleges using them as a tool for bridging the gap between the

theoretical world of academia and the practical world of industry. They are aimed at

preparing students with work-related skills and expertise related to their future careers by

involving them in real work situations which helps them to establish their career development

goals. The internship programme affords students the opportunity to determine their job

interests and intentions through actual work experience under professional guidance. The

purpose of placement has been identified as gaining ‘employability’, ‘transferable’ or

‘generic’ skills, developing an understanding of world and work organisations, and

understanding the ‘real world’ application of skills (Ryan et al., 1996)

Most organisations today are now demanding that graduates acquire practical skills (such as

communication skills, information technology, team working, problem solving, etc.) and

expertise as part of the personal competence (Koong et al., 2002) and the best way for

students to gain independence, learn practical work and social skill is through the placement

programme. This programme helps students develop life essential skills such as self-

recognition, positive attitude to life, and relationships. Students are prepared for joining the

larger work force and all the abilities gained during the placement year help them become

successful in the future plans.
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There has been an increased competition for jobs in the UK due to the increasing number of

graduates and a combination of practical experience as well as academic certification has

been identified as a requirement to get into sustainable careers (Kolb, 1984). There is a need

therefore for a strategy that helps student gain the required practical skills that will help

launch them into their chosen career. The best ways to facilitate student learning is a big part

of academic education debate but “learning by doing / practise” has been acknowledged as a

big part of the enabling strategy. This is where organisations such as ASET come in, because

their aim is to help students gain as much work experience as possible during their study

years to prepare them for future careers through the provision of various support by

employability staff.

ASET is the professional body for placement and employability staff which has been

identified as the catalyst for the development of guidelines in many areas and also in the

promotion and dissemination of best practice. They have supported developments in

sandwich courses and other forms of work placements in higher education and they have

represented over 1300 academic and administrative placement staff at more than 90 higher

education institutions for almost 30 years. This piece of work is one of their many funded

researches to improve placement in higher education.

1.2 Problem Statement

Placement units are becoming more and more important in our universities, especially in the

face of the current change in university funding and demand on employment. According to

BBC news correspondent Angela Harrison (2011), Teaching and Research funding is falling

on average by 4%, while capital spending is more than halved. This is said to have affected

the 130 universities in England. Also the new increase in tuition fees will make it vital for

many students to take on some sort of part time job or placement to survive.

On the other hand, the rate of unemployment in the UK today has risen to 8.2 per cent of the

economically active population for January 2012 (see diagram below), and there are 2.63

million unemployed people in the UK. In view of the above there is a need for research to
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focus on improving the placement units which helps to launch students and graduates into

employment in order to improve the economy.

According to Bolton, (2001) the student population in the UK has increased over the decades,

thereby increasing in placement demands and this has led to a call for appropriate strategies to

be put in place by universities in order to maintain a competitive advantage.

The aim of this research is to analyse the pros and cons of running a central placement unit in

universities in the UK as opposed to individual units in the various schools within the

universities, and based on the results to make policy recommendation. This will be achieved

through stakeholder’s recommendation gathered from initial survey and interview.

This study will attempt to provide valuable data for ASET, Higher Educations, and Internship

Organisations to help in developing better approaches and structures for organising

placement/ internship units within universities in order to help improve the prospects of

students and recent graduates. Hopefully this will translate into improve placement

opportunities and better jobs after graduation and ultimately improve the economy. This

survey was targeted at placement officers within the various universities selected.
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1.3 Research Objectives

The following research questions were developed in order to achieve our research objectives

highlighted above;

The main question for this research is;

 Can central placement unit replace the existing individual units in UK universities?

The specifics questions to answer the question above are listed thus;

1) What type of placement unit is currently common in the UK universities?

2) What are the major problems of these placement units?

3) What are the benefits of these placement units?

4) What variables affect the choice of a particular placement unit?

The broad objective of this research is to analyse the pros and cons of running a central

placement unit in universities in the UK as opposed to individual units in the various schools

within the universities.

The specific objectives are to:

1. Identify placement types common in UK universities.

2. Identify the problems and strengths of the placements types.

3. Analyse the relationship between placement choice and some selected variables

4. Make recommendations on best placement approach for universities to adopt.

1.4 Analysis of Objectives

Objectives Information required Analytical techniques

Objective 1 Types of placement units Descriptive statistic with the use of

graphs, charts, tables, etc.

Objective 2 Problems and strengths Descriptive statistic with the use of

graphs, charts, tables, etc.

Objective 3 Relationships Multinomial Logistic Regression
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1.5 Justification of the Study

Relatively limited information is available in this field as it is the first research to be carried

out, but some research has been done in the past to show the importance of placements in

preparing students for a fulfilling career in industry. Wryszak, (1999), found out in his study

that students become frustrated if an internship programme is not fulfilling and rewarding,

which may make them consider changing their career.

Chen et al, (2011) discovers in their study five major types of experience; sensory, affective,

creative cognitive, physical and relational which have different effects on satisfaction of

students on placement. They highlighted the need to plan better for off campus internships

and create appropriate models for internships which will help students with more effective

future career planning.

The conclusion of Brown and Ahmed, (2009) in their study “the value of work placement”

demonstrated the importance of work placements for the personal and professional

development of students and they discovered that there was a strong agreement between

students, tutors, and line managers on the positive effect of placements on transferable skills.

All these findings therefore confirm the need for further research to be carried out on

placement issues.

The analysis of the pros and cons of central placement units in UK universities will therefore

be a useful tool that can help in the following ways:

 Provide information that can be used to improve the current placement system.

 Will help the University to make better decision concerning placement.

 Will help to reduce unnecessary unit and save funds if necessary.

 Finally, this study will be useful to ASET who support various researches into

employability and placement in UK universities and help them fill the knowledge gaps

in the area of placement.

The few research efforts that have been done around placement made use of student as their

subject and ask their view about placement in general. This study will therefore differ from



6

previous work by using placement officers in the selected schools as respondents for the

study in order to understand placement from their point of view.

1.6 Plan of the Study

Chapter one of the study contains the introduction. This comprises the background

information on placement, and unemployment among students and graduates in the UK,

statement of problems, objectives of the study, analysis of objectives, as well as the

justification for the study. The remaining part of the report is divided into four chapters.

Chapter two is devoted to the conceptual framework and literature review which delves into

theories and past work in the areas of definition of placement/ internship, Unemployment in

the UK, the importance of placement and methodological concepts. Chapter three focuses on

the methodology of the study. This chapter explains area of study, sampling and data

collection techniques, and questionnaire design. It also explains the interview procedure,

methods of data analysis, evaluation technique and limitation of the study.

Chapter four is devoted to presentation and the description of the results of the research work,

while chapter five contains the major findings, conclusion and policy recommendations.
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CHAPTER TWO
2.0 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1     Conceptual Framework

2.1.1 Internship/Placement

Internship or placement is the process where students work in the industry to gain credits for

their programme in accordance with their college’s bylaws. This help students develop life

essential skills, identify future career perspectives and also enhances communication and co-

operation between academic institutions and industries (Collins, 2002). Ross, and Goodwin

(2008), stated that internship programmes offer learning prospects for undergraduates to

familiarise themselves with professional practice and activities related to knowledge

application.

According to Busby (2003), the structure for placement programmes varies between different

Institutions, and programme period ranging from 12 weeks to 12 months. Placement can also

be thought to be a defined part of the school curriculum which is applied by placing students

into industry to gain tangible work experience. This helps students to learn the characteristics

of jobs and cultivate advanced skills. Also educational institutions can benefit by improving

their general academic performance through exposure to new technology and service

concepts from industry. The internship programme also expands the possibilities for research

co-operation between institutions and industries (Busby, 2005).

Fox (2001), explained that internship gives the prospect of bridging the gap between

classroom theory and practical reality for students. It also helps them to increase hands-on

work experience, learn to relate concepts they have learned and prepare for their future

careers. Tutors believe that real life skills and professional growth are the most valuable

features of the internship programme for students. Nefstead (1982) suggested that students

can cultivate positive self-image and healthy self-esteem from a positive overall internship

experience. A study by Mihail (2006) further confirms the fact that placement offers students

a means of learning about real world situations as he pointed out that while students are still

in college/ Universities, placement can support them in developing the critical essential skills
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required by universal markets which includes; communication, time management, self-

confidence and self-motivation.

2.1.2 Unemployment in the UK

Unemployment has been defined as people who do not have a job, have actively looked for

work in the past four weeks, and are currently available for work. It also includes people who

were temporarily laid off and are waiting to be called back to that job. Some of the reasons

why people leave labour force are retirement, going to school, disability that keeps them from

working, or family responsibilities. However, even people who would like to work are

excluded if they aren't actively looking for work. Unemployment is a very important statistic

used by the government to gauge the health of the economy. If unemployment gets too high

(around 6% or more), the government will try to stimulate the economy and create jobs

(Kimberly Amadeo, 2012).

Some commonly identified causes of unemployment includes; slow growth in the economy,

businesses forced to cut costs by reducing payroll expenses,  also job outsourcing, a situation

where company moves its manufacturing to another country where labour costs are cheaper,

advanced technology, such as computers or robots can cause unemployment by replacing

worker tasks with machines. The overall effect of unemployment for the individual is

financially and often emotionally destructive. The consequences for the economy can also be

destructive if unemployment rises above 5-6%, then one of the economy’s key drivers of

growth will be lost. Economists identify four major causes of unemployment below;

 Frictional unemployment (time people take to move between jobs)

 Structural unemployment ( geographical/ occupational immobility, and technological)

 Real wage unemployment (supply of labour is greater than demand)

 Voluntary unemployment (people refuse to work)

Youth unemployment in the UK (young people aged 18–25) has been said to be on the

increase. A similar concept is graduate unemployment which is the level of unemployment

among university graduates. An alarming 926,000 young people under the age of 25 has been

said to be unemployed and this equates to an unemployment rate of 19.6% among young
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people (June, 2010). This is the highest youth unemployment rate in 17 years and in

November 2011 youth unemployment hit 1.02 million (Guardian.co.uk).

It has also been claimed that Britain faces the prospect of returning to the days of having 3

million unemployed after a trio of gloomy economic surveys showed the jobs market in its

most depressed state for three years and business confidence collapsing (Guardian,

09/07/2012).

2.2      Review of Literature

Several efforts had been made to examine the importance of placement on a student’s

personal and professional development and the effects this have on their choice of future

career. Understanding the advantages and or disadvantage of a central placement unit will not

only be a concern to ASET, and educational institutions in the UK, but also to organisations

hoping to benefit from a better placement system and students at large.

2.2.1 Importance of Placement

Lerner (1988) discovered that internship can provide students with experience in specific

areas of career interest and eventually increase their potential to have a successful career.

Davies (1990) emphasised the fact that a valuable internship programme prepares students for

successful and fulfilling careers. This is because it gives student a chance to integrate

knowledge and skills. He concluded in his study that learning experience in an internship

affects students’ learning outcomes and attitudes towards their future careers.

Fox (2001) suggested that a bad internship experience could cause students to change their

career path while Neuman (1999) stated that students engaging in internship programmes can

gain in-depth career perspectives, which may give them an advantage over those without

internship experiences. The internship or placement has therefore been identified as an

important part of a student’s career progression and may have several positive influences on

students (Lam & Ching, 2007).

Working in the industry during their study years gives students the chance to apply

knowledge learned in the classroom and help them gain practical views regarding work and
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society. Calloway and Beckstead, (1995) interviewed some students in their research who

agreed that placement/ internship helps to acquire practical skills, improve social

relationships, stimulate future learning and cultivate a socially acceptable personality. Huang,

(1993) supported the important of placement by stating that, College / University years are a

very important time to establish values and a positive attitude to life.

2.2.2 Methodological Concepts

Descriptive Statistics

The descriptive analysis involves the use of percentages, ratios, mean, graph, and tables.

Descriptive statistics provide simple summaries about the sample and the measures. Together

with simple graphics analysis, they form the basis of quantitative analysis of data without

employing probability.

Descriptive statistics is quite an important tool when the objective is to describe and discuss a

data set more clearly and conveniently than would be possible using raw data alone. They are

commonly used in reports which contain qualitative or quantitative data and they help

summarize and support assertions of fact.

Multinomial Logistic Regression Model

Logistic regression measures the relationship between a categorical dependent variable and

usually a continuous independent variable by converting the dependent variable to probability

scores. Logistic regression can either be bi- or multinomial. Binomial or binary logistic

regression describes a situation where the observed outcome can have only two possible

types (e.g., "dead" vs. "alive", or "yes" vs. "no"), here, the outcome is coded as "0" and "1".

The target group (referred to as a "case") is usually coded as "1" and the reference group

(referred to as a "noncase") as "0" (Hosmer and Lemeshow, 2000).

Multinomial logistic regression on the other hand refers to cases where the outcome can have

three or more possible types (for example, "better' vs. "no change" vs. "worse") and its actual

goal is to predict categorical data.
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Multinomial logistic regression is a tool used to analyze the relationships between a non-

metric dependent variable and metric or dichotomous independent variables. It compares

multiple groups through a combination of binary logistic regressions. The group

comparisons are equivalent to the comparisons for a dummy-coded dependent variable, with

the group with the highest numeric score used as the reference group.

Multinomial logistic regression is very similar to logistic regression except for the fact that,

the dependent variables are categorical rather than binary, i.e. there are K possible outcomes

rather than just two. We assumed that we have a series of N observed data points. Each data

point i (ranging from 1 to N) consists of a set of M explanatory variables x1,i ... xM,i (that is;

independent or predictor variables.), and an associated categorical outcome Yi ( dependent or

response variable), which can take on one of K possible values (Jonathan and Goldberg, 2001).

These possible values represent logically separate categories (in this case different placement

type), and are often described mathematically by arbitrarily assigning each a number from 1

to K. Multinomial logistic regression therefore aims to construct a model that explains the

relationship between the explanatory variables and the outcome, so that the outcome of a new

"experiment" can be correctly predicted for a new data point for which the explanatory

variables, but not the outcome, are available.
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CHAPTER THREE
3.0   RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Study Area

The study area for this survey is the United Kingdom which is made up of 4 countries,

namely; England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Island and with a population of 62,698,362

(July 2011). UK covers an area of about 243,610 sq. km. (94,058 sq. mi.) and the capital is

London (pop. about 8.615 million). Major languages spoken are English, Welsh, Irish Gaelic,

and Scottish Gaelic. The weather condition in the UK is generally mild and temperature is

subject to frequent changes

The United Kingdom has the seventh-largest economy in the world, has the second-largest

economy in the European Union, and is a major international trading power. A highly

developed, diversified, market-based economy with extensive social welfare services

provides most residents with a high standard of living. The United Kingdom's high literacy

rate (99%) is attributable to universal public education introduced for the primary level in

1870 and secondary level in 1900. Education is mandatory from ages 5 through 18.

There are about 165 higher educational institutions with 115 universities in the UK (August,

2011). The executive head of the university is called a Vice-Chancellor who is responsible

for duties such as; awarding degrees at graduation ceremonies and supporting fundraising

efforts. All UK universities undertake research and teaching, although the mission focus and

balance of activities varies. Some institutions concentrate primarily on teaching while others

are more research intensive. The governing body is usually known as the university council

or board of governors and is responsible for the effective management and future

development of the affairs of the institution.

In England, Wales and Northern Ireland, higher education institutions are independent, self-

governing bodies established by Royal Charter or legislation and most are part-funded by

government.
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3.2 Sampling and Data collection Technique

An enquiry method was used to gather data for this survey through the use of questionnaire

and telephone interview. Participating Universities were selected from the list of all

universities in the UK (115) using Stratified Random Sampling which gives every member of

each stratum equal chance of being selected. A sample size of 35 was recommended using a

95% confidence level and 6% margin of error (research tools, 2012). We decided to sample

45 Universities in case we did not get all our questionnaires back. Statistical packages for

Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to analyse the data collected.

The Survey:

A survey is a method of gathering information from a number of individuals, known as

sample in other to learn something about the larger population from which the sample is

drawn. The enquiry method was chosen because it will help us understand the problems from

the stake holder’s point of view.

Questionnaire:

A questionnaire is a set of structured questions aimed at capturing the objectives of a

research. The type of questionnaire used is a mixture of open ended (user write their view

down) and ranked (users gives ranked opinion between the scale of 1-5). The questionnaire

was designed to provide solutions to the research questions stated earlier.

Stratified Random Sampling:

A method of sampling that involves the division of a population into smaller groups known

as strata. In stratified random sampling, the strata are formed based on members'

shared attributes or characteristics. A random sample from each stratum is taken in a number

proportional to the stratum's size when compared to the population. This sampling technique

was chosen because:

It captures key population characteristics in sample.

It works well for a population with a variety of attributes.

For convenience, result from each stratum may be analyzed separately.

Stratification helps in achieving greater precision.
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United Kingdom was divided into 4 stratum based on the number of Universities as shown in

the table below:

Number of institutions (as at August 2011)

Country Universities Higher Education Institutions
England 89 131
Scotland 14 19
Wales 10 11
Northern Ireland 2 4
United Kingdom 115 165

Source: Higher Education Funding Council for England, Scottish Funding Council, Higher Education Funding Council for
Wales, Department for Employment and Learning, Northern Ireland.

Sample Size Selection

The selected sample size (45) was based on the weight of each stratum using the calculation

below; We have decided to include the 2 Universities from Northern Ireland, so we only

need 43 more from the other stratum to make up our 45 sample size.`

England = (89/115) x 100 = 77% of 43 = 33

Scotland = (14/115) x 100 = 12% of 43 = 6.

Wales = (10/115) x 100 = 8.7% of 43 = 4

Therefore we randomly selected 33 universities from England, 6 from Scotland and 4 from

Whales. The 33 universities selected in England was done proportionately from the south

east, south west, London, north west, north east, east midlands, west midlands, south and

west Yorkshire areas of England. This is to ensure proper representation of all zones in

England. 30 questionnaires were retrieved and use for analysis.

3.3   Analytical Techniques

The analytical tools employed in the course of this study include;

Descriptive Statistics

Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis
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3.3.1 Descriptive Analysis

This study uses descriptive statistics to describe, organize, summarize, and present our raw

data. It helps us to capture and explain the frequency distribution of our respondent sex, years

of experience, and level of education; it also shows us the most common placement type

adopted in UK universities.

3.3.2 Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis

This study used multinomial logit to predict the likely placement types adopted by UK

Universities given certain predictor variables. Using a linear predictor function, (f (k, i)

multinomial logistic regression predict the probability that observation i has outcome k, and

this is expressed using the formula below;

Where;

= set of regression coefficients associated with outcome k,

(A row vector) = the set of explanatory variables associated with observation i.

For this study,

i = placement types which is expected to have number of k outcomes as shown below;

4.00 = decentralised

4.01 = mixture of both

3.00 = Centralised

We therefore developed two comparisons for the dependent variable (decentralised vs

centralised and decentralised vs mixture of both). A set of coefficients was generated for the

two comparisons and use for interpretation.

The explanatory/independent variables considered for the analysis are;

X1t = Number of schools

X2t = Number of students in University

X3t = Number of placement officers

X4t = Number of undergraduate placed

X5t =Campus system

X6t = Type of placement
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3.4 Changes to Proposal

A few changes have been made to the initial plans set out in the proposal for this survey. The

major change is the removal of European University from the survey due to lack of access to

relevant respondents for the survey, this is because all the Universities contacted claimed they

are on holiday. Also we decided on telephone interview instead of the earlier stated Skype

interview because it is quicker for respondents. The other changes are due to time and budget

constraint and the need to improve on some of the aspect of the proposal.

3.5 Limitation of the Study

The major limitation to this study is the lack of previous research carried out in this

particular area to serve as basis for comparison but effort was made to gather as much

information as possible from stakeholders to serve as a starting point for future research.

Also, since people’s perception is different depending on their cognitive capability, only

the most relevant suggestion from users was included in the analysis. The choice of the

evaluation techniques was also determined by cost and time available.

The scope of the study is quite big, thus the use of sample for representation purpose. The use

of sample could lead to bias, but this has been minimised through the use of standard

sampling techniques.
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CHAPTER FOUR
4.0:    DATA PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS

4.1: Socio Economics Distribution of Respondents and Type of Placement Unit

4.1.1 Distribution of Respondent Characteristics

This study analysed the socio economic distribution of respondents such as their sex, years of

experience, highest level of education with the results showing that 73.3 % of our respondents

are female. Most of them (83.4 %) are educated up to degree and post graduate level. We also

found out that 63.4 % of respondents have 1-10 years’ experience working in current role while

20% have been in the same role for 11-15 years. The tables and figures below further illustrate

the result:

Table 1: Sex Distribution of Respondents

Sex Frequency Percentages

Male 8 26.7

Female 22 73.3

Total 30 100.0

Source: Computed from Data, 2012

Fig: 1: Distribution of Respondent’s sex

Table 2: Educational Level of Respondents

Female
73%

Sex of Respondents in Percentages
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Education Frequency Percentages

Masters 11 36.7

Degree 14 46.7

HND 1 3.3

MBA 1 3.3

BTEC 1 3.3

High School Certificate 2 6.7

Total 30 100.0

Source: Computed from Data, 2012

Fig: 2: Distribution of Respondent’s Education
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Years of Experience Frequency Percentages

1-5 years 11 36.7

6-10 years 8 26.7

11-15 years 6 20.0

16-20 years 4 13.3

Over 20 years 1 3.3

Total 30 100.0

Source: Computed from Data, 2012

Fig: 3: Distribution of Respondents years of Experience

4.1.2: Type of Placement Unit

This study also revealed that only a few universities in the UK have a solely central placement

unit as only 6.7 % claimed to have a central placement system in place within their university.

Most common placement type has been shown to be decentralised (56.7 %), while mixture of

both central and decentralise placement system is operated by 36.7 % of the sampled

Universities. The table below shows the most common placement type adopted by the sampled

Universities used for this survey.
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Table 4: Common Placement Types in UK Universities

Types of Placement Frequency Percentages

Central 2 6.7

Decentralised 17 56.7

Mixture of Both 11 36.7

Total 30 100.0

Source: Computed from Data, 2012

Fig: 4:  Common Placement Types in UK Universities
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We discovered that 46.7 % of our respondents think a central placement unit would be a good

idea, and they mention some of the benefits that can be derived from this type of system, the

most common benefits suggested are as highlighted below:

 It will coordinate all efforts and give overview that will help with future planning.

 It will promote efficiency because there will be less duplication.

On the other hand, 33.3% of our respondents think running a central placement system will not

be a good idea; some of its disadvantages are mentioned thus:

 Tailoring advice to individual need and relationship with student will be lost

 Staff knowledge of curriculum and specialist advantage in securing right placement will

be lost.

About 20% of our respondents are not sure whether a central placement system will work or

not, therefore they refuse to comment on benefits.

Table 5: Participants View about Central Placement System

Is Central Placement Better Frequency Percentages

Yes 14 46.7

No 10 33.3

Unsure 6 20.0

Total 30 100.0

Source: Computed from Data, 2012

Fig: 5: Is Central Placement Better?
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4.2.2: Present Placement System

In other to further ascertain respondent’s views on central placement, we asked them if they

think the present placement structure (by this we are referring to decentralised and mixture,

since we have already discovered that 93.9 % of sampled Universities are running these two

placement types) is good, and if not what are the problems.

Table 6: Participants View on Present Placement Structure

Is Present System Good? Frequency Percentages

Yes 24 80.0

No 4 13.3

Unsure 2 6.7

Total 30 100.0

Source: Computed from Data, 2012

Fig: 6:  Is Present System Good?
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Some of the advantages identified by most are:

 Decentralised allows close relationship and easy access to students

 Decentralised allows specialist advantage and management of smaller cohort

 Mixture will ensure better management and business contact with employer

 Mixture allow the sharing of best practices between the central unit and various schools

Problems identified with decentralised system are as follow:

 Duplication of work and waste of resources

 Low efficiency and lack of coordination

4.2.3: Problems with Placement System and Placement Selection Criteria

We identified five important problems that we think might be facing placement systems in the

universities in general from the literature,  respondents were asked to rate which one is most

likely affecting their institutions in its present structure, these are listed below:

 Lack of Funds

 Limited Staffs

 Lack of Access to companies/organisations

 Student not interested in placement

 Lack of motivation/support for student within University

13%

7%

Is Present System Good?
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The three problems rated high in order are:

1. Limited Placement Staffs because some Universities use academic staffs to deal with

placement activities.

2. Student not interested in placement

3. Lack of motivation

On the other hand we also asked respondent to rate some criteria we think might be important

in selecting student for placement, these criteria are:

 Student grades

 Work experience

 Student skills

 Area of Specialisation

Most respondents (80%) think area of specialisation is the most important factor in placing

student, while skill was rated as the next most important criteria (70%). Work experience was

rated as fairly important by 30% of our respondents.

4.3: Effect of Funding Cuts and Fee Increase on Placement

We asked respondents view on funding cuts and increase in school fees and their associated

effects on placement in the future. Most respondent (40%) are unsure yet because they claimed

it is too early to say, 30% answered yes because they think staffing might be reduce, student

intake might reduce, and student will demand for more placement because they will want more

value for their money if they decide to come to University. The remaining 30% answered no

because they believe placement is independent of funding cuts and fee increase. Finally 76.6%

of our respondents are happy to participate in similar survey in the future. The table and figure

below summarises the findings;

Table 7: Participants View on Present Placement Structure
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Will Funding Cuts Affect Placement? Frequency Percentages

Yes 9 30.0

No 9 30.0

Unsure 12 40.0

Total 30 100.0

Source: Computed from Data, 2012

Fig: 7:  Will Funding Cuts Affect Placement?
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 The classification accuracy  rate must be substantially better than could be

obtained by chance alone

 The stated individual relationship must be statistically significant and interpreted

correctly.

The result is presented below:

4.4.1    Model Fitting Information

The significant test for the model chi-square in the model fitting information established the

presence of a relationship between the dependent variable and combination of independent

variables. In table 8 below, the probability of the model chi-square (18.715) is 0.096; and since

this is significant at 10% .this therefore supports the presences of a relationship between the

dependent variable and combination of independent variables.

Table 8: Model Fitting Information

Model Fitting
Criteria

Likelihood Ratio Tests

Model -2Log

Likelihood

Chi-Square df sig

Intercept only 52.216

Final 33.501 18.715 12 .096***

Source: Computed from Data, 2012

0.00-0.01 * Chi-square significant at 1%
0.02-0.05 * * Chi-square significant at 5%
0.06-0.10 *** Chi-square significant at 10%

4.4.2 Classification Accuracy

Multinomial logistic regression does not compute correlation measure to estimate the strength

of relationship that tells us about the accuracy or error associated with the model, we



27

therefore depend on classification accuracy which compares predicted group membership to

actual group membership. Computing the proportion by chance accuracy rate is done by by

calculating (squaring and summing) the proportion of cases for each group based on the

number of cases in the 'Case Processing Summary', (0.567² + 0.367² + 0.067² = 0.461).

The proportion by chance accuracy criteria is therefore (1.25 x 46.1% = 57.6%). The

classification accuracy rate from table 9 below is 73.3% which is greater than the

proportional by chance accuracy criteria of 57.6%. The criterion for classification accuracy

has therefore been satisfied.

Note: 1.25= the 25% improvement over the rate of accuracy achieved by chance alone is the

benchmark use to characterise a multinomial logistic regression.

Table 9: Classification

Observed

Predicted

Decentralised Mixture Central Percent correct

Decentralised 16 1 0 94.1%

Mixture of both 7 4 0 36.4%

Central 0 0 2 100.0%

Overall Percentages 76.7% 16.7% 6.7% 73.3%

Source: Computed from Data, 2012

* Chi-square significant at 1%
* * Chi-square significant at 5%
*** Chi-square significant at 10%

4.4.3 Likelihood Ratio Test
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The statistical significance of the relationship between placement type and each of the

independent variables is based on the statistical significance of the chi-square statistic in the

likelihood ratio tests in table 10 below;

Table 10: Likelihood Ratio Test

Model Fitting
Criteria

Likelihood Ratio Tests

Effect -2Log Likelihood of

Reduced Model

Chi-Square df sig

Intercept 34.084 .583 0 .747

Students 33.923 .421 e2 .810

UndePlace 35.508 2.006 2 .367

NumSch 35.685 2.184 2 .336

PlaceOff 45.861 12.359 2 .002*

CampSyst 33.573 .072 2 .965

PlaceType 33.501 0.000 2 1.000

Source: Computed from Data, 2012

* Chi-square significant at 1%
* * Chi-square significant at 5%
*** Chi-square significant at 10%

From the result above only number of placement officer has a statistically significant

relationship with the dependent variable (0.02 < 0.05), that is, the choice of placement type

can be explain by the number of placement officers a University has.

4.4.4 Factors Affecting Choice of Placement Type

Table 11 explains the relationship between the dependent and the significant independent

variable identified above (placement officer). The parameter estimates however shows that

number of placement officer does not play a statistically significant role in the choice

between decentralise (reference group) and Mixture of both placement type (0.927> 0.05).  In
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the same light, placement officer also plays no role in the choice between decentralised

(reference group) and central placement type (0.999> 0.05). The positive sign of the

coefficients indicated that, an increase in number of placement officers has a chance of

increasing choice of mixture or central over decentralise.

Table 11: Parameter Estimates
95% Confidence Interval for

Exp(B)

Placement Typesa B Std. Error Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower

Bound

Upper

Bound

Mixture Intercep

Students

UndPlace

NumSch

PlaceOff

PlaceType

CampSyst

-1.456

.000

-.003

.301

.006

.158

-.008

1.932

.000

.002

.230

.071

.588

.608

.568

.408

1.424

1.717

.008

.072

.000

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

.451

.523

.233

.190

.927

.789

.989

1.000

.997

1.351

1.006

1.171

.992

1.000

.993

.861

.876

.370

.302

1.000

1.002

2.119

1.156

3.708

3.263

Central Intercep

Students

UndPlace

NumSch

PlaceOff

PlaceType

CampSyst

2.957

.002

.114

13.416

-28.006

-26.601

-5.601

399757.440

10.392

80.003

40742.796

44157.528

111626.139

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

.

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1.000

1.000

.999

1.000

.999

1.000

.

1.002

1.121

670521.411

6.875E-13

2.800E-12

.004

1.430E-9

8.939E-69

.000

.000

.000

.004

7.020E8

1.406E68

.b

.b

.b

.004

Source: Computed from Data, 2012

* Chi-square significant at 1%
* * Chi-square significant at 5%
*** Chi-square significant at 10%

4.5: Implications of Findings

The findings show that placement choice is influenced by number of placement officers

within the University. The result of the multinomial logistic regression is summarised below;

 Significant of placement officer in the log likelihood ratio confirms the existence of a

relationship between the placement type the university practice and number of

placement officers.

 Although the parameter estimate shows that placement officer does not play any

direct role in the choice of placement type, the positively signed coefficient means
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that an increase in the number of placement officers will tend to favour the choice of

mixture over decentralised system. That is, if number of placement officers is

increased by one, the multinomial log-odd of preferring mixture to decentralise

would be expected to increase by 0.006.

 On the other hand, the negatively signed coefficient in the second table shows that

the number of placement officer and choice of central placement has an inverse

relationship. That is, if number of placement officer increase, the likelihood of

operating just central placement is very low.

CHAPTER FIVE
5.0 SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
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5.1   Summary

This research attempted to identify the pros and cons of central placement units in UK

Universities and tries to identify the most common placement type and factors affecting the

choice of the various placement types. Descriptive statistic and Multinomial logistic statistics

were the analytical methods used in the study.

The log likelihood ration confirms the existence of a relationship between placement officer

and type of placement, while the parameter estimates further confirms that an increase in the

number of placement officer will increase the likelihood of choosing the mixture over

decentralised type of placement. On the other hand, a decrease in the number of placement

officer tends to favour the choice of central over decentralised.

We found out that most of our respondents (mostly placement officers) are female and a very

large percentage of them are educated to degree and post graduate level. Years of experience of

respondents were found to vary a lot and only a few Universities have a central placement

system in place.  Decentralised placement unit was found to be most common in the surveyed

Universities while mixture of central and decentralised was fairly common too.

Almost half of our respondents think central placement unit will be a good idea to improve

their present placement structure and they mentioned coordination of efforts and promotion of

efficiency as some of the benefits of running this type of system. Some think central placement

will not work because; they think staff specialist advantage and individual relationship with

student will be lost. Also a few respondents were unsure whether a central placement will work

or not.

Almost all our respondents are happy with their present placement structure now. Area of

specialisation has been identified as most important criterion for placing students while limited

staff and students not interested in placement are the most common problems highlighted.

5.2 Conclusion
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In quantitatively determining the factors that affect placement choice in UK Universities,

Number of placement officers was found to be statistically significant. The choice of

placement type in different Universities in the UK has therefore been linked to the number of

placement officers within the University. We established that the more the number of

placement officers, the more the likelihood of Universities operating a mixture of both central

and decentralized placement system. While a decrease in the number of placement officers

strongly support the choice of the central placement type.

We can therefore conclude that Universities operating central placement units have less

placement officers while those operating a mixture of both central and decentralized have

more placement officers at their disposal and vice versa.

Finally, respondent’s reaction to the effect of funding cuts and increase in school fee on

placement is unclear as most are unsure about their effects claiming it’s too early to tell.

5.3 Policy Recommendation

Based on the findings of the study, it is recommended that:

 Efforts should be geared towards promoting the benefits of running a mixture of central

and decentralised placement system so that the benefits of both systems can be fused

together to improve placement systems.

 Universities planning to introduce central unit into their existing system should

consider employing more placement officers in various areas of specialisation to

achieve success.

 More Research should be done in the area of placement types and factor influencing

their choice, so as to understand what informs the choice of central placement unit by

some universities.

 A campaign to raise student awareness of the benefits of placement should be

developed, since we discovered that a lack of interest in a placement is a problem.

 Finally, universities affected by cuts in funding should be cautious in reducing their

staff numbers as this has been found to have inverse relationship with central placement

type.
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APPENDIX

Questionnaire

QUESTIONNAIRE (Placement Officers)

PROS AND CONS OF RUNNING A CENTRAL PLACEMENT UNIT IN UK UNIVERSITIES

As part of a survey funded by ASET to investigate the pros and cons of running a central/decentralised placement
unit in UK universities, this questionnaire aims to explore the extent to which some explanatory variables affect the
chosen placement type. This would help ASET direct future programmes and /support for placement units through
the appropriate channel. This survey is aimed at understanding the existing placement systems and does not have
any direct impact on the running of your unit. The results from the survey will be made available to participating
Universities. The questionnaire is made up of two sections.

 Section A is looking to gather information about placement type and other related information.

 While Section B aims to obtain the socio economic characteristic of participants

Kindly answer the questions to the best of your ability by giving average figures where actual figures are not
available. Please note that there is no right or wrong answer as only your valued responses is requested.

The questionnaire would take approximately 30 minutes to complete and any information provided will be treated
in strictest confidence and will be used for academic purpose only.

The completed questionnaire should be posted back to the researcher (by the 15 August if possible) using the
attached FREE POST return envelope. If you have an electronic version of the questionnaire, simply save it, fill out
the required fields, and return by e-mail to
O.O.Foluso@wlv.ac.uk

If you are not the appropriate person to complete the survey would you please forward it to the relevant person/s.

Thank you for participating.

Careers and Employment Centre
University of Wolverhampton

Wolverhampton
WV1 1LY
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SECTION A

The following questions relates to the placement unit within your University. Please fill in the
Information and tick (double click box and select checked to choose) where appropriate.  The
box will look like this when ticked.

1. What type of placement unit do you run at the moment?   Central Decentralised

A mixture of both

2. How many schools do you have in your University?

3. Which of this best describe the campus system run by your University?

One campus Multiple campuses in same city Multiple campuses in other cities/abroad

4. How many placement officers do you have in your University?

5. How many students are in your University?

6. Approximately how many students were placed on the following placement in your University last
year?

Undergraduate/ Sandwich Year                  Short term Placement                    Voluntary

Graduate/ Fixed term Other

7. What type of placement did you find for students in the last academic year? give approximate

number of students

Local Other cities within UK Abroad

8. What criteria do you use in placing students? Kindly rate them in order of importance
1= very important                         5 = not important at all

Grades Experience Skills Area of Specialisation Age Other

9. What is your view about central placement unit if run by your university, is it good or bad?

a)

b)

c)

10. What factors makes it difficult to run your placement unit in its current structure? (select as many as
appropriate and rate in order of importance) 1= very important             5 = not important at all

Inadequate
awareness
for students

Lack
of
Funds

Limited
Staff

Lack of Access
to companies

Lack of
motivation
for students

Students
not
Interested

Other (specify
please)
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11. Would you say the current placement structure in your University is good? Yes No

Please give reason for your answer

a)

b)

c)

12. How many students are studying in each schools and how many students have been placed in
these different disciplines in the last academic year. (This might require information from subject
specific placement officers)

Schools Total Number of Students Number of Students Placed
Applied Sciences
Art and Design
Business School
Education
Engineering
Health and Social Care
IT
Languages
Pure Sciences
Sport and Performing Arts
Others

13. Do you think the recent cut in University funding will change the placement system?

Yes No

How do you think it will change?

14. Would you be willing to participate in similar survey in future   Yes No
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SECTION B

Letter to Participants

1. Name of respondent (optional): ___________________________________________

2. Name of University _____________________________________________________

3. Sex:  Male Female

4. Which of the following best describes your job title?

Placement Officer Director

Employer Engagement Officer Deputy Director

Graduate Employment Officer

Employability & Placement Administrator

Recruitment Officer Vacancy Administrator

Placement Learning Manager

Other, Specify: ______________

5. State your highest qualifications.

High school certificate University degree BTEC

NVQ HNC HND

Other, Specify: _______________

6. What department do you work?

7. How many years of experience do you have in your current position?

1-5 years 6-10 years 11-15 years

16-20 years over 20 years
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Placement and employability unit of the University of Wolverhampton

Dear …………..

I would like to invite you to participate in a student bursary survey, which has been awarded to the

University of Wolverhampton as part of the ASET (Professional body for Placement and

Employability Staff) research project and the project aims to look at the pros and cons of running

a central Placement Unit versus a placement function carried out within individual schools and /

or departments.

If you are willing to participate in this survey, a questionnaire will be sent to your email and later

we may contact you to see if you are interested in taking part in a Skype interview which will only

take 20 minutes and any information you provide will be treated confidentially. All notes taken

during the interview will be destroyed afterward.

A report will be written from the result of the research and this will be made available to you.

Each participant will be identified with a number to ensure anonymity.

Yours sincerely,

Olabimpe Foluso

If you feel that you would like to participate please indicate by filling your information below and

return to the address at the bottom of this letter. If you would prefer not to be involved, please

destroy this letter.

I am willing to be interviewed by the researcher as part of the ASET project.

Name…………………………………………………………………………

Email Address……………………………………………………………….

Skype Name………………………………………………………………….

Signed _______________

Frequency Table
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Location of University

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid EM 4 13.3 13.3 13.3

London 3 10.0 10.0 23.3

NE 3 10.0 10.0 33.3

NW 3 10.0 10.0 43.3

Scot 4 13.3 13.3 56.7

SE 4 13.3 13.3 70.0

SW 2 6.7 6.7 76.7

SY 1 3.3 3.3 80.0

Wal 2 6.7 6.7 86.7

WM 2 6.7 6.7 93.3

WY 2 6.7 6.7 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

sex

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid female 22 73.3 73.3 73.3

male 8 26.7 26.7 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

Highest Qualification

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid Masters 11 36.7 36.7 36.7

Degree 14 46.7 46.7 83.3

HND 1 3.3 3.3 86.7

MBA 1 3.3 3.3 90.0

BTEC 1 3.3 3.3 93.3

High Sch Cert 2 6.7 6.7 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

Years of Exp

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid 1-5 yrs 11 36.7 36.7 36.7
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6-10 yrs 8 26.7 26.7 63.3

11-15 yrs 6 20.0 20.0 83.3

16-20 yrs 4 13.3 13.3 96.7

over 20 yrs 1 3.3 3.3 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

Placement Types

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid decentralised 17 56.7 56.7 56.7

Mixture of both 11 36.7 36.7 93.3

central 2 6.7 6.7 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

Job Title

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid director 1 3.3 3.3 3.3

Director 1 3.3 3.3 6.7

emp eng officer 1 3.3 3.3 10.0

empl coordinator 1 3.3 3.3 13.3

head of careers 1 3.3 3.3 16.7

head of services 1 3.3 3.3 20.0

job shop coord 1 3.3 3.3 23.3

learning manager 3 10.0 10.0 33.3

liason officer 2 6.7 6.7 40.0

liason Officer 1 3.3 3.3 43.3

placement administrtor 1 3.3 3.3 46.7

placement assistant 1 3.3 3.3 50.0

placement officer 13 43.3 43.3 93.3

placement officers 1 3.3 3.3 96.7

project coordinator 1 3.3 3.3 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

Campus System
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid one central campus 13 43.3 43.3 43.3

multiple campuses in same town 11 36.7 36.7 80.0

multiple campuses in diff

town/abroad

6 20.0 20.0 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

Type of Placement

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid local 8 26.7 26.7 26.7

other UK cities 13 43.3 43.3 70.0

abroad 9 30.0 30.0 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

Grades

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid .00 2 6.7 6.7 6.7

2.00 3 10.0 10.0 16.7

3.00 6 20.0 20.0 36.7

4.00 9 30.0 30.0 66.7

5.00 10 33.3 33.3 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

Experience

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid .00 2 6.7 6.7 6.7

1.00 3 10.0 10.0 16.7

2.00 5 16.7 16.7 33.3

3.00 9 30.0 30.0 63.3

4.00 6 20.0 20.0 83.3

5.00 5 16.7 16.7 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0
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Skills

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid .00 1 3.3 3.3 3.3

1.00 8 26.7 26.7 30.0

2.00 13 43.3 43.3 73.3

3.00 5 16.7 16.7 90.0

4.00 2 6.7 6.7 96.7

5.00 1 3.3 3.3 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

Area of Specialisation

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid .00 1 3.3 3.3 3.3

1.00 14 46.7 46.7 50.0

2.00 11 36.7 36.7 86.7

3.00 2 6.7 6.7 93.3

4.00 1 3.3 3.3 96.7

5.00 1 3.3 3.3 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

is central better?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid no 9 30.0 30.0 30.0

No 1 3.3 3.3 33.3

unsure 5 16.7 16.7 50.0

Unsure 1 3.3 3.3 53.3

yes 14 46.7 46.7 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0
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why central is better

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid 6 20.0 20.0 20.0

access need and opportunity 1 3.3 3.3 23.3

beneficial 1 3.3 3.3 26.7

benefitial 1 3.3 3.3 30.0

better emp engagement 1 3.3 3.3 33.3

better management 1 3.3 3.3 36.7

coordination problem 1 3.3 3.3 40.0

efficeincy 1 3.3 3.3 43.3

efficiency 3 10.0 10.0 53.3

enhance coordination 4 13.3 13.3 66.7

lack of resources 1 3.3 3.3 70.0

loose touch 1 3.3 3.3 73.3

lost of relationship 1 3.3 3.3 76.7

lost of relationship with stud 2 6.7 6.7 83.3

specialist advantage is lost 2 6.7 6.7 90.0

specialist advantage lost 1 3.3 3.3 93.3

Unsure 1 3.3 3.3 96.7

wont work 1 3.3 3.3 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

Lack of funds

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid .00 9 30.0 30.0 30.0

1.00 3 10.0 10.0 40.0

2.00 4 13.3 13.3 53.3

3.00 4 13.3 13.3 66.7

4.00 4 13.3 13.3 80.0

5.00 6 20.0 20.0 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0
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Limited staffs

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid .00 11 36.7 36.7 36.7

1.00 6 20.0 20.0 56.7

2.00 3 10.0 10.0 66.7

3.00 4 13.3 13.3 80.0

4.00 3 10.0 10.0 90.0

5.00 3 10.0 10.0 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

Access to company

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid .00 7 23.3 23.3 23.3

1.00 2 6.7 6.7 30.0

2.00 4 13.3 13.3 43.3

3.00 4 13.3 13.3 56.7

4.00 7 23.3 23.3 80.0

5.00 6 20.0 20.0 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

Student not Interested

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid .00 7 23.3 23.3 23.3

1.00 4 13.3 13.3 36.7

2.00 5 16.7 16.7 53.3

3.00 7 23.3 23.3 76.7

5.00 7 23.3 23.3 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0
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Lack of Motivation

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid .00 10 33.3 33.3 33.3

1.00 1 3.3 3.3 36.7

2.00 6 20.0 20.0 56.7

3.00 4 13.3 13.3 70.0

4.00 3 10.0 10.0 80.0

5.00 6 20.0 20.0 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

is your present structure good

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid yes 24 80.0 80.0 80.0

no 4 13.3 13.3 93.3

unsure 2 6.7 6.7 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

reason for answer above

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid 1 3.3 3.3 3.3

better management 2 6.7 6.7 10.0

business contact with employer 1 3.3 3.3 13.3

close rela with students 1 3.3 3.3 16.7

duplication of work 1 3.3 3.3 20.0

easy access 1 3.3 3.3 23.3

easy access for students 1 3.3 3.3 26.7

easy access to companies 1 3.3 3.3 30.0

lack of coordination 1 3.3 3.3 33.3

lack of understanding 1 3.3 3.3 36.7

long business contact 1 3.3 3.3 40.0

low efficiency 1 3.3 3.3 43.3

manage smaller cohort 1 3.3 3.3 46.7

meet needs easily 1 3.3 3.3 50.0

meet student needs easily 1 3.3 3.3 53.3

meet students need easily 1 3.3 3.3 56.7

meet students needs easily 1 3.3 3.3 60.0
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share best practice 2 6.7 6.7 66.7

share best practices 4 13.3 13.3 80.0

specialist advantage 5 16.7 16.7 96.7

unsure 1 3.3 3.3 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

will funding cut affect placemt

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid yes 9 30.0 30.0 30.0

no 9 30.0 30.0 60.0

unsure 12 40.0 40.0 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

how will it affect it

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid 4 13.3 13.3 13.3

avoid extra year 1 3.3 3.3 16.7

independent of funding 2 6.7 6.7 23.3

only intake will reduce 1 3.3 3.3 26.7

org reduce intake 1 3.3 3.3 30.0

reduce staffing 2 6.7 6.7 36.7

too early to say 8 26.7 26.7 63.3

too early too say 1 3.3 3.3 66.7

unsure 4 13.3 13.3 80.0

value for money 6 20.0 20.0 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0

will you partic in similar surv

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid 3 10.0 10.0 10.0

no 4 13.3 13.3 23.3

yes 23 76.7 76.7 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0
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Nominal Regression

Case Processing Summary

N

Marginal

Percentage

Placement Types decentralised 17 56.7%

Mixture of both 11 36.7%

central 2 6.7%

Valid 30 100.0%

Missing 0

Total 30

Subpopulation 30a

a. The dependent variable has only one value observed in 30

(100.0%) subpopulations.

Model Fitting Information

Model

Model

Fitting

Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests

-2 Log

Likelihood

Chi-

Square df Sig.

Intercept Only 52.216

Final 33.501 18.715 12 .096

Pseudo R-Square

Cox and Snell .464

Nagelkerke .563

McFadden .358
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Likelihood Ratio Tests

Effect

Model Fitting Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests

-2 Log Likelihood of

Reduced Model Chi-Square df Sig.

Intercept 34.084 .583 2 .747

Students 33.923 .421 2 .810

UndPlace 35.508 2.006 2 .367

NumSch 35.685 2.184 2 .336

PlaceOff 45.861 12.359 2 .002

PlaceType 33.573 .072 2 .965

CampSyst 33.501 .000 2 1.000

The chi-square statistic is the difference in -2 log-likelihoods between the final model and a reduced model. The

reduced model is formed by omitting an effect from the final model. The null hypothesis is that all parameters of that

effect are 0.

Classification

Observed

Predicted

decentralised Mixture of both central Percent Correct

decentralised 16 1 0 94.1%

Mixture of both 7 4 0 36.4%

central 0 0 2 100.0%

Overall Percentage 76.7% 16.7% 6.7% 73.3%
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Parameter Estimates

Placement Typesa B Std. Error Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

95% Confidence Interval

for Exp(B)

Lower

Bound

Upper

Bound

Mixture of

both

Intercept -1.456 1.932 .568 1 .451

Students .000 .000 .408 1 .523 1.000 1.000 1.000

UndPlac

e

-.003 .002 1.424 1 .233 .997 .993 1.002

NumSch .301 .230 1.717 1 .190 1.351 .861 2.119

PlaceOff .006 .071 .008 1 .927 1.006 .876 1.156

PlaceTyp

e

.158 .588 .072 1 .789 1.171 .370 3.708

CampSy

st

-.008 .608 .000 1 .989 .992 .302 3.263

central Intercept 2.957 399757.440 .000 1 1.000

Students .002 10.392 .000 1 1.000 1.002 1.430E-9 7.020E8

UndPlac

e

.114 80.003 .000 1 .999 1.121 8.939E-69 1.406E68

NumSch 13.41

6

40742.796 .000 1 1.000 670521.41

1

.000 .b

PlaceOff -

28.00

6

44157.528 .000 1 .999 6.875E-13 .000 .b

PlaceTyp

e

-

26.60

1

111626.139 .000 1 1.000 2.800E-12 .000 .b

CampSy

st

-5.601 .000 . 1 . .004 .004 .004

a. The reference category is: decentralised.

b. Floating point overflow occurred while computing this statistic. Its value is therefore set to system missing.
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