CHAPTER 7
EVALUATING THE APPROACH
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7.2 The result
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TABLE 7.1  Result of the calculation of WIF values

Conm type VARIABLES
Av Lk Pr Pc Re WF  VF
302 296 304 315 300 1517

HC  (0.93) (0.86) (0.92) (0.97) (0.89) (3.80) [
257 252 257 260 265  12.89
54.45
MC  (0.76) (0.78) (0.82) (0.86) (0.85) (3.11)
201 193 200 197 . .
193 938 1975
IC (0.87) (0.90) (0.94) (0.87) (0.92) (3.9)
TABLE 7.2 Result of the OLS-regression analysis
Conm INDEPENDENT VARIABLES (D.V = WIR %'I[S

Type ¢ A Lk Pr Pc R
0077 1031 1058 0906 0901 1.085 PEr: :08839951

(0.164) (0.061) (0.064) (0.901) (0.062) (0.067) %jé%g%

045 1052 0852 0939 1041 0914 R7E 03%94
W )
(0243) (0.001) (0.103) (0.091) (0.089) (0.100) DA; 2
003 0985 1000 0985 0983 1033 RL=0999 I
Er = 0.100

0027) (0017) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.018) Eﬁ@a“?%é

<
gtllgllnlI ICgenden v rbeibles significant at p<0.005, and all F statistics
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