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Abstract: The epidemiological situation caused by the COVID-19 pandemic led to efforts to mitigate
the transmission of the infection, forcing workers and students to stay at home. Universities closed,
as did many businesses, forcing education and work to adapt to the new situation. While for some
people it was a positive experience, for others it was not. This article analyzes the responses of
89 respondents, over 18 years old, in teleworking or enrolled in university online education, in a
survey at the beginning of 2021, when Portugal was in a new state of emergency. Variables such as
gender, age and parenthood were used, as well as ownership of equipment, own workspace, and
quality of internet, comparing distance learning/work with traditional methods and measuring levels
of satisfaction and willingness to adopt this model in the future. These results suggest an association
of gender and parenting in the valuation of telework/distance education; women were more positive
than men and participants with children were more positive than participants without children. The
same was the case for respondents with their own workspace and better-quality internet. There is a
strong relation between paternity and the preference for the distance model, in the sense of valuing
the distance model, as well as a relation between those who have their own work space and the
appreciation of the distance model. In general, respondents to our survey showed that they are not
fond of adopting telework/distance learning in the future.

Keywords: COVID-19; teleworking; e-learning; parenthood; work facilities

1. Introduction
1.1. COVID-19 Pandemic

On 11 March 2020, the Director-General of the World Health Organization classified
COVID-19 as a pandemic [1]. Companies around the world had to quickly adapt to tele-
working and reinvent themselves [2,3]. Higher education institutions had to find solutions
for emergency remote education [4,5]. Work and study that were normally done at the
company or the educational institution began to be mandatorily done from home.

The President of the Portuguese Republic first decreed a state of emergency to be
effective from 19 March 2020 [6], with successive renewals until 2 May at 11:59 pm. Starting
from 16 March 2020, the government decided “to suspend teaching and training activities
with the presence of students” [7]. On 22 March 2020, several measures introduced by
the Presidency of the Council of Ministers came into effect [8], including the mandatory
“adoption of the teleworking regime, regardless of the employment relationship, whenever
the functions in question allow it”. For more than a year, there has been progress and
setbacks in some of these measures. The worsening of the health situation forced the
Presidency of the Republic to declare a new state of emergency [9], going into effect
8 January 2021 until 11:59 pm on 30 April 2021.

1.2. Higher Education

Higher education institutions had to adapt quickly and find solutions for emergency
distance learning. Distance learning, especially b-learning or blended learning, is present
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in most Portuguese institutions. Distance education is characterized as a planned teaching
in which there is physical and/or temporal distance from the different interveners in the
process, using synchronous and/or asynchronous solutions [10]. Emergency distance
learning differs from the traditional method, because it is not a previously planned activ-
ity. Instead, emergency distance learning is a solution to help individuals overcome the
problems created by students and teachers being physically close.

1.3. Telework

Teleworking has not been traditionally used in Portugal; in 2019 [11], only 6.5% of
workers were working from home, despite the percentage of private homes with broad-
band Internet connection being 81.7% in 2020 [12]. Teleworking is defined by Portuguese
legislation as “the provision of subordinate work, usually outside the company and using
information and communication technologies, when it is compatible with the activity
performed” [13]. However, this presupposes that there is a working schedule that respects
a worker’s privacy and rest times as well as training in information technologies. Further-
more, the work tools related to information and communication technologies that are used
by the worker belong to the employer, who must ensure the respective installation, mainte-
nance, and payment of the related expenses. In other words, an entire area of legislation
could not be addressed due the urgency of the process. Therefore, emergency remote work
differs in several aspects from teleworking, essentially because it is compulsive and it is
not an agreement between the company and the worker.

1.4. Effects of COVID-19 Outbreak

The effects of COVID-19 are impossible to predict, not only because of the terrible
number of deaths and the economic consequences, but also the related mental health
problems. Castelli et al. describe that 69% of study participants revealed clinically relevant
anxiety, 31% showed depressive symptoms, and 20% exhibited significant Post-Traumatic
Stress Symptoms, facing the COVID-19 outbreak as a psychological trauma [14]. Gutiérrez-
Hernandez et al. estimate that about 30% of individuals have clinically significant levels of
anxiety, depression, and stress, and the variables most frequently associated were low levels
of self-pity, age, gender, previous physical symptoms, a previous mental disorder, being
a student, and having a perceived vulnerability to the disease [15]. A systematic review
of the psychological effects of social distancing due to the home confinement derived
from COVID-19 showed that women, young people, the unemployed, and patients with
prior mental or psychiatric illnesses were the most vulnerable [16]. Likewise, it was found
that those who had suspected COVID-19 symptoms were more likely to have depression
and low health-related quality of life [17]. A UK study found symptoms of anxiety or
depression and trauma were predicted by early age, presence of children at home, and
high estimates of personal risk; higher levels of anxiety and depression were predicted
by low income, loss of income, and pre-existing health conditions in self and others, with
anxiety levels specific to COVID-19 being higher in older participants [18]. A survey of
psychological distress among Italian people during the COVID-19 pandemic concluded
that female gender, negative affect, and detachment were associated with higher levels
of depression, anxiety, and stress; having an acquaintance infected was associated with
increased levels of both depression and stress, whereas a history of stressful situations and
medical problems was associated with higher levels of depression and anxiety. Having a
family member infected was associated with higher levels of anxiety, and families with a
young person who had to work outside the domicile were associated with higher stress [19].
Based on an online survey, divided into five age groups and sociodemographic, health, and
behavioral variables, mental health assessed by the Depression, Anxiety and Stress Scale
(DASS-21) and psychological impacts assessed by the Assessment of Impact Scale Events
(IES-R) showed evidence that the negative psychological impact of the COVID-19 pandemic
hits young people most strongly [20]. More than a quarter of Swiss university students
reported depressive symptoms, a significantly higher percentage than the corresponding
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general population. In a study focused on university students in Poland, four demographic
variables were possibly associated with General Health Questionnaire scores: female
gender, living in a big city, the need to return home, and having a relationship [21]. Ata
Spanish university, 50.43% of respondents had moderate to severe impacts, with moderate
to extremely severe scores of anxiety, depression, and stress reported by 21.34%, 34.19%
and 28.14% of respondents, respectively [22]. In a study at an American university, 48.14%
of respondents had a moderate to severe level of depression, 38.48% a moderate to severe
level of anxiety, 18.04% had suicidal thoughts, and 71.26% indicated that their stress and
anxiety levels increased during the pandemic [23]. From what has been exposed in this
section, there are studies that point to the prevalence of symptoms in a certain age or group,
but the problem of anxiety, depression, and stress reveals itself in all sectors of society.

1.5. Working and Learning at Home during the Pandemic

The pandemic forced a transition from teaching and work from its normal place
to the homes of different stakeholders in the process, in an unplanned and involuntary
manner. We found that studies have different focuses, such as working at home and
dietary changes during the COVID-19 pandemic [24]. A Norwegian study investigated
the association between external and internal digital knowledge and employees’ creative
performance, using demographic, individual, and organizational factors [25]. Based on an
online survey distributed in six police districts in Norway, it was shown that extroversion
was not related to satisfaction with the arrangement of the home office when controlling
for other relevant variables (like stress, only a home office, living alone, age, sex, and civil
employment). A higher score on extroversion was associated with missing colleagues; a
marginal negative association, although significant, was found between extroversion and
stress, and a positive relationship was found between stress and missing peers during
confinement, regardless of extroversion [26]. A study of workers who suffered from body
aches in the four weeks prior to the study showed 15% of participants reported that the
pain worsened during the COVID-19 pandemic and 47% reported decreased physical
activity and increased psychological stress [27]. A study that included workers in the
Australian construction industry indicated a consistent gradual decline in participants’
mental well-being as well as a positive and significant relationship between work life
satisfaction and mental well-being [28]. A study that investigated the impact of mandatory
work on the personal and professional lives of people with different demographics (gender,
healthy lifestyle, family bond, and physical stress, among others) positively associated the
impact on emotional well-being with gender, groups, industry, and family size [29]. From
what has been exposed in this section, there are several studies on working and studying
from home; however, it does not seem that there is a very strong approach to studying
particular demographic groups or certain characteristics.

1.6. This Study

The question arises: What was the perception of these stakeholders in relation to the
“new normal”? Several studies have been carried out in different countries to understand
the sensations and productivity of workers at home. We found several publications from
different countries, for example, Ecuador [30], Lithuania [31], Brazil [32], France [3], Aus-
tria [33], Vietnam [34], Japan [35], United States [36], Italy [37], and Latvia [38]. However,
with a search using telework as the keyword in databases such as SCOPUS and Web of
Science, we did not find any results from the pandemic years of 2020 and 2021 in Portugal.
We know that some countries share factors in common with Portugal, but we also know
that teleworking has different percentages of supporters/users (in pre-COVID-19 times),
depending on the country. If we look at the percentages of people working from home
in 2019, we find that in Bulgaria and Romania it was less than 1%, Portugal 6.5%, and
14.1% in Finland and the Netherlands. This research project analyzes teleworking and e-
learning, with a focus on people’s experience, since many scientific works direct their focus
to health workers [39,40] or to a particular group [41]. This study analyzes the responses
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of 89 respondents, over 18 years old, in teleworking or in university online education, in
a survey at the beginning of 2021, when Portugal was in a new state of emergency. Our
analysis was based on the assumption that there are no demographic groups, or groups
with certain characteristics, that are more likely to like, prefer, or want to adopt the distance
model compared to the traditional face-to-face model. The results are not very encouraging
for great proponents of the advantages of teleworking [42—44] those who think that the
future should move towards a model of teaching and working at a distance or a hybrid
model [45], at least in Portugal and according to our sample.

This article is divided into research issues/methodology, results, discussion,
and conclusions.

2. Research Issues and Methodology
2.1. Research Questions

To achieve the objectives under reflection, this investigation intends to answer the
following questions:

H1: Is there a correlation between demographic groups (gender, age group, parenthood)
and the perception of telework/distance education by the individuals who use it?

H2: Do the environment variables (hardware, individual or shared physical space, in-
ternet quality) in which telework/distance education is practiced have an impact on
its perception?

H3: Would people be willing or not to adopt telework/distance education?

Regarding these questions, we believe it is important to highlight the interconnection
between the first two issues. This is because both focus on the assessment of the perception
of the alternative (e-learning/teleworking) by individuals, differing only in the variables
(the first focusing on demographic variables intrinsic to the individual and the second
on variables related to the surrounding environment). With these questions, we intend
to perform an analysis that is independent of the pre-pandemic reality. In contrast, the
third question inserts the alternative in a comparative space, in which one analyzes its
viability in the future (e.g., an individual may have a positive experience, but still prefer the
so-called normal regime). Thus, for the investigation, the ideal recipients are professionals
who have adopted the teleworking regime and university students.

This study will be analyzed based on the assumption that there are no demographic
groups or groups with certain characteristics that are more likely to like, prefer, or want to
adopt the distance model compared to the traditional face-to-face model.

2.2. Participants

This investigation was carried out according to a quantitative methodological ap-
proach, in which the aim was to mirror, in numerical expressions, the opinions and in-
formation to be classified and analyzed. To ascertain the presence of links between the
independent variables and the participants” opinions, this study relied on a correlational
perspective, with the purpose of determining the existence, or not, of a relationship between
quantifiable variables.

We attempted to answer the research questions by surveying students and workers
over 18. The collection and compilation of data enabled an analysis, where the intention
was to understand the perception of most people about the alternatives.

2.3. Materials and Measures

The instrument for surveying and collecting data was made available in electronic
format. In accordance with the main objectives defined, a set of questions was organized
into three different groups. The first referred to personal data and aimed to obtain sociode-
mographic information about the participants. The second group of questions was directed
at the work/study environment of the individuals when using the alternatives. Finally, in
the third group, the questions focused on the experience that the participants had when
using the alternatives. The introductory part of the questionnaire presented the scope and
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purpose of the research study as well as guaranteeing the anonymity and confidentiality
of the data to be collected. The interpretation of data from the second question of the
second group was made according to the following response intervals in a Likert-type
scale: 1 = very poor; 2 = bad; 3 = neutral; 4 = good; 5 = very good. Regarding the first and
last question of the third group, it is asked as follows: 1 =1 do not like at all; 2 =1 do not
like it; 3 = neutral; 4 = like; 5 = I like it a lot. We used the p-value, or probability value,
which is a number that describes the probability that the null hypothesis is true, that is, the
data occurred randomly. The p-value is between 0 and 1; the smaller it is, the stronger the
evidence that the null hypothesis should be rejected.

2.4. Procedure

To prepare and make the questionnaire available, Google Forms was used. The inquiry
was opened in the last two weeks of February 2021. The following figure (Figure 1) shows
the monthly data of COVID-19 cases and deaths in Portugal from March 2020 to March
2021 [46,47]. We can see a first wave in April 2020, another in November 2020, and a third
much more serious wave in January and February 2021.

COVID-19 @ Portugal
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Figure 1. COVID-19 cases and deaths in Portugal during the survey timeframe.

The research contains three different moments of data collection and analysis: (a) first,
gathering answers about the environment in which the subject was involved, (b) second,
gathering answers about the experience of each of the subjects, and (c) third, comparison
between the data, that is, between the environments and the perceptions of the alternatives,
alongside an analysis of certain sociodemographic characteristics of the subjects. The
data obtained from the application of the questionnaire was analyzed to characterize the
participants and obtain the necessary information.

3. Results

The participants in the research study presented were professionals who adopted the
teleworking regime and university students. A total of 92 individuals participated in the
study, from which only 89 valid responses were obtained (willing to answer the survey
and who had experienced teleworking or distance education).

3.1. Demographics

Of the 89 participants, 68 were female (76.4%) and 21 male. Participants were between
18 and 51 years old, with 59 between 18 and 25 (66.29%). Another important aspect
regarding the participants of this study concerns parenthood, that is, whether they had
children or not. Of the 89, only 22 were parents (24.7%), as we can see in Table 1.
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Table 1. Survey answers and p-value (N = 89).
Gender N % Age N % Children N %
Male 21 23.60% 18-25 59 66.30% Yes 22 24.70%
Female 68 76.40% 26-35 8 9.00% No 67 75.30%
Other 0 0.00% 3645 10 11.20%
46+ 12 13.50%
Own o Internet o Own o
Equipment N L Quality N %o Space N %o
Yes 86 96.63% 1 0 0.00% Yes 69 77.53%
No 3 3.37% 2 3 3.37% Sometimes 7 7.87%
3 15 16.85% No 13 14.61%
4 45 50.56%
5 26 29.21%
Teleworking—e-learning Distance vs. Face-to-Face Future implementation
N Y% N % N %
1 11 12.36% 1 7 7.90% 1 34 38.20%
2 18 20.22% 2 32 36.00% 2 13 14.60%
3 37  41.57% 3 20 22.50% 3 20 22.50%
4 22 24.72% 4 21 23.60% 4 19 21.30%
5 1 1.12% 5 9 10.10% 5 3 3.40%
Gender 0.0123 0.9611 0.7365
Age 0.4653 0.1519 0.3069
Parenthood 0.0113 0.0001 0.1793
Own Equipment 0.6952 0.6865 0.2850
Internet Quality 0.0384 0.0912 0.1948
Own Space 0.0126 0.0175 0.0603

3.2. Work/Study Environment

Of the responses given by the participants regarding their work/study environment,
only 3.4% of the total respondents did not have their own equipment with an internet
connection for their exclusive use, and no one answered that the quality of the internet
was very poor. In addition, 77.5% of respondents answered that they always have a space
where they can work/attend classes online/study alone, as we can see in Table 1.

3.3. Perception about Teleworking/Distance Learning

In the analysis of the respondents’ perception of telework/distance learning, it was
possible to conclude that the appreciation for these alternatives is neutral, with 41.6% of
the participants answering level 3 (scale 1-5). Only 1.1% of responses indicated liking it a
lot. That is, in general, the participants neither liked nor disliked it. Regarding learning,
we found the highest percentage of responses in level 2, that is, respondents work/learn
less when using the alternatives, as is shown in Table 1. Regarding the desire for future
implementation, 3.4% of the participants answered level 5 (I liked it a lot) and 38.2% level 1
(I did not like it at all). Thus, in general, individuals learn less and have no desire to
implement alternatives in the future.

3.4. Overall Results

In Table A1, we list the absolute and relative variables obtained by the questionnaire,
as well as the p-value associated with each demographic variable (gender, age, and par-
enthood) and work constraints (own equipment, own space, and internet quality) at the
level of appreciation of the distance learning model, preference of the distance model in
comparison to the face-to-face model and adopting the remote model in the future.

4. Discussion
4.1. First Research Question

The first question of this investigation is as follows: Is there a correlation between de-
mographic groups (gender, age group, parenthood) and the perception of telework/distance
education by the individuals who use it? Regarding appreciating telework/distance learn-
ing by gender, both female and male respondents fit with the general average of responses,
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which is 2.82. However, we can see that the male gender is closer to the dislike response
(2.48), while the female gender is closer to the neutral response (2.93). By age group, in
relation to those aged 3645 and 46+, the average response points to a neutral opinion,
while the rest were found at level 2. In terms of parenthood, there is a difference in response
between participants with children and those without children. Participants with children
had an average of 3.14, that is, a neutral opinion, and participants without children had an
average of 2.72, that is, they did not like the alternatives. We assumed from the beginning
that each of the groups had as much probability as the other; the p values for gender, age,
and parenthood are, respectively, 0.0123, 0.4653, and 0.0113. These numbers suggest that
there is no association for age, but there is for gender and parenthood.

Comparing distance working/learning with face-to-face by gender, there was no
fluctuation in responses. Both the female and male genders had an average response
that matched the general average (2.92); therefore, we conclude that for both genders
the opinion is that they worked /learned less. By age group, the highest average level of
response was the 36—45-year-old age group, which was the closest to a positive response
(3.90). By parenthood, there were significant differences between participants with children
(3.64) and those without children (2.69), which means that the former believe they are
working/studying more than in person. The p-values (0.9610, 0.1519, and 0.0001) suggest
that there is a strong association between parenthood and preference of the distance model.

Regarding the desire for the future implementation of the alternatives, we did not see
any differences in the average of the responses by gender, by age group, or by parenthood,
(p-values, respectively, of 0.7365, 0.3069, and 0.1793).

4.2. Second Research Question

The second question of this investigation is as follows: Do the environment vari-
ables (own hardware, individual or shared physical space, internet quality) in which
telework/distance education is practiced have an impact on its perception? Regarding the
appreciation of telework/distance education, the average of the responses of individuals
with their own personal equipment is close to level 3 (neutral), whereas those who did not
have it were exactly at level 2; that is, the latter did not like it. Regarding the quality of the
internet connection, individuals with poor internet connection (2) had less appreciation for
the alternatives (1.67), and those who had very good connection had an average response
of 3. Regarding the perception of respondents considering the work/study space, it is
possible to confirm that significant oscillation occurred in individuals who had their own
space; however, it was higher in those who only sometimes had their own space (3.29). The
p-values of 0.6952, 0.0383, and 0.0126 suggest an association with respondents who have
their own work space and that they appreciate the distance model, as well as an association
with the variable of internet quality.

Analyzing the comparison of distance with face-to-face work/learning, considering
the existence or not of one’s own equipment, it is verified that the participants with their
own equipment had an average of responses very close to neutral, unlike those who
shared equipment, where the average that was worked /learned was less. Analyzing the
responses obtained in relation to the quality of the internet connection, crossing with the
perception of individuals, the respondents who had very good internet quality had the
highest average (3.23), while those who had poor internet quality had the lowest average
(2.67). Regarding the perception of respondents considering the work/study space, we
see that people without their own space answered that they worked /learned less (2.83).
The p-values (0.6864, 0.0912, and 0.0175) tell us that there is an association between having
one’s own workspace and preferring the distance model to the face-to-face one.

Finally, in relation to the desire for future implementation of remote alternatives, on
average, people with personal equipment had a greater desire (2.42), even though slight,
than people who shared equipment. It was also seen that the desire of individuals with
poor internet connection was, on average, very little (1) and that it was the respondents
who partially have their own space to work/study who wanted, on average, the distance
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model the most. The p-values of 0.2850, 0.1948, and 0.0602 do not suggest any strong
association, although the p-value for parenthood was close to 0.05.

4.3. Third Research Question

The third question of this investigation is as follows: Would people be willing or not
to adopt telework/distance education?

It is possible to see that only 3.37% of the respondents really liked the possibility of
alternatives being implemented in the future and that 38.2% did not really like it at all.
Considering the scale of 1 to 5, there was an average response of 2.37, pointing to a negative
general opinion. Furthermore, the mode of the data sample was level 1 (the worst), which
was the most frequent answer. We can conclude that people in general are not willing to
adopt telework/distance education.

5. Conclusions

With this investigation it was possible to meet the objectives of knowing the ex-
periences perceived by several individuals in Portugal in teleworking and in distance
learning, both mandatory due to the serious pandemic situation, the conditions of the
work and teaching environment, and the opinions of workers and students, which allowed
us to understand whether these alternatives will have a strong presence or not in the
post-pandemic era.

With this investigation, it is possible to conclude the following:

First Question: Regarding appreciating telework/distance learning, there is no associ-
ation for age, but there is for gender and parenthood. There is a strong association between
parenthood and preference by distance model, but not for age or for gender. No association
was found for desire for the future implementation of the alternatives.

Second Question: An association was found between respondents having their own
workspace and appreciation for the distance model; in addition, an association was seen
between internet quality and the latter. There was also an association between respondents
having their own workspace and preferring the distance model.

Third question: As previously stated, people who responded to the survey, in general,
were not willing to adopt telework/distance education.

The conclusions of this work could be different in the case of changes in legislation
in Portugal or even the possibility for companies to comply with what is stipulated as
voluntary telework. It should also be pointed out that, as the number of respondents is
reduced, the conclusions cannot be seen in an absolute way. It should be noted that the
survey was carried out at a time when the Portuguese had been confined for a year (with
minor interruptions). There are several studies that point out various problems, such as
those regarding mental health, the economy, and family, which may be the answer as to why
the people who responded to this survey were eager to return to pre-pandemic life. This
might be why respondents replied that they are not willing to adopt the teleworking and
distance learning version, showing that they did not appreciate the compulsive experience
of the emergency remote work (and learning) model. The only significant result is related
to parenting, with those who have children preferring to work and study at a distance,
with flexibility and at home. This is a conclusion that should be considered by lawmakers
and companies in order to find models that are advantageous for both parties.

It would be interesting to repeat this questionnaire at a future time, in a world af-
ter confinement, where people are less eager to return to the life they had before this
terrible pandemic.
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Appendix A

Table Al. Level of appreciation, distance vs. face-to-face, and desire for future implementation vs. gender, age, parenthood, own equipment, internet quality, own workplace.

Level of Appreciation Distance vs. Face-to-Face Desire for Future Implementation
Gender 1 2 3 4 5 X Gender 1 2 3 4 5 X Gender 1 2 3 4 5 X
Female 5.88% 23.53% 44.12% 25.00% 1.47% 2.93 Woman 7.35% 36.76% 23.53% 22.06% 10.29% 291 Woman 36.76% 16.18% 19.12% 23.53% 4.41% 243
Male 33.33% 9.52% 33.33% 23.81% 0.00% 2.48 Male 9.52% 33.33% 19.05% 28.57% 9.52% 2.95 Male 42.86% 9.52% 33.33% 14.29% 0.00% 2.19
Total 12.36% 20.22% 41.57% 24.72% 1.12% 2.82 Total 7.87%  35.96% 22.47% 23.60% 10.11% 2.82 Total 38.20% 14.61% 22.47% 21.35% 3.37% 2.37
Age 1 2 3 4 5 X Age 1 2 3 4 5 X Age 1 2 3 4 5 X
18-25 15.25% 20.34% 42.37% 20.34% 1.69% 2.73 18-25 10.17% 49.15% 16.95% 18.64% 5.08% 2.59 18-25 40.68% 11.86% 20.34% 23.73% 3.39% 2.37
26-35 25.00% 25.00% 12.50% 37.50% 0.00% 2.63 26-35 12.50% 12.50% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 3.38 26-35 50.00% 25.00% 0.00% 12.50% 12.50% 2.13
36-45 0.00%  10.00% 50.00% 40.00% 0.00%  3.30 36-45 0.00%  10.00% 20.00% 40.00% 30.00% 3.90 3645 30.00% 20.00% 40.00% 10.00% 0.00% 2.3
46+ 0.00%  25.00% 50.00% 25.00% 0.00% 3.00 46+ 0.00% 8.33% 50.00% 33.33% 8.33% 3.42 46+ 25.00% 16.67% 33.33% 25.00% 0.00% 2.58
Total 12.36% 20.22% 41.57% 24.72% 1.12% 2.82 Total 7.87%  35.96% 22.47% 23.60% 10.11% 2.92 Total 38.20% 14.61% 22.47% 21.35% 3.37% 2.37
Parenthood 1 2 3 4 5 X Parenthood 1 2 3 4 5 X Parenthood 1 2 3 4 5 X
No 16.42% 20.90% 38.81% 22.39% 1.49% 2.72 No 10.45% 44.78% 17.91% 19.40% 7.46%  2.69 No 41.79% 13.43% 17.91% 22.39% 4.48% 2.34
Yes 0.00% 18.18% 50.00% 31.82% 0.00% 3.14 Yes 0.00% 9.09% 36.36% 36.36% 18.18% 3.64 Yes 27.27% 18.18% 36.36% 18.18% 0.00%  2.45
Total 12.36% 20.22% 41.57% 24.72% 1.12% 2.82 Total 7.87%  35.96% 22.47% 23.60% 10.11% 2.92 Total 38.20% 14.61% 22.47% 21.35% 3.37% 2.37
Equipment 1 2 3 4 5 X Equipment 1 2 3 4 5 X Equipment 1 2 3 4 5 X
No 33.33% 33.33% 33.33% 0.00% 0.00% 2.00 No 0.00%  66.67% 33.33% 0.00% 0.00% 2.33 No 100.00% 0.00%  0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 1.00
Yes 11.63% 19.77% 41.86% 25.58% 1.16% 2.85 Yes 8.14%  34.88% 22.09% 24.42% 10.47% 2.94 Yes 36.05% 15.12% 23.26% 22.09% 3.49% 2.42
Total 12.36% 20.22% 41.57% 24.72% 1.12% 2.82 Total 7.87%  3596% 22.47% 23.60% 10.11% 2.92 Total 38.20% 14.61% 22.47% 21.35% 3.37% 237
Internet 1 2 3 4 5 X Internet 1 2 3 4 5 X Internet 1 2 3 4 5 X
2 66.67% 0.00% 33.33% 0.00% 0.00% 1.67 2 33.33% 33.33% 0.00% 0.00% 33.33% 2.67 2 100.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.00
3 13.33% 26.67% 40.00% 20.00% 0.00% 2.67 3 6.67%  26.67% 20.00% 40.00% 6.67% 3.13 3 33.33% 13.33% 33.33% 20.00% 0.00% 2.40
4 6.67%  26.67% 44.44% 20.00% 2.22% 2.84 4 11.11% 42.22% 22.22% 15.56% 8.89%  2.69 4 37.78% 13.33% 20.00% 24.44% 4.44% 2.44
5 15.38% 7.69%  38.46% 38.46% 0.00% 3.00 5 0.00%  30.77% 26.92% 30.77% 11.54% 3.23 5 34.62% 19.23% 23.08% 19.23% 3.85% 2.38
Total 12.36% 20.22% 41.57% 24.72% 1.12% 2.82 Total 7.87%  3596% 22.47% 23.60% 10.11% 2.92 Total 38.20% 14.61% 22.47% 21.35% 3.37% 237
Workplace 1 2 3 4 5 X Workplace 1 2 3 4 5 X Workplace 1 2 3 4 5 X
No 15.38% 15.38% 46.15% 23.08% 0.00% 2.77 No 15.38% 7.69%  23.08% 38.46% 15.38% 3.31 No 53.85% 0.00% 30.77% 15.38% 0.00% 2.08

Yes, sometimes  14.29% 0.00% 42.86% 28.57% 14.29% 3.29 Yes,sometimes 14.29% 14.29% 42.86% 0.00% 28.57% 3.14 Yes, sometimes 14.29% 14.29% 14.29% 42.86% 14.29% 3.29
Yes, always 11.59% 23.19% 40.58% 24.64% 0.00% 2.78 Yes, always 5.80% 43.48% 20.29% 23.19% 7.25% 2.83 Yes, always 37.68% 17.39% 21.74% 20.29% 2.90% 2.33
Total 12.36% 20.22% 41.57% 24.72% 1.12% 2.82 Total 7.87% 35.96% 22.47% 23.60% 10.11% 2.92 Total 38.20% 14.61% 22.47% 21.35% 3.37% 237
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