[bookmark: _GoBack]A researcher is interested in cannabis use in groups of offenders. They find two scales that are commonly used to assess cannabis use, these are 
1. The Cannabis use disorders identification test ‘CUDIT’, 8 items measured on a 0-4 scale
2. The Cannabis severity of dependence scale ‘SCDS’, 10 items measured on a 0-5 scale.
The first thing they do is explore the psychometric properties of each of these scales computing 
· Split half reliability
· Cronbach’s alpha reliability 
· Test retest reliability (compares a time one with time two; CSDS_TOTAL vs CSDS_TOTAL_2; CUDIT_TOTAL vs. CUDIT_TOTAL_2)

After reviewing the psychometric properties of the scale you are required to select the one that should be used to explore the extent to which different offender groups have different levels of cannabis consumption. For this analysis:
IV Offender type (between subjects): Car theft, Shop lifting, affray 
DV: The cannabis use measure you select

The hypothesis is that there will be no significant differences across groups 

The analysis using both the possible DVs have been given you must select the best one to report.
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1. Using appropriate statistics describe the split half reliability of the two scales, state which scale is best. (3 marks) 
2. Using appropriate statistics describe the alpha reliability of the two scales, state which scale is best. (3 marks)
3. Using appropriate statistics describe the test-retest reliability of the two scales, state which scale is best. (3 marks)

Using the scale with the best psychometric properties, answer the following questions regarding the analysis that explores the association between offender type and cannabis use.

4. Dose the analysis meet the assumption of homogeneity of variance? How do you know this?
(2 marks)

5. Write up the effect of offender type reporting post hoc tests if necessary 
(7 marks)
6. Do you support the hypothesis? Explain your answer (2 marks)
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CSDS_TOTAL_2  Pearson Correlation 827" 1
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** Correlation is significant atthe 0.01 level (2-tailed).




image7.png
Levene's Test of Equality of Error
Variances®

Dependent Variable: CUDIT_TOTAL
F dft df2 Sig.

2111 2 95 127





image8.png
Dependent Variahle:

Offender_type
Cartheft
Shop lifting
Affray

Total

Descriptive Statistics

CUDIT_TOTAL
Mean Std. Deviation
8.7955 6.85932
4.9286 4.89844
6.0769 567749
6.9694 6.22674

44
28
26
98




image9.png
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variahle: CUDIT_TOTAL

Type lll Sum Partial Eta
Source of Squares Mean Square F Sig. Squared
Corrected Model 284.046° 2 142.023 3.881 .024 .076
Intercept 4046.079 1 4046.079 110553 .000 538
Offender_type 284.046 2 142.023 3.881 .024 .076
Error 3476.862 95 36.599
Total 8521.000 98
Corrected Total 3760.908 97
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Dependent Variahle: CUDIT_TOTAL

Pairwise Comparisons

95% Confidence Interval for

Mean Difference®
Difference (I-

(I) Offender_type  (J) Offender_type J) Std. Error SigAh Lower Bound  Upper Bound
Car theft Shop lifting 3.867 1.462 .010 963 6.770
Affray 2719 1.496 .072 -.252 5.689

Shop lifting Car theft -3.867 1.462 .010 -6.770 -.963
Affray -1.148 1.648 .488 -4.419 2123

Affray Car theft -2.719 1.496 .072 -5.689 252
1.148 1.648 .488 -2123 4.419

Shop lifting
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Descriptive Statistics
Dependent Variahle: CSDS_TOTAL
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Shop lifting 18.1071
Affray 15.2308
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variahle: CSDS_TOTAL

Type Il Sum Partial Eta
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Squared
Corrected Model 4352587 2 217.629 5.320 .006 101
Intercept 22223.496 1 22223496  543.279 .000 851
Offender_type 435258 2 217.629 5.320 .006 101
Error 3886.089 95 40.906
Total 26612.000 98

Corrected Total 4321.347 a7
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Pairwise Comparisons
Dependent Variahle: CSDS_TOTAL

95% Confidence Interval for

Mean Difference®
Difference (I-
() Offender_type  (J) Offender_type J) Std. Error Sig.? Lower Bound  Upper Bound
Cartheft Shop lifting -5.039" 1.546 .002 -8.108 -1.969
Affray -2.163 1.582 A75 -5.303 978
Shop lifting Car theft 5.039 1.546 .002 1.969 8.108
Affray 2.876 1.742 102 -.582 6.335
Affray Car theft 2163 1.582 A75 -.978 5.303

Shop lifting -2.876 1.742 102 -6.335 .582
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Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha Part1 Value .803
N of ltems 4?

Part 2 Value 649

N of ltems 40

Total N of ltems 8

Correlation Between Forms 742
Spearman-Brown Equal Length .852
ErelEiRnt Unequal Length 852
Guttman Split-Half Coefficient 849

a. The items are: CUDIT1, CUDIT2, CUDIT3, CUDIT4.
b. The items are: CUDITS, CUDIT6, CUDIT7, CUDITS.
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CUDIT_TOTAL Pearson Correlation 1 948"
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CUDIT_TOTAL_2  Pearson Correlation 948" 1
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Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha Part1 Value 690
N of ltems 52

Part2 Value 613

N of ltems 5

Total N of ltems 10

Correlation Between Forms .609
Spearman-Brown Equal Length 757
Cosfficiant Unequal Length 757
Guttman Split-Half Coefficient 743

a.The items are: CSDS1, CSDS2, CSDS3, CSDS4,
CsDS5.

b. The items are: CSDS6, CSDS7, CSDS8, CSDS9,
CsDs10.
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