P595 

1.  For this problem, 

1)  Analyze the effects of pretest satisfaction and job enrichment (bldg) on posttest job satisfaction.  Be sure to test for the significance of the interaction and to analyze effects of each independent variable controlling for the other independent variable.  That is, posttest is the DV, pretest and bldg are IVs.
3)  Write a 1-2 paragraph summary of the analyses and results, omitting SPSS output unless it’s part of the report.  Be sure to included relevant displays of statistics, plots.

Job Enrichment. Jim Schmelkmit pulled his 911 into the third spot from the end - his spot. It had come with his promotion to third assistant HR director early that month. He hopped out of the car, put the "boot" on the steering wheel, padlocked the chain to the brake pedal, locked the door, and checked the burglar alarm. You couldn't be too careful in this part of the parking lot, so close to where the MBA's parked. Only last week someone had scribbled "tiny validity" on his windshield. As he walked through the door to the HR department, his secretary, Wanda, caught his eye. "She's already here." Wanda whispered. The she was Samantha, Samantha Keezhler, the second assistant HR director, his immediate supervisor. "Wow, I just can't beat her to the punch, can I?" he whispered back..

He walked into his office. "Samantha, how good to see you so early." he said. "I'm sure," she responded. She walked around the table from where she had been sitting. He glanced at her long legs, the confident way she carried herself, her long hair, the bob of her hair, the cute pug nose, the . . . well he could go on and on. Too bad she still carried that grudge. It had been just a little joke - getting into her Output Window and changing the p value from .015 to .150. Who would have guessed that her whole research project had hinged on that one stupid t value being significant. You'd think she would have known that a t of 2.77 would be significant. Be that as it may, she had not yet forgiven him. 

"So, Schmelkmit, desecrated any Output Windows recently?" she said, sarcastically. 

"Samantha, I am really sorry about that. It was a dumb thing to do, something I'll never even consider again." he said, with his most humble manner. As he said it, he noticed that she had taken her pager off and left it on the desk. Hmm, this would be a perfect chance to switch it with the "Whoopee" pager he had bought last week at a gag store. He'd had it programmed so that when someone paged her, it would emit a loud "Whoopee" sound. No, better wait a while for that one. 

"Well, look, Schmelkmit. You're basically a nice guy. You just did a dumb thing. But I guess you understand that. So, let's forget it happened. We need to work together here." 

Whew. He was off the hook. "You won't regret it, Samantha," he said, eyeing the pager. No, not today! 

"So, Schmelkmit. How's the job enrichment project at Building B going? Are the job satisfaction figures in yet? Oh, these must be the figures here." She picked up an envelope that had been sitting on her desk. She tore open the envelope and pulled out what looked like computer output. Suddenly she shouted, "What the H is this? The building B mean job satisfaction is lower than Building A's. Look at this. Mean for building A is 52.33. Mean for Building B is 46.34. The t statistic is 3.173 from an undesecrated Output Window, I might add. That means that there’s a significant difference between the two means. What's going on here, Schmelkmit? I thought you said that job satisfaction would be higher after you instituted that program in Building B. I spent a lot of company money to help you make those enrichment changes. Now all I see is the same old JS numbers! I need an explanation!" She was furious. 

"I..I 'm sure there's an explanation, Samantha," he stammered. "Maybe the people in Buildings A and B weren’t equal in pre-program job satisfaction. . Maybe that explains the difference in their current satisfaction. Look, I'll get data on job satisfaction from the month just prior to the time I instituted the enrichment program and adjust the current satisfaction values for it. Maybe that'll help," he gulped. 

"It had better help! Or you're going to be working out of the storage shed in the back of Building B until I see better job satisfaction numbers from that enrichment program!" she said, stalking out of the room and slamming the door behind her. He noticed that she had picked up her pager on the way out, saving him from himself. 
The pre enrichment Job satisfaction scores and post enrichment job satisfaction scores and building codes are in the data set below.  Answer the question:  Is there a difference in Post scores between the two buildings after controlling for pre scores?
This is a classic ANCOVA problem with one IV that is being treated as a covariate (PRE) and one two-level qualitative IV factor (BLDG).  You should compute and test the product variable.  You should also compute the graph appropriate for such data.  (It was covered in P5130 when analyses of qualitative and quantitative data were introduced and should have been covered in P5950 lecture.)

The text below can be used to define the data.  Copy from "data list" through "end data." and paste into a syntax window in SPSS.  Then pull down the [Run] menu and choose "Run all".  The data editor window should be defined with 200 rows by 3 columns.

data list free / bldg pre post. 

Value labels bldg 0 "Building A" 1 "Building B". 

begin data. 

1 40 48 1 38 49 1 50 54 1 51 56 1 23 26 1 70 72 1 27 46 1 27 38 1 48 64 1 47 53 1 54 
67 1 23 26 1 52 56 1 25 37 1 47 49 1 37 48 1 27 34 1 32 35 1 41 50 1 34 35 1 6 21 1 63 
74 1 52 54 1 46 64 1 17 29 1 44 46 1 55 71 1 48 50 1 30 41 1 12 21 1 49 69 1 5 8 1 22 
35 1 46 54 1 57 68 1 50 69 1 34 37 1 33 45 1 44 57 1 24 43 1 34 43 1 49 60 1 33 35 1 
61 77 1 50 61 1 42 51 1 23 35 1 34 41 1 39 58 1 38 54 1 25 26 1 38 54 1 20 27 1 67 73 
1 37 46 1 36 42 1 24 38 1 22 42 1 18 23 1 52 62 1 42 50 1 40 56 1 46 50 1 11 29 1 44 
53 1 31 45 1 39 53 1 23 37 1 34 39 1 31 44 1 17 33 1 51 63 1 33 41 1 37 38 1 50 50 1 
37 53 1 39 51 1 19 20 1 59 76 1 60 78 1 38 53 1 19 21 1 7 25 1 54 71 1 30 42 1 53 56 1 
35 39 1 23 29 1 28 30 1 24 39 1 44 45 1 36 42 1 35 47 1 57 58 1 32 35 1 46 59 1 8 20 1 
23 25 1 23 31 1 45 61 0 54 34 0 47 29 0 54 52 0 73 65 0 61 41 0 67 57 0 66 62 0 56 41 
0 51 49 0 78 60 0 55 53 0 60 43 0 60 44 0 56 41 0 55 46 0 74 67 0 48 41 0 56 37 0 65 
55 0 59 46 0 71 66 0 64 61 0 62 49 0 67 60 0 51 46 0 51 38 0 68 55 0 62 58 0 86 84 0 
60 57 0 70 63 0 65 59 0 57 48 0 67 62 0 70 53 0 62 51 0 66 52 0 61 55 0 69 57 0 59 54 
0 42 26 0 53 36 0 70 53 0 63 60 0 66 59 0 62 55 0 76 69 0 78 67 0 45 25 0 81 62 0 57 
43 0 52 47 0 66 56 0 67 55 0 57 57 0 62 60 0 53 46 0 54 52 0 71 62 0 68 54 0 75 61 0 
61 47 0 53 46 0 63 61 0 74 55 0 68 68 0 97 80 0 66 51 0 56 45 0 63 53 0 51 47 0 43 27 
0 69 61 0 57 46 0 52 33 0 46 38 0 57 56 0 46 32 0 64 51 0 45 40 0 58 53 0 58 41 0 52 
39 0 59 56 0 79 66 0 72 67 0 56 44 0 71 61 0 73 71 0 74 68 0 59 46 0 69 50 0 68 67 0 
69 67 0 66 60 0 70 52 0 60 43 0 64 61 0 63 46 0 60 42 
end data. 

2.  Use the MEDRES data on the PSY 510511 page.  Analyze the relationship of PART1 scores to YEAR and TOTALRES.  For both variables, assess the nature of the relationship - linear, quadratic, cubic?   Use GLM.  Note that both of these variables can be treated as either pure quantitative variables and thus would be put in the Covariates box in GLM or they can be treated as what might be called Categorical Quantitative variables, with specific categories, but with those categories equally spaced on a continuum.  Analyze them as the second kind, putting them in the Fixed Effects box and then specifying a Polynomial contrast for each.  If you really want to impress me, also analyze them as purely quantitative variables, creating squared and cubic terms for each and putting them all in the covariates box and show that you get the same results.  You can use the REGRESSION procedure for this.
Note that this analysis is a generalization of previous analyses we’ve done with these data in which totalres was dichotomized into progsize=0 and progsize=1 for smaller and larger programs.  I think you’ll agree that this analysis yields a clean result, one that suggests we shouldn’t have dichotomized totalres in our original approach to these data.

You’ll find that for one of the variables, the overall effect is not significant, but one of the specific effects, probably the one we’d expect to be, is significant.  You may want to comment on this in your write-up.
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