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Dependent variable: DIBAGE
SMOKE Mean SD N
.00 49.59 14.140 1206
1.00 54.52 13.188 818
2.00 46.91 12.385 92
3.00 46.02 12.581 337
Total 50.64 13.878 2453

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent variable: DIBAGE

Source Type III Sum of 

Squares

df Mean Square F p Partial Eta 

Squared

Corrected model 22082.041a 3 7,360.680 40.044 .000 .047

Intercept 2443686.730 1 2,443,686.730 13,294.157 .000 .844

SMOKE 22082.041 3 7,360.680 40.044 .000 .047

Error 450166.842 2,449 183.817

Total 6763564.000 2,453

Corrected total 472248.882 2,452
aR2 = 0.047 (adjusted R2 = 0.046).

Contrast Results (K Matrix)

SMOKE Simple Contrasta Dependent Variable
DIBAGE

Level 2 versus Level 1

Contrast estimate 4.926
Hypothesized value 0
Difference (estimate − hypothesized) 4.926
SE 0.614
p .000

95% CI for difference
Lower bound 3.722
Upper bound 6.130

Level 3 versus Level 1

Contrast estimate −2.678
Hypothesized value 0
Difference (estimate − hypothesized) −2.678
SE 1.466
p .068

95% CI for difference Lower bound −5.554
Upper bound .197

Level 4 versus Level 1

Contrast estimate −3.567
Hypothesized value 0
Difference (estimate − hypothesized) −3.567
SE 0.835
p .000

95% CI for difference
Lower bound −5.206
Upper bound −1.929

aReference category = 1.

Table 4.7  Analysis of Smoking Status and Age of Diabetes Onset via ANOVA

Smoking and Diabetes Analyzed via Regression

Now let us demonstrate that all of the other groups are significantly different. Using 
the exact same data, with the dummy variables constituted as described above, we 
will identify EXERCISE as the DV and the four dummy variables as the IVs. First, 
we must establish that we met the assumptions of OLS regression. The residuals had 
reasonable homoscedasticity and were reasonably normally distributed, as shown in 
Figure 4.2. The skewness of the residuals was −0.036 and the kurtosis was −0.471, 
which is not perfect but reasonable.




