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1. Read in the data from Walter and Dowd (1992) into a dataframe (walter.txt).  How many rows and columns are contained in the dataframe?
	mites.raw <- read.table("walter.txt", sep = "", header = TRUE)
str(mites.raw)

The dataframe contains 4 columns and 28 rows.



2. View the data. Explore the format of the dataset.  Check for obvious examples of data entry error.  Fix as appropriate. State what you fixed.
	mites.raw
mites.raw[11,2] <- "f"

In the eleventh row the variable PAIR was incorrectly assigned a value of "ef" instead of "f".



3. Use cast from the package {reshape2} to put the data into the wide format.  Save your data in the wide format as a *.txt file. What advantages does the wide format have compared to original format? 
	library(reshape2)
mites.wide <- dcast(mites.raw, PAIR ~ TREAT)
write.table(mites.wide, file = "walter2.txt")

In the wide format each experimental unit (here, a leaf pair) is represented by one row in the dataframe.  This is the standard format for most statistical analysis.



4. Use the wide format data from question 3 to calculate the mean, median, variance and maximum number of mites per leaf on shaved leaves.  If the maximum number of mites was increased by ten  what effect would this have on the mean, median and variance?  
	summary(mites.wide)
var(mites.wide$shaved)
mites.wide
max.plus.10 <- mites.wide 
max.plus.10[4,3] <- mites.wide[4,3] + 10
summary(max.plus.10)
var(max.plus.10$shaved)

Increasing the maximum by ten caused the mean to increase from 1.1 to 1.8 mites per leaf and the variance to increase from 1.1 to 12.8 (mites per leaf)2.  The median remained unchanged.



Grading.  Each question is worth 5 points.  Questions will be assessed using the following scale:
5: Excellent quality– difficult or impossible to improve.
4: High quality with very minor flaws (e.g. missing/incorrect units or poor grammar).
3: Acceptable quality and mostly meets expectations.
2: Marginal quality and fails to meet expectations in substantial respects.
1: Poor quality and fails to meet expectations in most respects.
0: Fails to meet expectations in any respect.
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