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Twohcommunication training programs; the Communication Skills Workshop

(CSW) and the Couples Communication Program (CCP) -and a wait-list con-

" trol group wers.compared on measures of communication effectiveness

problem solvin# and relationship satisfaction. * Subjectd were fiftyrfour‘

L

volunteer coup&esirandomly assigned to conditions. Highly distressed
couples or those seeking marital therapy were excluded from the study.
All training was done in groups utilizing male and emale co-trainers.

‘One relationship sat}sfaction questionnaire was. administered prior to

0w .

o training, all questionnaires and pérformance measures were given one and

L Y
.'seven_weeks following training. Results indicated that the CCP training ‘

produced significant increases in nonverbal positive messages relative to

i

-the'CSW and no training. ccp training also resulted in significant decreases
in nonverbal negative messa&\s compared to tle CSW Both traiping condi-

tions significantly reduced verbal negative”messagea» Self-report measures

-~

reveaied o significant differe::jsuat.follow-up testing ' Although trainer .

a

. diffe(ences -may have partially counted for éhe results, the CCP appears to

’//be a viable alternative to behavioral programs such as CSW

£
., N ?,‘,'
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~ The present study was deaigned to evaluate two communication training '

-

programs <- the (CSW) Communication Si;lls WOrkahop (witkin & Rose,,1977l and

the $CCP) Couples Communication Program (Nunnally, Miller & Wackman, 975) -

¢ . /‘//

on the communication cffectivcncss and relationship satisfaction of d?uplea._
In addition, each training program was compared to a waitelist controP
Progtams - - . . e o

Both traininﬁ/progrnms are educntinna]]v—oriented (c -f, Liberman,
. ; )
_Wﬁrclcr & Sanders, 1976) énd utilize a gruup.training format.

I
T

. o« , ‘ ) y . -
‘ Cnmmunivntiﬁn Skills Workshop T The CSW is a "hehnvtor 11y~nriented"
s

proﬁrnm deriving 1its conceptual base from social learni g frameworks -
i : \

(Patterson & Hops, 1972; Birchlet Weiss & Vincent, 1975; Gtaats, 1972) and
communication theorists (e g Pace & Boren, 1973 Meh ahian & %Eed 1968) and
drawing upon: the intervention strdtegies of the Oreng group (e g. Weiss,
-Hops, & Pattersou, 1973; Patterson, Hops & Weiss,,IQVS; and Richard Stuart
(1969, 1974) . Fmphasis in the' CSW'is- upon learning “speci,fic comhunication
skiils, e.g. qpep4ficity, feedback, and nonaversive requests, dnd applying
these skii]s to rclationship problem solving. The duration of the CSW is

.

six, two-hour sessions with at-home assignments,,including_readings,

~
[

piven betwéen gessions.

Couples Communication Program B%aed upon copcepts from the field of

fnmily development . symboli( interactionism, and modern communication and

o

-

avstems ot feory ) thc C(P 1ttvmptq to provide couples, with skills to increase

their awaremss and mntn—vnmmunicntion (Nunnally, Mil]or; & Wackman, 1975)

Four weckly lhryv—hnnr sessions are -devoted to teaching couples how to:
(1) increase apd verbally express their self-awareness; (2) accurately

excehamee Infnrmﬂf;%n; () utilize different communication styles; and

[ 4
\ B * N -
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(4)‘mainthin and build se}f—esteem,:especiaLly when deéling with conflicts‘

(Miller, Nuhnally & Wackman, 1976) Similar -to, the CSW, between session - . .

exercises dte givén for'pféctice i% home "as Jéll»as readings from a text’
» * authored by.the bfogram Qevelope;% (Miller, NQggyllvv& Wackman, 1975j.1>
o | _ . |  METHOD . . 3

)

- ’ . / . '
o : S o T LA
Subject§ - \ ST : . . -
v e \g' : . ) ’ ' '
" Couples who participated in the study were recruited from newspapers
and radio advertisements, letters sent to randomly selected married couples,
agency referrals and a feature story about marital communication in a local
newspaper. Demographic characteristics of thezyarcicip%ting coupleS'agg_
. ) ! ) . ' . ! ‘ . .
summarized in/Table 1.
N . /"’

Design ‘

‘All subjects participated in a pretraining assessment session consisting
- t .
of general information about the training and completion of the Locke Marital

Adjustment Qﬁestionnaire (MAQ): Couples coyld be eliminated from the study

¢

~ , .P N - ‘ -
for two reasons: (1) rhey were seeking marital therapy rather than an

~‘educational training program; (2) their mean MAQ score was below 80. The
- ‘ . . ’
first sixty couples to’meét this criteria were randomly .assigned to one of
~~ three coqditibnsi the CSW, the CCP,Aor a control grnnp.l The 1 ‘roup
! ) *
sub}ectS‘Cohbleted all evaluatfon measures and receiv-- ining following com-
— . R . ‘
plet ' n of the study. All subjects were evai&i‘ed approximate. one week (pést-'
L 4
te: : and seven weeks (follow-up) following completion of their training program.
. ) ' '
Py
} .
All evaluation measures were completed independently by subjects at post

Measures

R
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“and follow-up assessmerrt sessions. The MAQ was also completed prior to

3]

training.

- Marital Adjustment Questionnaire MAQ)., The MAQ représents a "traditional"

I

measure of marital satisfaction and thus allows for cross- study comparisons.
In the present study, the MAQ was slightly modified to include cohabitating
couples,not legally married, e. g- marriage was:changed to relationship.

Areas-of-Change Questionnaire (A-C), The A-C has been used by the Oregon ¥
. 8roup-(e.g.'Weiss, et al., 1973) as a 5106;1 mafich‘satisfaction measure.:
Scores:on the A—Clsre based on ratings'of desiredﬁfrequency of spouse
performanceitb thirty-four specific activities as“w:ll as the predicted

s

frequency of spouse's ratings for the subject. Norms for fifty distressed

. .

. . A . .
and fifty non-distressed couples have recently been reported by Birchler &
Webb-(l975)." Mean conflict scores_were 28.0 for the distressed couples

and 6.9 for the Dpon-distressed group.

[

Marital-Communication Inventory (MCHWT’/, The MCI is a forty-six item

lhventory designed to measure various communication processes such as a

couple s nhllity\to exnresq ‘themselves and their style of expressiOn (Bienvenu,
. ]
< v

]970). As a measure of post intervention change, the MCI has shown increases

-

in studies of the CCP (Larsen,-l974) and the CSW (Witkin & Rose 1978)
- Modifications to account for nQn-married, cohabitating couples were also made\

—6n the MCT.

Marital Interaction Coding sttem (MICS) - The MICS is a-psrformance

measyre of couple interaction. Twenty—nine behaviorally specific codes "
are sequentially recorded from videotape by two trained codé{s (see Weigs &
Margolin,1975 for a more detailed description) For tbis study, the codes,

‘were collapsed into five a priori determined summary cateégories:’ positive

3
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verbal’(e.g, complement) positive nonverbal (e.g. laugh) negative verbgl

(e.g. criticism),’hegative,nOnverbal (e.g. ignore), and problem solving
B o ¥

. (e, g. positive solution) A subject'sfscore on the'individual MICS'codesJ

was expressed as a proportion of the frequency ‘of all codes for that person :

-~
M . « . . v

for thé/particqlar disc%ssion . ' . ; f," L .,
) . | ’ T ] - v

- HICS.codes wére'applied_to two tan minute ,videotaped discussians by gach -
. oo . : ; e 7
couple at posttest‘and follow-up. The first discussian was on'aiyneutral"‘

v —‘I ‘ ‘ A N . - - | ' v )

. .topic (e.g. "physical activities") and helped to acclimate couples to the

L §

.. ~ ¢ . i . . *:' , ..‘— ' \
- discussion r%om and videotape equipment.rquscussion two was based on the - _ )/
. . < \ . K
‘. attempted resolutiop of an actual relatioriship conflict (determined earlier -
by response to a "conflict cheécklist") and was of primatf&interest‘to the

-

. evaluation.2

0y

j/ All discussions were coded by two experienced eoders from. the 0regon ’
Research Institute. Coders were blind to the researﬁh hydotheses and -’f .

- 4 ) ! < /\" ’ Lo ]

. ,,and-conditions; -Interrater agreement was maintained at or* above thé minimal
. - T : .

level of 70% recemmended by thie Oregon group (X'= 80. ll SD = 4 916 IR

4

Discussion Evaluation. " As a check on the validity qf the‘MICS data, couples
N 4 Al ’

1ndependently ‘completed a brief (fiVe question) questionnaire immediate '

: following each discussion The.first four questions asked for evaluation of
of the discussion e.g. satisfaction Question five requested subjects to

3 “ v

‘rate the discussion in relation to the setting i. e. compared to the same ™~ | -
discussiJn at “home. gesponses to this question presumably indicated sub— i
‘ . . »”® °

. . . . ,1 ~
~\ . jects' perceptions of the representativeness of their interaction. S ‘
, : ’ ' . T ~

Procedure . ' : P %
. . s . N . & - - . - | . .
o o , e, R T
ubjects ‘in both programs werc tralned in groups of thliree to five ‘

Loy ! - o
- . ‘ . ’ l
couples. A md?e“and_fomn}e co-leader 1éd each group. 'In the CCP condition .

v . . <

all leaders werervortifLEd(éCP {nstructnfs.3 Croup leaders in the CSW .

'were Masters degree social workers or social work gradu%gg students at the

’ . . h ray . 1
' ) * . , 7 . P . : [
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University of Wisconsih. Two of the‘group leaders had received appr imately -

. 1eaders ere trained by the Ebove two 'senior" instructors. Tabhe 2 N

-

.

fifte iz\:ours of training Erom the nuthor plus related reaaings. The dher r

. - . . . v

sumarizes the demographic characteristics and experience of the group _ ' . (

‘ ! -
‘o - {

ieader?pin each condition. o . . .. ) ’ «

’

\‘l . ' -k S - S . = i
' ", : T . \
' N s 5, . Tehle 2 here ot . - '3fff R
. ) v ——-——7-———?————1—--i-—,-——— , L K i )

As’ is evident from ﬂnspection of Tabye 2, CGP leaders were older. had more

L)
years of education, and significantly moré experience than CSW group leaders.f v

s

In addition, all the CCP co-leaders had previous}y led. groups together,
\

whereas only bne pair of CCP leaders had prior experience in coﬂmon.

. s . .
\ . .
e < ’ -~ ® T N P /
R \ .

L, . . ~ , - 2 -
Self=-Report Measures Q -~ v g . ' '

1

. Results for the three self-report measures:at the posttest and follow-
’ , s ’ . . ‘ S A
up assessments are summarized n Table 3.

. e ) v . P
M . - - : .

. . . (
. U, Y S ' .
T T ’ Table 3 here .~ . , .
- . et b et , .

'Posttest'sco;es‘(Table 3) réVealed only one'significant differencezbetweén A

‘

condﬁéions. Analysis—of- covariance followed}by ‘post hoc comparisons §Scheffe) B .
v - J

‘,revealed a significant ‘difference betweén the CSW and Control conditiOns on

: -/

the Marital Communication Inbentory, al} other analyses were non—significant

. -

Follow—up differences on all self- report measdres,were non-significant. .
MICS L ‘ S -/ i
P [ 2N ¥ . ) .
Multivariate‘ahalyses—of—varianc§'(with Qretraininé hAQ scores as a - :
- }( R . ('r ' . - \ N i v ‘. \\/
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: covariate) were performed on e five MICS summary categories. Posttest
- . ( .

\‘ N
'MANOVA wasg not significant (F< .07) however three univariate ANOVAs _— N

P

contribusing to thie - oVbrall multivariate'F were stgnificqnt These results,

-
K -

. _ . T3 - .
: sgmmatized in ?9ble 4, reveale@ significant dffferences fof,;he'sumqary cate-

éorieé of nonverbal positive, verbal—négative and nonverbal negafive”ﬁessageé.

~

Yo _ o Taﬁle 4 here L . )

. . R . —‘-—‘—‘——‘——‘—‘————‘ —————— é ' [

s Follow-up MICS scores (Table 5) revealed an overall multivariate F
, L ‘ . ' N
’ofszs (df = 10, 92 p< 001) . . /‘

-~ ' ’ ) ’ g

/ . ’ C - Table 5 here .
oo . : == - e 0 S

-'I' _Univariate F-ratios contributing to the overall F had a similar\pa;tern of-

posttest results except tﬁat the nonverbal negative category was no=longer -
. s . . R » “y .
. . W& y . -

significant (p<.06). > ) . o
AL .o ‘ : :
. ~ . ’ . . s ' . .
A more éetailed account of the above differences can be obtained from an
Y v - . R - * .
: -] to- ! . N
- examination of thé‘bairW%sé differences between conditions as shown in

>

Table 6.

¢

Table 6 here

A ——— —— — -

rd

- 3 - - R )

This analysis showed significant performance differences between the CCP and
5 - :

control group couples bn nonverbal positive, verbai-negatiye, and nonverbal .

negative categories at posttest, and maiﬁtenance-of these differences far
“Qs the first two categorieg at follow-up. CSW couples differed significantly

.
.

from gohérol couples on the verbal negative cétego:y\ef follow up -
' . l

assessment.’ o ) T -
K

: - A :
. [ . r -
/// Differences between the two t¥aining conditions revéaled that CCP
L - o » - . ' . : &
, e N ot /
coupleg exchanged significgdtly greater positive nonverbal messages than CSW

J. . o I /\\ ‘ ' 9 /‘ . .

.
. N
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r
-couplee at posttest and maintained this differean.at follow-up! In

._x.

. [ .
o laddition nonverbal negative messages were a]so significantly less freque -

fo: ccp couples relative to CSW couples. o —_— .
y . e
Discugsjon Evaluation N .
' - ) '/. : s B -
Subjects im the CCP rated their own and partner s communicatioq ™n the
. " ; =

’ posttest and follow-dp discussions as more positive than CswW subjects._ CcCp
1

touples also:ﬁelt more overall satisfaction with their diszcussiqn.a . Comparisons

-

[}

with communication prior to training’ revealed mixed results. - CCP couples

“

-

perceived their posttest discussion .as’ comparatively better than CSjKCouples N

while\opposite ratings held for the follow-up. Finally, all couples tended to /

_bglieve their discussionslwouldﬁhave been similar'had they taken place at home.
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Although the resuIts of thig study:are nq; unequivocax\ they do éuggesti’#. u
’ . s .

that_;he Couples Comdunication Ptogram may be a viable fiternative\to behav- °,,»i

- N

iorally-oriented Bmmunication training When attempting to resolve relation-,

ship conflicts, éCP couples tended to exchange more positive and less negative

¢ 7

nonverbal behaviors than CSW couples. Since nonverbal behaviors would seem
3 oy v o~

less susceptible to "faking" than verbal behayiors, .this. finding deserve &;
serious attention. Both the CSW and CCP training programs were successful ine-

4
decreasing verbal negative messages’ relative to,the nontrained control group

- Py

Interestingly, except for. Ehe posttest MCI ‘score of tHe CSW group,.the S

4 -

- »
self—report measures failed to significantly differentiate between condf%lons.,

Whether these results réflect a'conventionality bias, lack of improgement‘in
¢ \
global feelings of relationship satisfaction or some other reason(s) awaits )

v - - Y - R

further investigation. o ) .

~
-

-

. The differences between group leaders in the CSW and CCP‘groups must be i

. b
congsidered when interpreting these results. CCP leaders were older, better

T

trained and had substantially more group leading'experience. Although an attempt

was made to méhitor group leaders adherence to thei7 respective tratnin% man-
1

uals, other nonspecific factors associated with leadership experience may have<
been influenti%l. ‘,' ) - ) . ., . ’ d"' “\

) The results of’this study also indicates»the need for further understanding"
of the specific differences between training programs. DIronically, it seems

possible that "poor communication” between bahavioral and nonfbehavioral/inves-

tigato?s may have led to a perception of differences’that is more apparent (or

J : - . )
:semantic) than real. For example, CCP procedures to increase awaréness might

be found%in a behavioral training.program under the label of "cognitive restruc-

“ ‘ 11 : " . .
. - ' ' ‘ s ) f:>
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Finally, 1t shodId’be noted that the results reported 1n this paper are
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-FOOTNOTES , '~

A - *s ‘ : i ~
The research reported in this article was sugported by zesearch
.o . grant . 1 RO1 MH 28025 01 from the National Institute of Menta] Health;

. Sheldon D. Rose, Prinpipal Investigator. -

1All couples met the above acceptance criteria. The sample wds reduced to - ~
fifty~four cowples (n=18). due to the failure of two control douples to
-attendf the pretraining assessment, the early droupout from tHe CSW by two

couplds, and the "setting aside' of two randomly selected couples from the
CCP‘condition to. facilitate data interpretation. 3
s 2Oniy results of the conflics resolution discussion are reportked here. .

IR
3The CCP leader certificationeérocess consists8 of participation in a CCP
group, assigned readings, participation with co-leader in a three-day
; ~workshop, and leading three "intern” groups with participant feedback.

4Differences between pretraining gcores.on the MAQ (see Table 3) suggests that
randomization was not successful ‘In ‘equating subjects across ¢onditions.
Although use of these prescores as covariates may partially offset this disparity,
the possibility of differences on other variables cannot be ryled out.
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) . Table 1 . ' 7 R
De hic Characteris f Subg . .
} mographic Charac _erig‘{:'ics 13 ul‘)gjer:ts.; l?y '(E_.OMLA‘
o ' LA C
l'v ¢ N »
Variable .+ CSW 5 . s' ccp . Control
Male age . 33.79(10.32) 33.90(8.03) 132.33(11.95)
Female age oy ' 30.79(9.98). 32.00(7.49) 27.56(10.17)
_ | Ly ' , .. |
Male education® 16.47(2.01) 18.05(2.50) 17.50(3.20)
' , ©
Female gducation o 15.52(1.84) 16.25(2.15) 15.67 (1:41)
Lengfh of marriage (years) 8.22(9.48) 7.34(7.32) 7.56(11.74)
Number of children - 1.05(1.35) 1.45(1.54) .72(1.01)
"~
\\

Note. Numbers in parenthesis equal sténdard. deviation.

8pifference between CSW and CCP significant at p¢ .06
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Table 2 . «
i . * s . . > *
- . .Comparison of Demographic Variables
and Previous‘ﬁgerience of CCP and 'CSW Group Leaders
ARAE ' ) ’ . \ -
e ‘ r . b\
o t ccp? CSW.
Age . 2.83% 45.00 27.40 ‘
Education (years) .52 18.00 17.40 *
Previous Grotps Led ' 9.11%% 39,75 12.40
. Previous Comunicéti'qn -&roups’ Led ~3.89% 8.50 1.20
8n = § (t‘hréca‘/{eaders trained two groups) -
ey T S e
bn - 8 / s o
f/; ' +
.
o
~ . i § ' _s .
. N . g
4. . \ ,
u M v
'y Y
N '
) T Q.
£
17
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> - ' Table 3

Univariate F Ratios and“AdeBtéd Means for Self-report Measures

N : 0 : : : ‘ X -
Index Fa " Ccsw ' CCP Control .
[N - . : T —
_ . Po'sttes;“ .
A-C . 9 11.52 | 0+ 12.84 11.81
. . R . » o R )
MAQb - .84 ’ 109:30 | - ., 111,19 108.30
- B “ . 3 - .
MCI -  3.38% . 98.70 . 96.07 90.42 ‘
) Follow—uﬁ
A-C - .91 . 8.64 J 11.78 ( 11.63
N - B J o ‘ R ; - -
MAQ 12 108.78 - 109768 ! 107.99
MCI 1.49 98.16 95.91 91.33
Note. MAQ pretraining scores used as cthriaqg’ ) .
. / ]
?p:etraining~means (unadjuétgd) were CSW: 101.02; CCP: 107.43; CONTRL '10?00.
*pg .05 RN ) | |
Py
R B
e [ 9 :
. , -
o . JK< .
?3 o Y ./1
\ . N / ) }
0 ‘
"’ k 4
A C
j
5 . . : 1
! < “) h =
' o lu ’l/ ) /
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N ' Table 4 <
( - ~
L/ g & Univariate F Ratios and Adjusted Means
- ‘ ¥or MICS Summary Caéego"riei at Posttest , . .
: : Variable . - Fa ’ "CSW CCP Control. ’
% Verbal Positive’ 1.99° - 36 A1 T 300 v
'Nonverbal Positive 6.95%x% 1.14 © 1,35 fl.OZ
o, . o ) ~ 0y ) .
. Verbal Negative 4. 58%% .83 "~ . .65 .94 e!,
: " Nonverbal Negative 3.20* .37 ) .25 . .49 c
R il . :
o P’robl&nl_\Solving . 1.61 .78 . .74 . .66
N°ote. Arcsine tiiBt'ormations customary fér il P sed {n ] }
| » ‘ : J
comer’ . fon of F-ratios o " o T
R
adegrpes of freedom = 2,50
. . . . ' ' —
p<.05 N ‘
g . . '} Y /
**p < .025 / '
*xkp ¢ (L g N ' BN
» < v ‘
‘_\ \ ",_'-;v
e
, §
_ ) ’ i
J ‘ a
3 | - - 13 . .
. | \ R ’




: ;qdmputation of F~ratios

**p < 001

Note. . Arcsine traqformat}pns’éustomary for proportional data use 1in

. e

4 R i

84egrees of freedom = 2,50

*p < 01

20

- - . e . . -18- :
‘ L} : .
‘ ' CLl . ‘ o — 4

. ' (\ L N R o . \\ o /?‘

o« ] Table 3 ‘ <
Univariate F Ratios and Adjusted Means '
Yy , :
for MICS Summary Categories at Follow-up °
{ ' ) .

/7 » ”

. - N R ‘ ) g s . '\n‘ ‘. 6 .
-Variable - F . CSW / CCP. Control-
Verbal Positive 30 .35 .38 .39

. . PO V.
. "YJ ! .
Nonverbal Positive ' 11,13%* 984 1.29 .98
Verbal Negative - 5.91% - .78 - .67 -.93
‘Nonverbal Negative 2.98 ‘ - .29 .46
. : ot . ) v

Problem Solving o -~ .75 . .3 .69 ¥

( .

>
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Table 6 . 1 .- o S
‘ .Pairwise-Cqmpafisogiggf‘Po§t and Fal%pw—up.M§CS - . < 3
, . o - S ' ¥ X . . R
-, . - - Summary Categories ’
. ) . , , ) e
< = “’ N L N q T-I
. CF2 . ‘
Variable : Co .: bSWiys Cccp ' ~ CSW vs Control - CCP vs Control
, ' L __Posttest ’
- s : ' t : o N
" Nonverbal Positive B P 1. hs 1770 j 13,51 ***
Verbal Negative 3.3? T 1.25 T 8.95%%%
— Nonverbal Negative L 1.43 S W - 6.39%%
’ Q“, - LI ' g ’i% i ;\ . ) \
— -~ ) “ . 0y ) . '
PN . ; ’ . ~ . { a2 . - i v
' l Af ' . Follo:v;'-up ) ' ) [
Nonverbal Positive %, 13.13#%%% "~ .50 19.23**fj S
Verbal Negative 43 6.4T %% . 10,75%*%
Nonverbal Negative ' 5.45% N .36 ‘ , © 3.05
, [ ) . . . .
7 e = . -
' . L
Note. Comparisons coéﬁuted only for previously significant F-ratios -
84egrees of freedom - 1,50
p .
*p < .025 -
*#p € .01 .
*kkp <. 001 .
. » <
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‘\/ / <« ’
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