CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

S
S
4.1  Introduction Y'

This chapter reports the findings and results obta om the research
conducted. They are presented based on the four resear est'ons developed,
including reports on 24 hypothesis tests done to examin€pthe ffect nt

which is the focus of this study.

This chapter is divided into three main The st deals*with reports
on the reliability testing and Vahdlty of t reme sed 1@ 1s research. In
the second section, the researcher ts 1nfo 10n (@the respondents’
demographic background, includ naly e e c@ve levels and patterns
of the three main Variables C ye O)ange self-efficacy, and
decisional balance. The th 10n po the “effects of the treatment tests in
four conditions (four 1%1 obJec es) I?CI are: (a) treatment effect of PGT on
treatment-naive a Nb) tre'i me fect T on treatment-experienced addicts,
(©) treatment co par1 on&)@tment naive and treatment-experienced

of treatment were measured based on three

experi roups.
a& ~
variables, namelyﬁ?e stages of change (SoC), self-efficacy (SE), and

%nal balance (DB).

addicts, a%' ec t GT on both treatment-naive and treatment-
. ¥ g it #
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4.2  Descriptive analysis

Descriptive analysis was used for this section to report on the re% nts

demographic background, stages of change, level of self-efficacy, 3%&0%]

balance. The analysis was based on research groups and measuremeq stage.
4.2.1 Demography

The respondents in this research were represented ;dm,iuals (at the pre

and post stages) and 43 individuals at the follow-up stag 0 partic d1d not sit
for the test after being transferred). In the prev1o@r (Chapter tl’e &%&rcher
had explained that the selection of responden this purpQ§ ful, as it

f habﬂ‘tatio or at arly stages of

involved addicts who were at the early st

change. However, they were then ranw esea@groups. Table 4.1

shows the distribution of respond%ccordm\ijo%g éﬁ-\change and research
v,

stributed

aroups. N <§F

As shown in Table t 0 nde elected to participate in this
dic

research, 21 1nd1v1dua%e naive

addicts (53.3%). & s of strge hange, majorlty of the respondents, that is
2.2%)

‘Q 6 and the rest were experienced

28 individuals W tlhe @c%mplatlon stage of change, while 17
respondent 8 ) e a th pf' oQ_}emplatlon stage of change. Each category of
addlcts T dlsfl :ando 1nto two groups, which were the experimental

l groups, without t@ into consideration their stages of change. From 21
dlcts 10 were randomly put into the experimental group (3 pre-contemplators
contemplators) and 11 individuals were put into the naive control group (3 pre-

ontemplators and 8 contemplators). The other 24 experienced addicts were randomly
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distributed into two groups, with 12 respondents in the experimental group and 12

respondents in the control group.

NI

The respondents’ distribution across research groups

A w 4
Early stages of change
Groups Total
Pre-contemplation Contemplation

Treatment-naive experiment 3 Z 10

group (PGTN) '

Treatment-naive control group \d

(CGN) 3 % J\Y'

Treatment-experienced ' —{')

experiment group (PGTE) 5 b 4 Y‘iZ
N

Treatment-experienced control i \

group (CGE)

Total \eﬁ) ) 2\ 45

N
4.2.2 Means and standard s of?he pretest sc;é?

\ <</

A mean differences T al' riab \accordlng to research groups
must be done at the p%tage t )h' ¢ actual treatment effects can be
measured (to obt e acturat nsweréh)e question of interest), to avoid bias
in treatment e an to en t]le s nce of statistical independence between

treatment scor: c V r pretest score) in the population, particularly
n ys ariance COVA) was conducted (Rausch, Maxwell &

N

K 3). 9

able 4.2 shows the differences in mean and standard deviation at pretest for

Qh research group, according to the three dependent variables being studied.

Descriptive data showed the mean value for all dependent variables such as SoC, SE
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and DB as almost similar to one another for each research group. Statistical analysis

using the one-way ANOVA test was done to clarify the results. YV
Table 4.2 : ; ,
Dependent variables scores at pretest across groups
Pretest z
Dep(.andent Group n
variables M SD
SoC PGTN 10 9.2 z 1.22
CGN 11 1.5
PGTE 12

CGE 12 8.00 Y .
S
SE PGTN j 0.49 =\,
CGN . 0.4
PGTE . 2:933.

CGE 4& 4
DB PGTN (« 0.27
CGN O 065
PGTE 0.49
CGE 0.34
Table 4.3
One-way ANOVA pret%
F P

0.969 0417

ithinfkGroups ¢ N
ot Q}1.6
SE N 0.26 3 0.09 0.274 0.843

tweegG ou
%Vithin - o 1277 41 031
A S’

% Between Groups N 0.40 3 0.13  0.623  0.604
Within Groups 8.80 41 0.22
Total 9.20 44
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The results obtained can be found in Table 4.3, which shows that there was no
significant difference in mean for pretest scores for research groups. The WS
from both tests confirmed that comparative tests in the within-group and %\reen-

group could be conducted by using the pretest data to determin ffects of

treatment which were tested. q
4.2.3 Stages of change (SoC) Y.
Descriptive analysis in this section reports @ ibw stages of
®

change experienced by all respondents at thre vels of | mea I'?Wlellf%\ with
descriptive comparisons made at two situations, ely, ghe' prgtest aﬂ@- posttest
N

(pretest as baseline measurement), and tl%;g an \mw_u@posttest as
baseline measurement) which wer\%ed in

distribution in the first comparison fpretest an Ws?o tages of change is shown

A

in Table 4.4 and Table 4.5. Py S

“« Q-
This study focuses onN e

0 ho \wéé/ at the two early stages of
change, namely, the -con%mplati an cqn@ﬁon stages. Therefore, at the
4
rement,

:
level of pretest mea al W nts w@d only be in these two stages.

N =
Table 4.4 \& &

¢ ! C‘)
Distributio respondents acr s&o@ pretest versus posttest
> )) S
Sta

: > () osttes
Kb T

Freql@/‘ Percent Frequency Percent
N‘cemplation 17 37.8 12 26.7
mplation 28 62.2 27 60.0

Qetion 0 0 6 133
Total 45 100.0 45 100.0

- R

1S ud;é(he respondents’

[
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Table 4.4 shows that there were 17 respondents who were at the pre-
contemplation stage (37.8%) and 28 respondents (62.2%) were at the contemw
stage at the pretest level. Measurement was done for the second %\1 all
respondents (posttest) and the results showed that there was a d e in the
distribution of stages of change among the respondents. A total Wespondents
(26.7%) were found to be at the pre-contemplation stage of,% , 27 respondents

de
“I

(60.0%) were at the contemplation stage of change, and s (13.3%) were

at the new stage of change which is known as action sho that

L ]
there was promotion or movement of stages of @betwe wﬁ @ds of

measurement.

N
earch nducted the

In order to report these change all

\p

crosstabs analysis to identify respo )lho have

according to research groups. Anal%{ ﬁndmg\ﬂ%w 11\ ble 4.5 revealed that
N

the changes (movement from%y stages torlater {Z’@s of change) only took
place among respondents Xre 11[! exg ent groups which were the
treatment-naive treatn% )

a d“ t're@nt experienced treatment group
(PGTE). Two re &gs (20 c e fro Qbé PGTN group and four respondents
t

ed @%‘tages of change

(33.4%) were fi PG The ondents in the control groups (CGN and

|
CGE) were t a the arl g O{Bh)ange at the level of posttest measurement.
\
These finhdi 1nd1c£t the atment given to the respondents in experiment
m& manage to move t @pondents’ stages of change. Analysis on the effects

%Mi group and between-group treatments will be reported in detail in the next
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Table 4.5
Stages of change crosstabs by groups at pretest and posttest
Stages of change &
Groups Test PC C b
Fr. Pect. Fr. Pct. Fr. Pect.

PGTN Pretest 3 30.0 7 70.0 0.0
(n=10) Posttest 1 10.0 7 70.0 \, 20.0
PGTE Pretest 5 41.7 7 58. 0 0.0
(n=12) Posttest 1 8.3 7 g '4 33.4
CGN Pretest 3 273 8 7 '\od 0.0
(n=11) Posttest 4 36.4 7 6 - Qp-
CGE Pretest 6 50.0 50.0 | A, 0.0
(n=12) Posttest 6 50.0 6 \soﬂ)bjig) \‘Z" 0.0
Note: PC = Pre-contemplation, C = Contempla \cm,p e

The distribution of respondent\%cond co son@sttest and follow-

up test) for stages of change is fom%[abl

L
3

R / Q_O}
Table 4.6 S Aj L
Distribution of respondentsvr So(,at pﬁﬂ St ve@! follow-up-test
. A
Po ltest ' \) Follow-up test

Pre-contemplatio

Stages of change 4
reguﬁ\l’q\ Pe@f Frequency Percent
h2 @7 5 116
S

| 0 18 41.9
D ,") 133 20 46.5

100.0 43 100.0

Aed on Table 4.6,\@{:riptive analysis results showed that there were

ob\? changes in the stage of change when the respondents were at the follow-up

bt level compared to when they were at the posttest level. The majority of the

respondents at this level of measurement were at the action stage where it involved 20

individuals (46.5%) compared to six respondents (13.3%) previously. This was
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followed by 18 respondents (41.9%) who were at the contemplation stage of change,

and five respondents (11.7%) who were at the pre-contemplation stage of cha

illustrate this change in detail, the researcher conducted the crosstab@ is to

identify respondents who moved in the stage of change according research
groups. q
Table 4.7

Stages of change crosstabs by groups at posttest and follo

Stages o nge, * o~
Groups Test , ’ A C;\
Fr. ct' Fr. V..S.\Pct.

F

\
PGTN Posttest 1 10.0 0 \’ 20.0
(n=10) Follow-up test 0 0 1 . 90.0
PGTE Posttest 1 : 0\ 3 4 334
n=12 Follow-up test 1 3 6 0.0 « 5 41.7
< P O
CGN Posttest 4 4 \; 63_.% 0 0.0
n=11 Follow-up test 2 18.1 2 3 27.3
( p
CGE Posttest 5080 3.0 0 00
(n=12) Follow-up test 0 ¥ /5500 3200

Note: PC = Pre-contemplation, A =.Agtion; number of respondent in

CGE is 10 at follow-up test] Y. ‘%\

Refemng to able m the crlptlve analysis showed that there

was movement 1 tage ofichan, amon\ spondents in all groups. At the level of

follow-up m nt,/thé 11 }'I oﬁme respondents in the PGTN group, or nine

respond@ﬁ%)r
)

or (20.

-

a@l stage of change compared to two respondents

b P

fore this. Five (41.%) of the respondents in the PGTE group were at the

\
agtiom, stage of change, compared to four respondents (33.4%) previously. Movement
étages of change also took place in the two control groups CGN and CGE, each

olth three respondents (27.3% and 20.0%, respectively) at the follow-up level. The

results of this analysis revealed that 14 respondents (70.0%) who were at the action
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stage of change were among the respondents of the experiment groups, compared to
only six respondents (30.0%) who were in the control group. A detailed ana?'!f

the within-group and between-group treatment effects will be reported@ next

section. *
4.2.4 Level of self-efficacy \,z

The determination of the respondents’ self-effica tXf:r the purpose of a
descriptive analysis was based on Velicer et al.’s stu ic tegorized
self-efficacy stages into two, known as high effic level and lo efi'lcgeg&fvel.
These refer to the value of mean score for the SES Seale obtained by the ré%p\ondents.

N
ical*scale &.n of 3.0 is

a scmaqlue that is lower

schiptive analysis in this

part reported the distribution of the self-effiGacy sta ex@nced by all respondents

at three levels of measurements,wyit SCLi om;iﬁs%ns made for two situations

obtained in this study, nazely, the pregest] % osttest (pretest as baseline
: ’ s
measurement), and {tte an ‘Ts@ up-te osttest as baseline measurement).
s&g

The distribution %

e respondents’ at th@ t comparison (pretest and posttest) of
N, e
stages of cha%e hown in 1’46}‘%@1 Table 4.9.

T e%uhs s}o n i Table revealed that at the pre-measurement level,
7 atlf 4
most of, the*respondents, or 3@ividuals (71.1%), were at the low self-efficacy

N
S nd the respondents with high self-efficacy were reported to be only 13
ividuals (28.9%). At the post-measurement level, most of the respondents, or 25
Oiividuals (55.6%) had low self-efficacy, and 20 respondents (44.4%) showed high

self-efficacy.
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Table 4.8

Distribution of respondents across SE at pretest versus posttest

Pretest Posttest
Level of self-efficacy

Frequency Percent Frequency nt
Low efficacy 32 71.1 25 Y!!é
High efficacy 13 28.9 20 44 .4
Total 45 100.0 5 ) 100.0

In order to get a clearer picture, particularly, for the’ co pMﬁth?aelf-
| &
efficacy level based on respondents’ experime roup, a crosstabs na-)y.ﬂs was
s X
carried out. Y. \ Y}’
Table 4.9 (a}, W 64

Level of self-efficacy crosstabs by gﬁ D pre%t?

19) isk
o Tewl of s(lz;e?ﬁcacy
Group Test Lo q ‘43 High
\ . Pﬁe Fr. Pct.

PGTN Pratest 7 ; gﬁ 3 30.0
(n=10) P y 2 5 0 2 20.0
PGTE retes " &750 3 25.0
(n=12) est | 2 % 16.7 10 83.3
CGN test éﬁ’v 63.6 4 36.4
(n=11) st, [ 72.7 3 27.3
CGE 4 Q‘/? 75.0 3 25.0
(n=12) 7 7 58.3 5 417

4 analysis of the re&) s in Table 4.9 showed that the majority of the

resxents were at the low self-efficacy stage of between 63.6% and 75.0% at the

0%:— easurement level. At the post-measurement level, there was an increase in the

self-efficacy stages among respondents who were in the PGTE and CGE groups and

each was at 83.3% and 41.7% respectively, compared to 25.0% at the pretest level. As
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for the two naive addicts groups (PGTN and CGN), the opposite occurred where self-

efficacy decreased to 20.0% and 27.3% respectively, compared to the measur

for pretest (30.0% and 45.5%, respectively). %\

1

Table 4.10 Y'

Distribution of respondents across SE at posttest vers

Posttest Fo -up test e
Level of self-efficacy
Frequency Percent requem,y
Low efficacy 25 55.6 17 , .
4

High efficacy 20 44 .4 26\ :
Total 45 100.0 z 0.0

The distribution of changes in the'Self-efficacy d}{ the follow-up test

found in Table 4.10 showed that4the ajor'i’t)%r sp ts (26 respondents or

7}
60.5%) possessed high self-efk ompared to the pr ﬁt%us score where only 44.4%

respondents had high Eelffw&y at':(jslesto-.né}surement. In order to get an

insight into this distribution @ccording nBsQr};h groups, a crosstabs analysis was

applied. The resu@ an@ showmin"Table 4.11.
N

Based Nle 11, th } pa(‘)' e results for the self-efficacy level of the
@s at the f?lo - *e&nd the posttest measurement levels showed that

all re &s from th fOL; groﬁps experienced changes in their self-efficacy level
. § N

Wl& majority ended up F;?lg at a higher level of self-efficacy, that is, at 60.0%

i N group, 66.7% (PGTE group), 54.5% (CGN group), and 60.0% (CGE group).

OTE showed a decline in the self-efficacy level at 16.6% during the follow-up test

level. An analysis of treatment within-group and between-group effects was carried
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out to identify the changes in detail and the reports are discussed in the following

section.

s
Table 4.11 A

Level of self-efficacy crosstabs by group at posttest and follow-up te%

Level of Self-ef 1cacy‘
Group Test Low gh

PGTN Posttest
(n=10) Follow-up test
PGTE Posttest
(n=12) Follow-up test
CGN Posttest
(n=11) Follow-up test
CGE Posttest
(n=12) Follow-up test

Note: Number of respondents in CGE

4.2.5 Level of decisional balance?
The determination?\m
descriptive analysis i% on

decisional balance&“\two live
change), and cw u

é

t f the mean score 0"\% of drug use, the respondents would be categorized

he
as\?’n at the level of decisional balance pros of drug use. On the other hand, if the

e of the mean score of cons of drug use is higher, the respondents would be at the

evel of decisional balance cons of drug use.
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The descriptive analysis of this section will report on the distribution of
decisional balance levels experienced by all respondents at three measurementv,
with descriptive comparisons made for two situations, namely pretest %xttest
(pretest as baseline measurement), and posttest and follow-up test (po baseline
measurement) which were obtained from this study. The diWon of the
respondents at the first comparison (pretest and posttest) of @onal balance is

The results of the analysis as found in Table 4. howéd Me pretest,

‘X
were at th V‘l @os of

ere{ S of.@é use. At
isidﬂill nce @?‘ among the

respondents, which meant that 35 re m (77.8%) e at@f%ons of drug use

compared to 10 respondents (22.2@0 were\he?pr ,Qf}lrug use. This meant

N\
that the majority of the respom%nge(pﬁ?\ate tzsé@ior changes.

found in Table 4.12 and Table 4.13.

majority of the respondents, or 23 respondents (51.

drug use, compared to 22 respondents (48.9%

the posttest, there was an increase in

Table 4.12 N
| O
Distribution of respondents et}st%rsus posttest
{
N/

Level of decision Posttest

balance \ \EK .cy (%rcent Frequency Percent

Pros ofdrugnLo) e a C’)" 51.1 10 222
Cons of er 22 N 48.9 35 77.8
Total g b4 45~ 100.0 45 100.0
\n o
order to obtain more specific analysis results, particularly in examining the
& ibution of decisional balance levels based on research groups, the researcher
arried out the crosstabs analysis. The results obtained are shown in Table 4.13. They

indicated that at the pretest, the majority of the respondents who were at the level of
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pros of drug use were in the naive addicts group (PGTN and CGN) at 70.0% and
63.6%, respectively. On the other hand, the majority of the respondents in w
groups of experienced addicts (PGTE and CGE) had a decisional bala@e of
cons of drug use, at 58.3% and 66.7%, respectively. At the posttest, al s showed
changes in the decisional balance levels where the majority were at the decisional
balance level of cons of drug use. All respondents in PGTE Ne at the cons of
drug use, followed by respondents who were in the CG g’%(S'respondents, or
72.7%) and the PGTN group (7 respondents, or 70:0%). T er.e\cqﬁg change
recorded among the respondents in the CGE wThe results of 'atl{a'}?ﬂ;sis
conducted on the effects of the treatment on t 1 g% e be;} en-group
are reported in the next section in order to w;lﬁ;m?es etail T
&

Table 4.13 \: O
\ A
Level of decisional balance crosstabs roxt test a osttest
| Levil of d@ﬁfo{nal balance
Test \ W 3

Group rug 1{@ Cons of drug use
Fr. ; s@ Fr. Pct.

|
PGTN Pretest ;vj £ 437’0.0 3 30.0
(n=10) %e \ 30 (7300 7 70.0
PGTE &{’ms st l 5%% 41.7 7 58.3
n=12 ttest 0.0 12 100.0
\P |
CGN retest * 63.6 4 36.4
4
(n=11) Posttest U3 27.3 8 72.7
CGE Q est $ 4 33.3 8 66.7
(n=12 ostrest S 4 333 8 66.7
~a
S

he distribution of the respondents at the second comparison (posttest and

: w-up test) of decisional balance stages is shown in Table 4.14 and Table 4.15. As
a

tured in Table 4.14, the results of the analysis showed that there was a slight

change in the decisional balance among the respondents. In contrast, at the posttest,
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the number of respondents who were pros of drug use increased to 13 respondents
(30.2%) and the number of respondents who were at the cons of drug usv
decreased to 30 respondents (69.8%) at the follow-up test. Neveﬂheless,%\lysm

results showed that the majority of respondents still have the decis1oﬂ%nce level

of cons of drug use (pros to behavioral change). i

Table 4.14

Distribution of respondents across DB at post- vs follow-

Level of decisional Posttest
balance Frequency Percent
Pros of drug use 10 22 2
Cons of drug use 35 77

Total \Vo
Table 4.15 Q) \

Level of decisional balance cr ) group at sttes& follow up test
dru@se Cons of drug use

Group Test q
% b\‘{’ct. Fr. Pct.

4
PGTN osttest o (7 300 7 70.0

evel q&cmonal balance

(n=10) test % 40.0 6 60.0
PGTE Pos est ([, 0.0 12 100.0
(n=12) Fol wlup t" C‘) 8.3 11 91.7
CGN Posttest 27.3 8 72.7
(n=11) 0 ow est 36.4 7 63.6
CGE Po s 333 8 66.7
(n= Fouow-ugqagv 4 40.0 6 60.0

Neote: Number of respondents in CGE at follow-up test is 10

E In order to gain more specific results, crosstabs analysis was done to identify
e changes that took place according to the research groups. Results obtained are

listed in Table 4.15. The results of the analysis, shown in Table 4.15, are indicative of
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the decisional balance levels at the follow-up test that occurred in all groups.
Nevertheless, the change detected was minor. The majority of the responde?ﬂl
have the decisional balance level of cons of drug use, represented by 91.% the
respondents in PGTE group, 63.6% from the respondents in CGN g mand 60.0%
each from the respondents in PGTN and CGE groups. The detailedfanalysis of the
differences in the effects of treatment for the within-group thebetween-group is
reported in the next section. ? '
4.3  Treatment effect of PGT \'d‘ Y~
N
1S
This section reports the results of the data analysis done in order to?rrswer the
N

four main research questions and 24 resea%;thesesx Wegckgv.eloped, and

they are (a) treatment effect of PGT o t%nt-na ts, %&eatment effect of
=

PGT on treatment-experienced aélct c) Wﬁk fect, comparison among
treatment-naive and treatment-expcti cedﬂaddiits) and @time-delayed effect of

—

PGT on both treatment-naive tre
treatment were examifed thrtough th{ntri}lq 0 endent variables, namely, the
stages of change (S@l f- 1cac‘;(§ﬁ), and level of decisional balance
(DB). Two hy M w ldeV ped @s‘[ the effects of treatment on each
N ?
s of

1 O
dependent va C—)
P t % 5 O

T %ﬁle t}e ffe t@nent and their differences between pretest and
& 4
ttestyfo

pos r €ach independent X%égle and research group tested, two methods were

s mentioned in Chapter 3. These were the within-subject design and the

een-subject design. Through the designs of within-subjects, the purpose of the
alysis was to examine the effects of treatment by making comparisons between two

levels of tests (pretest and posttest) for each variable in the same research group. The
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two types of statistical methods applied were repeated measure ANOVA followed by
post hoc using Bonferroni’s multiple comparisons tests (Dimitrov & Rumwﬂ,
2003; Rausch, Maxwell & Kelley, 2003; Kinnear & Gray, 1997) for @ident
variables SoC, SE and DB (hypotheses 1a, 2a, 3a, 4a, 5a, 6a, 10, llﬁ*, 14, and

15).
In addition, through the design between-subjects, the purpose of analysis was
?l; osttest for each

to examine the effects of treatment by making comparis

variable among the two research groups, which wer ex rWd control
@

of covariange kA@\'/A)

ulti }g- arisons (Dimitrov
p 0{,

ar 8@3;, 1997) for
dependent variables such as SoC, SE Qahypothes 2@& 4b, 5b, 6b, 7, 8,
A

9,16, 17 and 18). (,) \Y

o S

7}
4.4.1 Treatment effect on tgeatment-naive addicts A‘&
\
Six hypothesesgwere %Velope tot ﬁe@tiveness of psychoeducational
? S

J

group therapy (PG% eat Ent-\ e ad@ using the triangle of dependent
variables, namel& E DB@O hypotheses were created for each

0
variable, whe% yp hésis

within-subj esiglig .2.401pG1N &pgm) and another hypothesis was used to test
4

groups. The statistical methods used was the ana
which was followed by Benferroni’s post-hoc

& Rumirill, Jr., 2003; Rausch, Maxwell &

[

!
fusecf"lb test the effects of the treatment in terms of

the effeets of the treatment on t ‘gween-subject design (e.g. O2pgTN - 0206N).

The first two hypotheses were developed to test the effects of

choeducational group therapy on treatment-naive addicts (PGTN) from the aspect
Qs‘tages of change (SoC). Hypothesis la uses the within-subject design (OipgTN -

02pgTn) and hypothesis 1b uses the between-subject design (02pgN - 0206N)-
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Hypothesis 1a: There is no significant difference of SoC between pre and

post

Hypothesis 1b:  There is no significant difference of SoC betwe@
PGTN and post-CGN A

Descriptive analysis of comparisons between SoC mean scor: as done at all

levels of tests (pre-, post- and follow-up test) as shown in Table 4.%6 which indicate
that there was an increase in the value of SoC mean score etes' to posttest, and
posttest to follow-up-test for the experiment groups. ver, rwol group,

the value of mean decreases from pretest to posttest

"X
it increase 01‘1 Eé}est to

etw% C m@' for each
group (within-group and between-grou re atedi\me re

S @S;I OVA and
ANCOVA tests were done. \ é

Table 4.16 %5 0>\YT §

Within-group means and stang viatio

rete}t Follow-up test
Group % M '

sof | ‘b’ SD M SD
PGTN \10 o UL (‘_9}90 151 1213 126
CGN \é 1 \@ 1.52('%8.12 174 973 223

NV
¢ ! C‘)L}

The analysis utilized é—@ repeated measures ANOVA test to examine

$T 0

follow-up test. To view any significant differ

the eff: oh grease  stages of change (SoC) in experimental groups
(PC&S illustrated in Tab@ 7. The research found that there was a significant

dlﬁ\ce between SoC mean scores [F (2,18) = 18.77, p < 0.05] as a whole among
1

N,

affected the naive addicts’ stages of change in a drug rehabilitation centers.

ree levels of tests. This means that the psychoeducational group therapy had
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Table 4.17

Repeated measures ANOVA of SoC means for PGTN gw
Mean 0] %
Variables Source df square F P r

SoC Time (2,18)  23.39 18.77 o.oo*Yw.oo
*p<0.05 \,

In order to determine which level of tests contti u; to; the significant

comparative results, Table 4.18 (test of within-subjec trastg) 1Mustudted that the

®
> O.ﬁo’ si_@?c:mt,

weredignifidant. _AS for post-
ey Affor p

an sc@x or PGTN, it

comparisons between pre and posttests [F (1,9) = 1.

and post-follow-up tests [F = (1,9) = 17.54, p

hoc Bonferroni’s paired multiple-comp riw of

showed that the differences in mean% :eea the pret d p@st was small and
not significant (mean difference (I%)] S@yﬁ? '@5), whereas the mean

N
differences between posttest élow-ﬁ‘p S &;@ and significant (mean

difference (I-J) = 2.23, SD = 0.53] <J. indi
p

<
N

1s ind d that there was no increase

in scores for stage 0@ the, pre Jand postr levels. Thus, hypothesis 1a is
ol

accepted. \ '
N

Observed
p power
N
Nost (1,9) 4.90 1.88 0.20 0.23
st vs follow-up  (1,9) 49.66 17.54 0.00* 0.96

<0.05
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ANCOVA analysis was used to test the differences in PGT treatment’s effects

towards the increase in SoC among the groups (PGTN and CGN) by controlw

SoC pretest’s mean scores (covariate). %\

Table 4.19
Analysis of covariance for SoC as a function of group, using a p@ covariate
Mean
Source df square '
Pretest 1 8.94 ’
Group | 8.06 '.08' C}Y'
Error 18 2.33 _\

*p <0.05

*‘?4(]

Based on descriptive analysis in

PGTN posttest means topped the meeN for CGN test. @ICOVA results as

found in Table 4.19 indicated th%e was N@%f aﬁ&qfference among the

0
groups in SoC mean [F (1, 18)%p 0.

05). Result ﬁbw that by controlling the
&

K

pretest mean scores, PGT in C’s ge among the naive addicts
group. Therefore, hyp% is ac'gIte ‘.| 0

Trend anal es thelp \ethod 1 eated measures ANOVA test for all
three levels f su en st-, @n follow -up test) as shown in Figure 4.1.

1ncreas meﬁ

Trend anal ean omparisons @n one pre point to post SoC point shows the
FZSTN@@ as compared to decline in mean for CGN

gronA ertheless, both gro o not show any significant increase or decrease.

N
N
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:i:: TS
i
J

9.73

SOC Means
;

8.00 8.26

1 I
Pre Post Follow-up

Time
N
. 5

Figure 4.1. Between-group comparative S0C means ahalysis oit@d

AN

Both hypotheses 1a and 1b whic ed the effectiof pi{Qeducatlonal group

D

therapy on naive addicts usmg A a C?hlysm proved that the

treatment was not effective i 1 ng t tag f h for the naive addicts who

were at the early stages of c
! \}

Furthermore, th ne cs W&re developed to test the effect of

{ &
psychoeducationa \the@reatm aive addicts (PGTN) in terms of the

self-efficacy Nvel Hypo sis) 2% zed the within-subject design (OipgTN -
'

02pGTN) an othesis s tw ubject design (02pgTN - 0206N)-

Wesm 2a: hére 1Yéno\ significant difference of SE between pre and
A &’
\ post,

Hypothesis 2b:  There is no significant difference of SE between post-

0 PGTN and post-CGN
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Descriptive analysis of SE mean scores was done at all levels of tests (pre-,
post- and follow-up tests) as listed in Table 4.20 which shows an increase in tln?ﬂ
of SE mean score from pretest to posttest, and posttest to follo@ for
experiment groups. As for the control group, the mean score Valuf&ped from
pretest to posttest, but increased from posttest to follow-up testf To view any
significant differences in SE mean for each group (within- grﬁ- etween-group),

repeated measures ANOVA and ANCOVA tests were con

Table 4.20 '
| X
Within-group means and standard deviations of rouzk
Vi
»
Pretest oll test

Group n M %
PGTN 10 2.81

CGN 11 2.96 ) 8-\ 3.38 0.91
&
0}
Analysis using the on€®wyay¥repeate sures OVA test to examine the

effects of PGT on theccrege n sell»efﬁ ¥ v ( ages in the experiment group

(PGTN) is shown in Table 4. 2% su{t‘fyow that there was no significant
e

difference betwe E mean @" (2,1\ 1.83, p > 0.05] as a whole among all

three levels 0®Thl ? S educational group therapy did not provide

any effe easm self~e 1ci$stages of naive addicts in drug rehabilitation
ZPM

cente oc test o Bonfe@ 1 which paired multiple-comparisons of SE mean
fo these results also (h not show any significant differences. The SE mean
res between pretest and posttest, and between posttest and follow-up test was also

1gn1ﬁcant Hence, hypothesis 2a is accepted.
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Table 4.21

Repeated measures ANOVA of SE means for PGTN

Mean Observe(%\

Variables Source df square F p power
SE Time (2,18) 0.63 1.83 0.19 0.33
*p<0.05

ANCOVA analysis was used to examine the dif;erew between PGT

treatment’s effects on the increase in SE among gro TN' and CGN) by
controlling the SE pretest mean scores (covariate). Based on d sanalysis in

Y
Table 4.20, results pointed out that the value of @r PGTN p es' v@igger
than the value of CGN posttest mean scores. Y’ \" \,T
Table 4.22 3, 3 é

Analysis of covariance for SE as a functi group, usi pre@ as a covariate

Source p

Pretest 0.26

Group 0.65

Error
*p < 0.05

ANCO Table 4.22 showed that there were no

signiﬁcan@ in SE mean [F (1,18) =0.213, p > 0.05). These
results % that&ypﬁ?;ollin%i& pretest mean scores, PGT did not influence the
SE among the naive d \:idicts group. Thus, hypothesis 2b is accepted.

\:rend analysis using the plot method in repeated measures ANOVA tests for
q ree levels of measurement (pre-, post-, and follow-up test) is shown in Figure
.2. Trend analysis of comparisons between the means from the pre to the post SE

indicated an increase in SE mean for the PGTN group compared to the decline in
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mean for the CGN group. However, the two groups did not show any significant

increase or decrease.

C}Y'

&
_\q‘r
E

338

3.30
327 :

3.10+

SE Means

281 2.80
2,70 r ¢

2.50
P:'c: P(:st Follolw-up \)
Time BY-
GROUPS v
—PGTN ——CGN
Figure 4.2. Between-group compehve % al&ﬁ'ﬁf trend
1<
a >
Both hypotheses 2a a hich teste e 2?9 s of psychoeducational
group therapy on naive add,?\gg tI alysis me@ of ANOVA and ANCOVA
proved that this treat not effecti illl ﬁ&asing the self-efficacy level of
' &
\ages of e.

naive addicts who at the e'a

The thi h
> S
psychoeduc % gro pf' (e/‘?eatment-naive addicts (PGTN) for the
\
decisiox‘! Eche el. othesis 3a applied the within-subject design
(Olp&m}m) and hypothe iﬁ;ﬂ used the between-subject design (02pgTN - 0206N)-

\'[ypothesis 3a: There is no significant difference of DB between pre and

S
Hypothesis 3b: ~ There is no significant difference of DB between post-

PGTN and post-CGN

wé" created to examine the effect of

—/
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Descriptive analyses of DB mean score comparisons were carried out at all

levels of measurement tests (pre-, post- and follow-up tests) as shown in Table?'

Table 4.23 :%

Within-group means and standard deviations of DB for treatment—nqi've group

Pretest Posttest & Follow-up test

Group n M SD M SDW

PGTN 10 3.11 0.27 3.70 3.6'
33

43

SD
0.66
.55

| &
The results showed that there was an incre in the }al e of/DB S score
Y

from pretest to posttest, but declined from posttest to follew-up, test fo t@'experiment

CGN 11 3.06 0.65 3.07

2,

group. As for the control group, the m e va :}in sed {@m the pretest to

posttest, and from posttest to foifow-u te t.\K toyview any significant

differences in DB mean for each
“« Q-
ts were rmeg’o
N

The results of analysis using on Fy @ted measures ANOVA test to
examine the effects of PGTfon th&ﬁ e !ﬁcﬂ;@» decisional balance (DB) stages in
the experiment @T@nd in@e 4.24, which shows that there was a

N

significant di@ betiveen ‘p"eal‘-%ffres [F (2,18) = 6.47, p < 0.05] as a whole

at the thre%s of tests. Thig sh L{hat psychoeducational group therapy affects
:
the nﬁgdlcts in pr motﬁlg\tﬁffr decisional balance level in drug rehabilitation

ce S. \C‘)
S
)

¥
O

measures ANOVA and ANC

"y

(¢]
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Table 4.24

Repeated measures ANOVA of DB means for PGTN

Mean Observe(%\

Variables Source df square F p power
DB Time (2,18) 1.04 6.47 0.01* 0.85
*p<0.05 ?

To determine the level of tests, which contributed to It of significant
differences, Table 4.25 (test of within-subject contrast tl'at co parlsons
between pre and posttests [F (1,9) = 13.81, p < 0.05] sig ﬁca en
posttest and follow-up test [F = = 0. > 0.05] ot' s-%cn?ﬁcant

4 X
Bonferroni’s post-hoc multiple-comparisons D W 0 showed

ere,s ﬁcant (mean

that the mean differences between a % nd

difference (I-J) = 0.60, SE = 0.16, p ), whlle

posttest and follow-up test were 1 ndnot (m &dlfference (I-J) = 0.09,
0

SE = 0.16, p > 0.05). This thatgvga @se in decisional balance
stages at the pre and post le 1
N
' &
Table 4.25 ' \ %(_,
Test of within s f&(mﬁ@ i(/

\J
J @g’ O Observed
d re F ower
! q \ p P
Prevs% {1, :35 13.81 0.01%* 0.91
Ky

ean™differences between

Time

low-up (1,9 @37’ 029  0.60 0.08

Nos

ANCOVA analysis was used to test the differences in the effects of PGT

eatment on the DB increase in groups (PGTN and CGN) by controlling the DB

pretest mean score (covariate).
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Table 4.26

Analysis of covariance for DB as a function of group, using a pretest as a covag

Mean %

Source df square F

Pretest 1 0.005 0.027 %

Group 1 2.019 11.850 Y0.00*

Error 18 0.170 V
*p < 0.05 '

Based on the descriptive analysis in Table 4.23, res tsMg that the

posttest PGTN value of pretest means toppe N value r‘ezg\ cores.
ANCOVA results of analysis are shown in Ta ] Wb\i ted thqp there was

[F (1318) ==, 5, p < 0.05).

a significant difference among the groupi mea

mean Scores, psy@educational group

=\

The results showed that by controlh
najve drug addicts. The

therapy influenced the DB stage hange Mﬂ\_{inwth L

magnitude of treatment effect t size of PGT"to @group is large (d = 1.46)

based on the Cohen’s d cal@ %
Trend analysis plot thod'i eged measures ANOVA test for all

three measureme n -up test) are shown in Figure 4.3.

Trend analys S co @ points to other mean comparisons

from pre t po t cf' a\n(l_l}crease in DM mean for the PGTN and CGN
gro ps increasd i :mea@s more significant in the PGTN group which
sho t the decisional ba@ stage improved after the treatment.

d
N
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3.60 3.62

3.40 343

DB Means
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3.00+
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——PGTN ——CGN
<

Figure 4.3. Between-group comparative mea

Both hypotheses 3a and 3b, Mlsted the
group therapy on naive addlcts u OVA N_l_y_ﬁ!

?_

cts @)sychoeducational

@methods of analysis

&

showed that the treatment w 1ve n impoving decisional balance stage
among the naive addicts 'h early stag A change. Therefore the both
hypotheses are rejecte(% b-} ‘.' 0

4.4.2 Treatme on ll:atm t- exp@nced addicts

O
SlX h ses re‘ d 01) est the effectiveness of psychoeducational

group thera PGT} erlenced addicts based on three independent
V&I‘l&n mely, the SoC $§’¢md DB. Two hypotheses were formed for each
\

\% Wthh one hypothesis was for testing the effect of treatment in terms of its

in-subject design (e.g. O1pgTe - O2pGTE) and one more hypothesis was for testing
e effectiveness of treatment based on between-subject design (e.g. O2pgrE - 020GE).
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The following first two hypotheses were formed to examine the effects of
psychoeducational group therapy on treatment-experienced addicts (PGTE) iwﬂs
of the stages of change (SoC). Hypothesis 4a applied the within-subject d@lpgm
- O2pgTE) and hypothesis 4b used the between-subject design (02pgTE - 02¢

Hypothesis 4a: There is no significant difference of SoC mn pre and

post V
Hypothesis 4b:  There is no significant differen me ween post-
PGTE and post-CGE

Descriptive analysis of differences in SoC m

of tests (pre-, post- and follow-up test) and thi be% 1 abl@h which
SoC me Y.

Y.
cores was e’a@evels

shows there was an increase in the value
from posttest to follow-up test for thew nt group.™As for 4%ontrol group, the

value of mean was stable from p% to post\,\a?d

follow-up test. % “« Q-
N 'Aj by

Table 4.27
¢ 'S
Within-group means and st darc%& ions 6];&{,’ for treatment-experienced group
]

\ = e
l Pretest Posttest Follow-up-test
%
¢ o
Group [ ! [ M SD M SD
PGTE 32 QJ .85 10.37 1.78 10.67 2.13
1

.10 7.99 1.91 10.08 2.61

hin-group and between-group), repeated measures ANOVA and ANCOVA tests

\n order to observe the significant differences in the SoC means for each group
&t

ere done. The results of the analysis using one-way repeated measures ANOVA to

test the effects of PGT on the increase in the stages of change (SoC) in experiment
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group (PGTE) are shown in Table 4.28, The research found that there was a
significant difference between the SoC mean scores [F (2,22) = 8.97, p < O.w
whole among the three different levels of tests. This indicates that psych% ional

group therapy had an effect on the increase of experienced addicts’ st hange in

rehabilitation centers. i
Table 4.28 Y-

Repeated measures ANOVA of SoC means for PGTE

Mean
Variables Source df square
SoC Time (2,22) 19.56

*p<0.05

between pre and posttests [F (1,1 <0 qS] v@gniﬁcant, and between
pretest and post-follow-up test [F= ip> (Lé[’ was not significant.
N

Observed
?'e C—)(J F p power

Time % «f ¢

PrevspoQ- (1]1) 03\\U 1633 0.00* 0.96
&N ‘wt

Post b (M) * 1) 0.19  0.67 0.07

=\ =

L

% Post-hoc paired multiple-comparisons test by Bonferroni showed that the SoC

Qan score for PGTE also indicated that the mean difference between pretest and

posttest was high and significant (mean difference (I-J) = 2.05, SD = 0.51, p < 0.05),
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while the mean difference between posttest and follow-up test was low and not
significant (mean difference (I-J) = 0.23, SD = 0.69, p > 0.05). This shows th e
was a difference in the stage of change scores at the pre and post levels. %\

ANCOVA analysis was used to investigate the differences i‘*effects of
PGT treatment on the increase of the SoC among the groups (PGWd CGE) by
controlling the SoC pretest mean scores (covariate). Based on the déScriptive analysis
available in Table 4.27, results showed that the value of t I‘Y.

E pclsttest mean was

higher than the CGE value of the pretest mean scores. oV s.}sulds found in
®

r
» o NS
Table 4.30 indicates that there were significant diffe between ds miﬂ)e SoC
mean [F (1,21) = 9.72, p < 0.05). This show?' y % ing" the {@ést mean
C amo

scores, the PGT affected the change in thew erieaéﬁgd.rug addicts.

Comparative post-hoc test of Bow a’ multip pa s validated the
significant differences in mean (I-%B, SD \’iﬂ ,@5). The magnitude of

N
treatment effect or effect size (d = 1.25) based on the

Cohen’s d calculation. Y' I N
(
Table 4.30 . ) "D} s 4?
&

2.57 0.12

9.72 0.00*
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Figure 4.4. Between-group comparative S@C me

Trend Analysis used the plot m dJ’ repeated

three levels of measurement (pre- and follo es é.gl the results are shown
in Figure 4.4. Comparative nal 1s fr ‘pre@nt to post-SoC displays
indicated an increase in th ean or t TE p compared to the decline in
the CGN group’s me ncrea '; 1n t ’S'lo&ean was more significant in the
PGTE group wth 1ted t*e 1 Veme@he SoC stage after the treatment.

Both th an 4b S w@ tested the effects of psychoeducational
group the perienc c(ctUed the ANOVA and ANCOVA methods to
prove t eatné ﬁffe f% for the addicts, who were at the early stage of
cha promote their changs\s)\i“ herefore, the both hypotheses are rejected.

\n addition, another two hypotheses were developed to test the effects of
hoeducational group therapy on treatment-experienced addicts (PGTE) for self-
efficacy (SE) level. Hypothesis 5a applied the within-subject design (0ipgre - O2pGTE)

and hypothesis 5b utilized the between-subject design (02pgrE - 02cGE).
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Hypothesis Sa: There is no significant difference of SE between pre and

post
Hypothesis Sb:  There is no significant difference of SE be%\post-
PGTE and post-CGE A

Comparative descriptive analysis for SE mean scores was doR at all levels of
tests (pre-, post- and follow-up test) as featured in Table_4.31 ich shows the
increase in the value of the SE mean score from pretest t tt;t, b}t declined from

posttest to follow-up-test for the experiment group. As e cofitro , the mean

®
score value increased from pretest to posttest, ar%)osttes to o*-@vs; In
order to view any significant differences in the n % up (within-group
and between-group), repeated measures A&&T C we;é}rg:ied out.
(a)

Table 4.31 \
Within-group means and standar b ns %\'Z

Follow-up-test

Group nYM E SD M SD
[}
A A

PGTE 2.75 g 0 p % 0.51 3.20 0.74
0.74 .90 0.71 3.12 0.93
D%

CGE 12 .
> )
Anal)%\ng e Oneswa 're ed measures ANOVA test to examine the
effects o &ﬁ th}i crease in théself-efficacy (SE) stage in the experiment group
1 el 1

(PGTéca e found 1n Tablg}4$3.2. The results obtained from Mauchly’s Test of

S, Nt’ly were significant and they showed that the df coordination for one-way
éO

VA test must be completed. Based on the new df after the coordination, the

Qldings showed that there was no significant difference in the SE mean score [F

(1.25,13.72) = 3.94, p > 0.05] as a whole in all three levels of tests.
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Table 4.32

Repeated measures ANOVA of SE means for PGTE

Mean Observe%\

Variables Source df square F power

p
SE Time (1.25, 1.74 3.94 0.06 0.50

13.72) Y'
*p<0.05 \,

Nevertheless, the Test of Within-Subjects Contra; ez; ablf 4.33) revealed

that the results from the comparisons made between pre
31.71, p < 0.05] were significant, and post-foll@ = (1,11) = ZP,ﬁ .05]
tests results showed that they were not signific b 4 b &

Table 4.33

Test of within-subjects contrasts

Observed

% OF q ‘pq_c"} power
Pre vs post (1,11) \1 Aj {ﬁfﬁ 1.00

Post vs follow-up 511) i 0.18 L} P.@Obo 0.08
*p < 0.05 F Sl
NS C)Q

Time df

The resulﬂ%\e Tes@een-@t Effects table [F(1,11) = 690.46, p <

0.05] Veriﬁe@fer cds i f!wco‘;‘lavels of tests (pre versus post) as illustrated

in the ab %e 4.; b’lyi dic@’that there were differences in the self-efficacy
4
level bswe the pre and postt?'sl;gggvels among experienced addicts.

ANCOVA analysis was used to test the differences in the PGT treatment

cts on the increase in SE among the groups (PGTE and CGE) by controlling the
Q mean score for pretest (covariate). Based on the descriptive analysis shown in

Table 4.31, the results indicated that the value of the PGTE posttest mean was higher
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than the CGE posttest mean value. ANCOVA results as featured in Table 4.34
indicated that the pretest factor (covariate) provided effects to the experimen ?ﬂp
factor [F (1,21) = 27.74, p < 0.05), even though the variant value in e%\arch
group did not show any difference as seen in the Levene test results &: 2.23,p
> (.05] which showed the result as not significant (variants for indmnt variables
which crossed each dependent variables group in the same rﬁy)opulatim were

the same), and they fulfilled the conditions for ANCOVA

The ANCOVA test results indicated that there a sig ifwference in
®
SE mean between groups [F(1,21 = 8.25, p < 0.05]%This findi Jan;@at by

controlling the pretest mean score, PGT influe SF{ on@erlenced

addict groups. The results for this resear pﬁorte by B 0n1 s paired

multiple-comparisons for SE score be\a}TE and
their differences were significant [ ifferenc )% 2\? 0.05].
o S
\ F

Table 4.34

Analysis of covariance for funn,zon ?g ou@ng a pretest as a covariate
|

NS
Source \%df' w\\:&lfre;gf}/ F p
Pretest (0\& \}' :gﬁ(, 27.74 0.00%
Group : ; 8.25 0.01*
- QT S

Error

e results in the Unb&riate Tests table (see Table 4.35) showed that as a

there was a significant difference in the paired comparison findings [F(1,21) =

05 p < 0.05] which means that, by controlling the pretest score, there was a major

effect of the treatment for the independent variable (SE). This indicates that the PGT
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treatment had an effect on the experiment group, which consisted of experienced

addicts, when compared to the control group of experienced addicts. The maw

of treatment effect or effect size of PGT to the group is medium or m@(d

0.61) based on the Cohen’s d calculation.

Table 4.35

Univariate Tests

.\

Sum of Mean
square df square
Contrast 1.409 1 (}0 1
Error 3.586 21 0.1
*p <0.05 ? : \V Yb’
333
3.30
3.20
3.104 312
8
E | 2.88 2.97
B2
2,70 275
2.50
I I 1
Pre Post Follow-up

Time

GROUPS
——PGTE ——CGE

zgure 4.5. Between-group comparative SE means analysis of trend

4
N
0 Figure 4.5 features a trend analysis using the plot method in repeated measures

ANOVA tests for all three levels of measurement (pre-, post-, and follow-up test)..
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Comparative SE mean analysis of trend for SE pre to post point showed an increase in
the SE mean for PGTE and CGN groups. The SE mean increase was more sigvt
in the PGTE group, which showed the improvement in the SE sta@ the
treatment. A

Both hypothesis 5a and 5b were developed to test “the effects of
psychoeducational group therapy on experienced addicts, ustiig ANOVA and
ANCOVA methods to show that the treatment is effec i impfoving the self-

efficacy stage of experienced addicts who are at the ear es 0f ¢ herefore,

the both hypotheses are rejected. { ' _\Q
The third pair of hypotheses were o €xamin€ the Bffects of

psychoeducational group therapy on treatﬁwv:per'
decisional balance (DB) level. Hypoﬂ@sed the w

02pTE) and hypothesis 6b utilized t een-su\ct\¥s

—

2GTE - 02¢GE).
N
)

Hypothesis 6a: Thev%sigm%cant iﬁferm& in DB between pre and
\ J 2
Hypothesis 6b:%l 1S nol sig ﬁ(!alf@ffference in DB between post-

s &
PG@U%CC&J
A descr@naly i ? DBC:}‘Jan score comparison was done for all
¢
levels of teii%> post- a ll&v-@"tgst) as listed in Table 4.36. This descriptive

analysisfo n coihpari ? (Tab®4.36) shows that there was an increase in the

val e DB mean score f@f)retes‘[ to posttest, but that it declined from posttest
%«-up-test for the experiment group. As for the control group, the value of the
G score increased from pretest to posttest, and declined from posttest to follow-up-

to
est.
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Table 4.36

Within-group means and standard deviations of DB for treatment-naive grm@'

Pretest Posttest Follmt

Group n M SD M SD M \SD

PGTE 12 2.87 0.49 3.25 0.26 3.§ 0.51

CGE 12 3.08 0.34 3.20 0.28 W 0.79

In order to view the significant differences i% for each group
(within-group and between-group), repeated measuges ANOV oV, sts
were done. An analysis using the one-way repeat%sures"A

the effects of PGT on the increase in the dasional M (DBEWges in the
experiment group (PGTE) was done. Tl% gs ( Ew TabQ 37) reveal that

there was a significant difference in I%ns s%§ 18),="6.47, p < 0.05] as a
=\

whole among all three tests. ) o 0}&
“« Q-
Table 4.37 N ~\<°
able 4.

N
Repeated measures ANOVA B m 4;]%67@
% 4 'y
\;M n 40 Observed

Variables Sour \ uare ('f ower
A s

a &
DB Ti 0.510 2.64 0.09 0.47

O test to examine

)

w;nine& et atﬁﬁ level of paired comparisons, Table 4.38 (tests

of Aubject contrasts) 1 Yes that mean differences between pre- and posttests

\) = 5.90, p < 0.05] were significant, and between post- and follow-up tests [F

%
d ,11)=0.10, p > 0.05] are not significant.
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Test of within-subjects contrasts
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\Y'

Mean Observe(%
Time df square F p poweﬁ
Pre vs post (1,11) 1.76 5.90 0.03*
Post vs follow-up (1,11) 0.04 0.10 0.76

: g

*p <0.05

The Test of Between-Subject Effects table

clarifies the results between the paired comparisongy(see Table 4.3
that there was an increase in the decisional bala stage ?t e pre

among experienced addicts. Thus, hypothesis 6a

Table 4.39

AV
1) = 1,@.2?; < 0.05]
39T is'ia)@étes

|
- a ost-test
N
Yv
o
O

SN

rejec

p
Intercept 0.00*
Error
*p <0.05

An A@ a lyﬁ%q\!se(f‘l@
edse @h

e DB pretest sco ngovariate). The descriptive analysis in Table 4.36

treatme %on the 1
3% bt
controlling

e DB among groups (PGTE and CGE) by

N
S Nhat the posttest mean of the PGTE group is higher than the posttest mean of

s no significant difference in DB means between the groups [F (1,21) = 0.82, p >

CGE group. The ANCOVA analysis as found in Table 4.40 indicates that there
S

0.05). Such results indicate that, by controlling the pretest mean score, the DB change
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among the experienced addicts who are in the treatment and control groups is the

same. Therefore, hypothesis 6b is accepted.

As
Table 4.40 A

Analysis of covariance for DB as a function of group, using a pretestas a covariate

Mean ‘
Source df square F V

p
Pretest 1 0.14 1. i ' 0.18

Group 1 0.06
Error 21 0.07
*p <0.05

A trend analysis using the plot method i
for all three levels of measurement (pre-%ynd

4.6. The trend analysis for mean comparis fro%

=20

an increase in the the DB mean oaP T% @/}ps. The increase in the

A% “« Q-

DB mean is more significant 1& GTE g hicl@fdws the improvement in the
N

SE stage after the treaﬁerwgm the perspectiv

t to

p S%nean value comparisons, both
Increases in mean are no differe

L= R,

eefl C roups.
Both hyp@a Jd 6b hicl@mined the psychoeducational group

N
therapy on thegfexpesiencéd addic r1]se ANOVA and ANCOVA analysis method

S

v

S ive in enhancing the decisional balance stage

&

different among % experienced addicts in the control group.

and show e treatme
‘ A

amongje enced addicts ‘wWho Wé undergoing treatment, but the change was not
icantly

sighi

N
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3.25

z-
X/

3.10

DB Means

287

1 I

Post Follow-up Y
Time r z
GROUPS

—PGTE _—CGE
7

N \V
Figure 4.6. Between-group compar@ meTs analysis Q@le:i

4.4.3 Treatment effect compa among\engne tf(}l’ve and treatment-

experienced addicts q 6
S
Three hypotheses ?Pdewi t ex%\néne the comparisons of the
effectiveness of psych@ﬁona gr
addicts group a&&nen@ced ts for three independent variables,
N

namely, the S Xand B. test dénlused was the between-group design (e.g.

=

E
o]
(@]
0f -

Q

3

o

g

o

=

gQ

=

(@]

=

(@]

8

g

O

S

0

=8

<

(@]

0pgTN - O ich compare t&#t mean of each of the independent variables
SoC, B. d b4 e
)
othesis 7: Thete,is no significant difference of SoC between post-

% PGTN and post-PGTE
0 Hypothesis 8: There is no significant difference of SE between post-

PGTN and post-PGTE



230

Hypothesis 9: There is no significant difference of DB between post-

PGTN and post-PGTE Yv

The comparative analysis for the SoC mean for both experime%\ps is

shown in Table 4.41 which indicates that at the post test level, C mean

differences for PGTN and PGTE (mean difference (I-J) = 0.47) Wzm,mall. After

the mean was adjusted, the difference was still very small (%foerence (I-J) =
0.89). '

Table 4.41 .\d, T

| &

Adjusted and unadjusted group means and varia sing pretest ds a covariate
4 b3
Unadjusted N

Group n M
PGTN 10 9.90 \
PGTE 12 10.

7 ¥

o S
“« Q-
ANCOVA analysis WN 0 e%je d@fénces in the PGT treatment
N
effects on the SoC incgease among the groups (P@ and PGTE) by controlling the
prat .

SoC mean score for the

<

(c}ti n of group, using a pretest as a covariate

%% b 4 J S Mean

ae

Sour f F
\Y’ square p
C')V
PK N 11.84 5.17 0.04*
G 1 4.01 1.75 0.20

V or 19 2.29
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The ANCOVA results, as seen in Table 4.42, indicates that even though the
pretest factor (covariate) affected the factor control group [F (1,19)=11.84, p w,
there was no significant difference among the groups in the SoC mean J9) =
1.75, p > 0.05]. Paired comparison results (Bonferroni) verify the aﬂ* that the
comparison made was insignificant as a whole [mean difference WOB% SE =
0.67, p > 0.05). All in all, the results indicate that by controlling%he pretest mean

Y.

score, PGT did not affect the SoC change among the fperienced drug

addicts groups. Therefore, hypothesis 7 is accepted. I .\d
‘X

N 1 s

=
3
13.00-
12.00 12.13
w
E 11.00
- 1037
=~ 10.67
S
o 10.00
9.20 9.90
9.00—
8.00 8.32
1 1 1
Pre Post Follow-up
Time
GROUPS

——PGTN ——PGTE

Fi *7. Betwleen- roﬂp coinparative SoC means analysis of trend
R
.\ *

nd analysis, whick&gsed the plot method, through repeated measures

A test for all three levels of measurement (pre-, post-, and follow-up test) for
0@ GTN and PGTE groups, is shown in Figure 4.7. The comparative mean trend
analysis from the pre to post SoC points indicates an increase in the SoC mean for the

PGTE and PGTN groups. The SoC mean increase was more significant in the PGTE
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group, showing an improvement in the SoC stage after the treatment was completed,

compared to the PGTN group. T

For testing hypothesis 8, the SE comparative mean analysis for b%\arch

groups is shown in Table 4.43 where the data deals with the SE mea ences for
both groups at the level of posttest, before and after the adjustmént. ANCOVA
analysis was used to examine the differences in the effects of P reatment on the

increase of the SE among the groups (PGTN and PGTE) rF the SE pretest

mean score (covariate). .\d

"X
N
Table 4.43 é ' —{')
’ b 3§

Adjusted and unadjusted group means and varzWus@% tas a%?'ariate

Unadj N w\ Adju
\ ‘I(,\
Group n M SD M SE
b 4

PGTN 10 2 K% 0.7 \T l{g:\ 0.16

PGTE 12 % 6051, % 0.15
AN K
N
The ANCOVAgtest wesults, featur 1{1@

ok

4.44, shows that there was
significant difference amo grou@ Sf @m [F (1,19) = 4.82, p < 0.05], and

the pretest score&or on '!uted the @1 effects to the posttest SE scores [F

N
(1,19) = 10.4:% .05]. The_r }lls cﬁ;g'lé (Bonferroni) paired comparison validate
the data 0% that
:
tests [Sa ference (

ere

i
Sa
Vs
Il
=
[\®)
\.N
o]
A
o
(e}
(¥
S
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Table 4.44

Analysis of covariance for SE as a function of group, using a pretest as a covar.

Mean
Source df square F : p

Pretest 1 2.73 10.48 0.00*
4.82

Group 1 1.26 z 0.04*
Error 19 0.44 N

*p <0.05

The results shown in the Univariate Tests table (1, )&dp < YO;OS]

: N
support the fact that there was a major effect of otp depende ar’ab&cﬁ)n the
9 pr

s{ S was 'sgt'rolled in
ﬂt\ =

e ndin@,’i show that by controlling the

y st among the naive

and experienced addict groups. Tl‘%erience 'Xs eﬁ;}found to have higher
e 2

self-efficacy compared to the afterythe trzi%nent was completed. The

magnitude of treatment ef \ Athe group is large (d = 0.94)

based on the Cohen’s % ion. S, ft@ is rejected.

Table 4.45 '&\ '
NS
Univariate T%N ’ P ! (,g-}
ISu f Mean
% Lk 2s !e gdf square F p
Contra: 1.26 \[v 1 1.26 4.82 0.04*
S

4.95 21 0.26
.05
0 The results of the trend analysis using the plot method through repeated

measures ANOVA tests for all three levels of measurement (pre-, post-, and follow-up

increase in the self-efficacy stage after the va

the research population (see Table 4.45).

pretest score, PGT influenced the cha in
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test) for PGTN and PGTE are shown in Figure 4.8. Comparative mean trend analysis
from the SoC pre to post points indicates an increase in the SE mean for the?ﬁ
and PGTN groups. The SE mean increase was more significant in the }%\(oup,
which shows an improvement in the SoC stage upon the completion &reatment,
compared to the PGTN group. This shows that the effects of the treament promoted

higher increase in self-efficacy in the PGTE groups comparedioMTN groups.

A
3.40-
3.33 3.27 \Y'
ﬁ
v
3.20
3.20
w
-]
™
-
-~
% 3.00
2.81 2.88
2.80
275
T T T
Pre Post Follow-up
Time
GROUPS
- PGTN —PGTE

Figure 4.8. weer‘lfgrf Marativ means analysis of trend

AN 3

For tein pot es}s ompar&t()w analysis of the DB mean for both groups
(see Table#.46) shows SE

'3
o > | |
level, ¢ and after aaﬁustr?nts. ANCOVA analysis was used to examine the
diffe

an dif] ces when both of them were at the posttest

Y

in the effects of treatment on the increase of SE among the groups

é! and PGTE) by controlling the DB pretest mean score (covariate).

S
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Table 4.46

Adjusted and unadjusted group means and variability using pretest as a covari

Unadjusted Adjusted %‘

Group n M SD M
PGTN 10 3.70 0.37 3.71 WI
PGTE 12 3.25 0.26 3.25 0.10
The ANCOVA results, featured in Table 4.47, th'lt there was a

o
N
and the pretest score factor did not affect the po scores [F 9; =_’&@7 ,p>

0.05]. Paired comparative (Bonferroni) test S theé t re%?g' obtained

from the analysis indicated that there wa, &:n?‘)air comp@atison as a whole

[mean difference (I-J)= 0.46, SE = 0.1\5& . O‘<
BN

Table 4.47 o g}

Analysis of covariance for

Source %

significant difference among the groups in the DB mean

—

—_
I
o
A

Pretest 0.07 0.79

Group & 1‘ 10.00 0.01%*
- SV

*p < 0.05 % ’ ) \\J
S L, .
hese results indicate th controlling the pretest score, PGT influenced the

he

ey

C in the decisional balance stage among the naive and experienced drug addicts
ups.

The naive addicts possessed a better decisional balance stage compared to the

Qperienced addicts after the treatment was completed. The magnitude of treatment
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effect or effect size of PGT to the group is large (d = 1.22) based on the Cohen’s d

calculation. Thus, hypothesis 9 is rejected. Y.

3.80
3.62
3.60—
2 340+
o
-
-
=]
a 3204 3
3.20 Y'
-
3.00 .
2
2.80
1 1 1
Pre Post Follow-up
Time
GROUPS
= PGTN =—PGTE

Figure 4.9. Between-grou omalra‘%vmea’ns’@\ysis of trend
&

The results of the trmnal si the t method through repeated

measures ANOVA tes mee le ;9 a@nem (pre-, post-, and follow-up
test) for PGTN and GTE 0 4 tallede}Flgure 4.9. Trend analysis of mean
comparisons fr B t p01 ows an increase in the DB mean for
PGTE and P ni cr:%nﬂ e BBbmean was more significant in the PGTN
group W 1b1t§.t ‘U} \@ in the DB stages upon the completion of the

treatma, compared to the PG'&;;)up This indicates that the effects of treatment in

Ng the decisional balance stage was higher in PGTN compared to the PGTE
S
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4.44 Time-delayed effects on treatment-naive and treatment-experienced

addicts Y‘

In order to investigate the time-delayed effects on psychoedus% group

therapy (PGT) on the respondents, nine hypotheses were developed. The first three

hypotheses were formed to examine the time-delayed effects of PGF treatment on

naive addicts and the next three were used to examine ttharisons of time-
N L

Another three hypotheses were created to examine the ti eM\eff\wﬁs to

psychoeducational group therapy treatment on %e addigts.

tested based on three dependent variables, name d

efficacy (SE) and decisional balance (J% e d s'i:én

known as the within-subject design (02pGTRe— O3PTQW

the mean between posttest and fi w: -a te's’t%eien
this study. \

Hypothesis 10: S no
o u .
follow-up * b g
LA NGy

delayed effects on PGT treatment among the research gro

e Cifosis were

gQ\,ﬁXC), self-
ied @

s research is

:44/

g
\ results of the post-hgc test from Bonferroni’s paired multiple-comparison
%SOC as a dependent variable can be found in Table 4.18 which indicates that

re was a significant difference between post and follow-up SoC mean [F (1,9) =

17.54, p < 0.05] as well as significant repeated measures ANOVA tests [F (2,18) =
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23.39, p <0.05] (Table 4.17). This only means that there were time-delayed effects for
the naive addicts group in terms of change in the stages of change. Psychoedu?ﬂl
group therapy treatment provides continuous effects even after the tr@ had
stopped for three months. Hence, hypothesis 10 is rejected. A

The SoC mean trend analysis (see Figure 4.1) from pro to féllow up points

indicates that there was a tendency for SoC to increase for onN and CGN. The

increase in the SoC mean for the PGTN group was more ificant 'and higher than

for the CGN group. This indicates that the effects of ps educ tiwp therapy
@

remained longer and kept on increasing. ' _\"}

For hypothesis 11, the results of B? i p‘s pai@multiple-
was no

*ﬁigm ant di@glzce between

the SE post and follow-up [F (1,9) :w 0.05] an eat <<easures ANOVA

test also yielded insignificant resu% (2,18) —S ;?gp ,@5] (Table 4.21). This
% >
Q

shows that there were no time effects forsthe naz'Q ddicts group in terms of

comparisons on SE variable shows that t

-
—

the self-efficacy stages. Th § OI 0¢ ucat@ group therapy remained and
tme

lingered for three mo% the t'r' t“v!fa@ren. Therefore, hypothesis 11 is

the éﬁlnean (see Figure 4.2) from the post to

accepted. \ l
The an @s the
¢ !

follow-up points shows an inc atén @wards an escalation for PGTN and CGN. The

75]

NN
E mean incréase fof ?N gm& was more significant and higher than for the

PG up. Thus, this mea@ﬁt psychoeducational therapy lasted longer and did

n§xr according to groups.
Q In addition, for hypothesis 12, the results of Bonrefforni’s post-hoc paired
ultiple-comparisons on the DB variable are shown in Table 4.25 and they indicate

that there was no significant difference between the DB post and follow-up mean [F
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(1,9) = 0.29, p > 0.05] even though there is a significant difference found in ANOVA
tests [F (2,18) = 6.47, p < 0.05] (Table 4.24). Results obtained show that there?lb
time-delayed effects for the naive addicts in terms of the decisional b%\evel.
Psychoeducational group therapy lasted longer and remained for th@&nths after
the completion of the treatment. Therefore, hypothesis 12 is acceptecy'

DB mean analysis of trend (see Figure 4.3) from the post to¥follow-up points
shows an inclination towards a decrease for PGTN compa y;n rease for CGN.
The DB mean value for PGTN at the follow-up meas ent Vwﬂl higher

X
compared to CGN. The decrease in mean value ind that the h&e@ ional
group therapy did not last long after the addict ted{ ent\/‘z~

the 'me-d@gc.l effects on

icts <<ese effects were

t e@es of change (SoC),
N

ject design was chosen

st and follow-up means for

pothesis 15:  Th 3¢ 1o significant difference of DB between post and
q\

E\ follow-up
Q The results from Bonferroni’s post-hoc paired multiple-comparisons (Table
.29) show that there was no significant difference between the post and follow-up

means for SoC variable [F (1,11) = 0.19, p > 0.05] even repeated measures ANOVA
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test was significant [F (2,22) = 8.97, p < 0.05]. These findings indicate that there were

no time-delayed effects for the experienced addicts in terms of changes in th

of change. The psychoeducational therapy in terms of the stages of chan@ and

remained for three months from the completion of the treatment. Th thesis 13

is accepted. i
Analysis trend of the SoC analysis trend (see Figu Nom the post to
zG

follow-up point shows that there was an inclination to TE and CGE. An

increase in the SoC mean for CGE group was more sign he PGTE
group. The value of the SoC mean for the PGTE as still higher ':o@ed to
the CGE group. These indicate that the effec yc oedy al group therapy

lasted longer and kept on increasing. 'W %Y.
The results of Bonferroni’s p 1red mu -Co <%’sons tests (Table
4.33) indicate that there was no si nt 1ffer\ce\1$tw _}f'fe post and follow-up
means for the SE variable [F ( 29 p > (.05 jan ated measures ANOVA
tests also not significant [ 3 , P > ] (Table 4.32). Overall, the
findings show that the% time- I;?J ff r the experienced addicts group
from the aspect o elf-eff ges effects of psychoeducational group
therapy on the el cac ang ere prolonged and remained for three
months afte tr atme tw S nﬁ)le(jd’)Thus hypothesis 14 is accepted.
SE¥meanfa }of tre& (see Figure 4.5) from the post to the follow-up
Qws a tendency to d cﬂ%é for PGTE and an increase for CGE. The SE mean
\% r PGTE was higher than for CGE. The decrease in the SE mean for PGTE

G s that psychoeducational group therapy did not work for long after the addicts
a

d completed their treatment.
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Post-hoc paired multiple-comparisons by Bonferroni (Table 4.38) shows that
there was no significant difference in the post and follow-up tests of DB [F (TL
0.10, p > 0.05] as well as repeated measures ANOVA test was foun@non-

significant [F (2,22) = 2.64, p > 0.05] (Table 4.37). This means thaf* were no

time-delayed effects on the experienced addicts group from theéf aspect of the

decisional balance stage. The effects of psychoeducational' thherapy on the
change of decisional balance stage were prolonged and med f'>r three months
after the treatment was given. Thus, hypothesis 15 is accepted. \d

@

from the t 'o &&va'-up

point shows an inclination towards a decline (% E @ps. The
o

e pro@nt and higher
cat@at the effects of

-\iecreasing after the
&

The DB mean analysis of trend (see Figure

delayed effects on ps% ation}l gro tfle@ on the naive and experienced

&
addicts. They teste %ny di \Bﬂ n chée’ among groups during the follow-up
measurement 0{ he Qreteéf follow-up test (do the groups change
differently he pr, tes‘l\?ﬂé febcl?w-up?). The effects were tested on three
dependefit yvariables’ theQ.a\ges of change (SoC), self-efficacy (SE) and
deciﬁbalance (DB). The d%i’gn used was known as the between-subject design

N

( — O3pgTE), Which sought the difference among the follow-up means for each
& ndent variable measured in this study by controlling the pretest mean.
Hypothesis 16:  There is no significant difference of SoC in follow-up-test

between PGTN and PGTE
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Hypothesis 17:  There is no significant difference of SE in follow-up-test

between PGTN and PGTE T

Hypothesis 18:  There is no significant difference of DB in f(% -test

between PGTN and PGTE A

The results of the ANCOVA test for group differences on th€ follow-up are

illustrated in Table 4.48. \/

Table 4.48

ANCOVA and pairwise comparison confidence interyals .\d' Y-

Effect
(PGTN to PGTE)

SoC

SE

DB

o L
The resul@ed 9@ there@ no significant difference between the

PGTN and P ups af th ’e.l of-%l}low-up measurement for SoC [F (1,19) =

1.97, p > 0%351"SE ? 1,19) = (@% 0.05], and DB [F (1,19) = 2.10, p > 0.05].
The ﬂ%e indicative {f &g?)resence of differences in time-delayed effects
b M PGTN and PGTE gr(}p for the stages of change, self-efficacy and decisional
ance. Thus, hypotheses 16, 17 and 18 are accepted. Analysis of trend for both
oups for SoC, SE and DB variables (see Figure 4.7, 4.8 and 4.9) indicates that the

mean differences between these two groups were too small and insignificant.
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4.4  Further analysis

Two further analyses were conducted in this study. The ﬁrs%g the

descriptive analysis of how far psychoeducational group therapy Em%ed the

respondents’ change individually in terms of movement of stages of change (how
effective was the treatment to motivate the change), enhanceme ; efficacy, and

the process of decision making (cons to drug use or pros ange) Secondly,

ect; lf treatment on

as situa?ons

first, between-subject design in the original gr: irst test), a econ‘é\wnhln-

y meg@'g the two
g

d merging the

inference analysis was used to make comparisons of

dependent variables SoC, SE and DB. The second analysis

subject and between-subject designs in new
experiment groups (PGTN and PGTE) nﬁw expe
two control groups (CGN and CGE) m ntrol ?

tests. 0
SOk
4.5.1 Treatment effect acrm u A

\

This analysis %1 ucted pr lgl 1ls of the change movement of
each respondent in esearcl] g after { ad completed the treatment (PGTN
and PGTE gro 0 soeé?wth the control groups (CGN and CGE)

F e

(_Vfarlables namely, the SoC, SE and DB. Table

at the post- en ev
4. 49 sh ;resugs desgﬁlve analysis for the stages of change variable

he results indicate that 14 respondents succeeded in advancing to a higher
of stage of change during the posttest measurement. These 14 respondents
omprised 10 respondents (71.43%) from the experiment group, and 4 respondents

(28.57%) from the control group. Another 26 respondents maintained at the same
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stage of change, represented by 12 respondents (46.15%) from the experiment group
and 14 respondents (53.85%) from the control group, while 5 respondents W
one stage lower, a situation which is referred to as ‘recycling’. All %Xe 26
respondents belonged to the control group. From the aspect of adv to a later
stage of change, 12 respondents (85.71%) moved to another stag¥zhange (pre-

awaction), and 2

-colltemplation to

contemplation to contemplation, or contemplation to pr

respondents (14.29%) advanced two stages

preparation/action).
N
Table 4.49 é ' —{0

Group
PGTN
PGTE
CGN
CGE

Total

T
readiness to char@l score(RTE), whi termines the status of the respondents’

stages of ch%\w sﬂl%\gu! tIErD 29 respondents (64.44%) experienced an
r

@

espottdents (6.67%) maintained their status, and 13

=

(@]

=

[¢]

o

7]

(@]

7]

(@]
k}
hg ¥

resp&mt 8.89%) experien&)oevd‘g decline in score. From this total, the majority of
a Nase in the RTC total score occurred in the experiment group, represented by
respondents (or 58.62%), compared to 12 individuals (or 41.38%) in the control
oup. In respect of a decline in score, the majority was from the control group,

represented by 9 respondents (69.23%), in contrast to the experiment group which had
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4 respondents (30.77%) who showed some decline in scores. The range of scores
between the two groups was also different; the experiment group had minimw

maximum total scores, which were higher compared to the control @Jring

posttest measurement.

Table 4.50

Respondents’ RTC scores at posttest

Group Decreased  No change  Increased

PGTN 4 1 5 .
PGTE 0 0 12 é 5.
CGN 5 1 5 5
CGE 4 1 Y

Total 13 3 \v
(—) ~

Y

This descriptive analysis ¢ s that ( @al group therapy was

S
successful in promoting the a% a higher Stage o{:/é&?mge (at least one stage
ahead), that is, at 71.43% \cd ﬁfoﬁ

a @‘ntrol group, and it increased

tolz
the readiness to chan% ) scorefto 5 .f}‘%@mpared to the control group at

'
38%. \ | NN S
The exp@al g | sh. V&éd the best performance in movement of
¢
the stage o %, since 50.0% Jf tte;?espondents moved at least one stage ahead
N
% h ?t

and 10 e 1S ‘p&enced an increase in the RTC score. This was

S €X
Y-v

foll@y the experiment @ PGTN, where 40.0% of the respondents moved at

1 Xe stage ahead and 50.0% respondents reported an increase in the score. Next

:w the control group CGE, where 25.0% of the respondents moved at least one stage
e

ad and 58.33% respondents reported an increase in the RTC score. Last was the
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control group CGN, where 9.10% of the respondents moved at least one stage ahead
and 45.5% respondents reported an increase in the RTC score. Y.

Table 4.51 shows the descriptive analysis results obtained for the %\cacy

(SE) variable. -\
Table 4.51 \}

Status of SE level of the respondents at posttest

Maintained

Recycling to low ved'to hiz:
Group SE
PGTN 2 6 1 C}Y'
PGTE 0 2 é I ' “\
CGN 3 5 1 £ 2 \Y'
CGE 1 6 Y' 2 NN X
Total 6 7

The results indicate that l%ondents\S‘Sﬁ.g’o sﬂ‘gﬁeded in achieving a
o
higher self-efficacy stage at th%t megsurin evel @owed by 26 respondents

[

(57.78%) who maintained ame sl efficaey st Aand 6 respondents (13.33%)
who dropped to the lo fficacy'stag re{“e to as ‘recycling’.
}, &
Of the 13 @ents Y %cessfugdoved up to a self-efficacy stage, the
dents o

majority (8 res T ere é{ the experiment group. Among these 13

¢
respondent hghes n
group, %; by Jhsoczi
resp&ws or 15.38%), and LKG}GTN group (1 respondent or 7.69%), in that order.

s for the 6 respondents who moved a stage lower in self-efficacy, 4

espondents (66.67%) were from the control group, while the remaining 2 respondents
33.33%) were from the experiment group.

T 6 Esyondents or 53.85%) came from the PGTE

N
grou§(3 respondents or 23.08%), the CGN group (2
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The majority of the respondents (14 respondents or 53.84%) who maintained
their self-efficacy stage were from the control group, compared to 12 resp S

(46.16%) from the experiment group. The control group also had 11 @ents

(57.89%) who were at the low self-efficacy stage compared to 8 respo (42.11%)

in the experiment group. q
Table 4.52 shows the analysis of the change in the SEi(Mtained from the

study. ? '
Table 4.52 .\do v

Respondents’ SE scores at posttest

Group Decreased No change
PGTN 5
PGTE 0
CGN 7
CGE 4
Total 16

The results of %;ysis

respondents (60.0% Nerien':ed

(62.96%) wer ﬁq{t e, exp

the contro@esp dents

in the %re (w{ieg-?; hi@ than those of the other groups’ scores) that
o

2 respondents (109@0), followed by the CGN group (7 respondents or

ny
@, the PGTN group (5 respondents or 50.0%), and the CGN group (3

Gpondents or 27.27%), in that order. In terms of the decline in the SE score, the

majority came from the control group (11 respondents or 68.75%) compared to 5

1hcrea the SE score, where 17 respondents

t'gralg&nd 10 respondents (37.04%) were from
$

om @\Qe/PGTE experiment group showed an increase

respondents (31.25%) from the experiment group. The range of scores between the
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two groups was different where the experiment group had both higher minimum and
maximum scores when compared to the control group at the post measurement?ﬂ

This descriptive analysis confirms that psychoeducational group@ has
succeeded in promoting the addicts’ change to a higher stage of self- y among

those who were in the experiment group (8 out of 22 respondents or 36.36%),

compared to the control group that reported 21.74% (5 Q{ 23 “féspondents), and
of

enhanced the self-efficacy score (SE) by as much as v 1'1e respondents,

PG Ewent group
@

Y
ement jat 5 3% @e the
0 % expgrﬁ'nced SE

b, o

e CGE eontrohgroup, ere 25.0% of

compared to the control group which reported 43.48%.

demonstrated higher performance in self-efficacy e
respondents moved to high self-efficacy an

score increase, followed by the results fr

o

the respondents moved to high ;ﬁacy and 58:33% @the respondents

kg@\t’group (10.0% of the
S

respondents reported an

experienced an increase in the SE

respondents moved to high s

increase in SE score), and%N [ ) rou@ﬂ% respondents moved to
high self-efficacy and %@ es nts

' ¢ &
Table 4.53 ures ‘@ﬁ of tlgdéscriptive analysis obtained for the

%) st

%
5> &
Ul '-U
S
Jg/
o

-G

é)p? 8

pond pe‘riﬁ@' an increase in SE score).

decisional bala\ ; ' data(J w that the majority of the respondents
(28 respon: 62. "/‘ d{in@r decisional balance when compared to 15
respondént 33%) nged&he decisional balance stage that is cons of drug
use respondents (4.45%).elfanged to the decisional balance stage that is pros to

X (recycling). As for the respondents who advanced and moved to a later stage
Q cisional balance (cons to drug use), 10 respondents (66.67%) were among the
xperiment group compared to 5 respondents (33.37%) from the control group. The

PGTE group shows a significant change, represented by 5 respondents (50.0%) who
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changed to a decisional balance stage that is higher, followed by the PGTE group (5

respondents or 41.67%), the CGN group (4 respondents or 33.33%) and tlw

group (1 respondent or 8.33%), in that order. %\

Table 4.53

Status of DB level of the respondents at posttest Vz

Maintained
Recycling to pros ed to cons of
Group of drug use Pros Cons druq use
PGTN 1 2 5
PGTE 0 0
X

CGN 0 3 | _{')
CGE 1 3

8

Total

[\

Table 4.54 shows the results OMQYSiS of the
results indicate that most responc%% indimgoi 763'6%) experienced the
A N
increase in the DB score con\% the'}espo ents 23(? exhibited a decrease in
score (9 respondents or Z%\)‘andl 4.44%) @ned the same. Most of the
respondents (20 indivi% 8.82 '@ wh e;‘)‘(flilﬁé the increase in score were from
the experiment gw thes': onde%abnsisted of 10 respondents (100.0%)
from the PGT%) an ?on@ (83.33%) from the PGTE group. In
¢
comparison,, out of the 1 p nd@s (or 41.18%) from the control group. 8
N
respon: (72.73%) ?)m t‘z_ GE group and 6 respondents (54.55%) from the
CGQp. The range of sc@etween the two groups was also different whereby

t riment group collected minimum and maximum scores that were higher when
6 ared to the scores of the control group during the post measurement.

nge@le DB score. The

=]
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Table 4.54
Respondents’ DB scores at posttest
Minimum Maximu
DB scores D r
Group Decreased  No change  Increased
PGTN 0 0 10 2.90 4.
PGTE 2 0 10 2.80 3.65
CGN 4 1 6 2.30 3.55
CGE 3 1 8 2 3.65
Total 9 2 34 - | -

F

-

N
This descriptive analysis shows that ps@cation g lhej@' was
effective in enhancing the decisional balancYp arﬂé rug icts who
22

participated in it, by as much as 45.45°fw

control group which had only 21.7

found to be successful in enhancin decisim&%'blgnc

A

segre among respondents

N
who were in the experiment , Whic '\:vas 90.9 %&20 of 22 respondents) in
contrast with the control gr: ich NZ@l of 23 respondents).

The experimen% PG bsh}‘gc'i% highest increase in decisional
\ents m to high decisional balance (cons to

=

balance stages, si;gw% c@
drug use) and w’o respo X et(é?ed an escalation in the DB score. This
¢ 2 C,)

was followﬁ y eXperiment.group PQ]JE, where 41.67% respondents moved to high
alanc

decisio%

wa ontrol group CGN,@c're 36.36% respondents moved to high decisional
ba\? and 54.55% respondents experienced an increase in DB score). As for the
control group, 8.33% of the respondents moved to a high decisional balance and

Qm% experienced the increase in the DB score.

N
e and y) resgé;lents experienced an increase in DB score. Next
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4.5.2 Treatment effect comparison

Inference analysis was done to obtain new explanations on how rent
results are achieved in the hypotheses testing which was conducted. P %results
revealed that psychoeducational group therapy was not effective_in enhancing the
stages of change and self-efficacy for treatment-naive addicts (1% es la and 2a),

but it was effective in improving their decisional balance sta@pothesis 3a). The
results also showed that the treatment was found to bé E?hlve.trgncing the
stages of change, self-efficacy, and decisional balance for tteat xpe{?:ced
addicts (hypotheses 4a, 5a, and 6a). ' —{0

s X

Two inference tests were carried out tw p e. First, ]\@QOVA test

was used to test the effectiveness of treatemthr 1

drugraddicts who were in

and DB, at two levels of measuremenMnd p&)a Y
the experiment group. The secoé%\d%\\@’ xas ucted to examine the

7}
comparisons between the eff& reatwle V&%res (the SoC, SE and DB)
among the study groups anw!nent isto itg@olling the pretest scores.
|
Table 4.55 shows th results\p zé tests, which were used to test the

effectiveness of p mcatilnal gtoup th in enhancing the addicts’ motivation

N
(SoC, SE and EN applying te a&%pbst measurement.

Tab1e42§' p V)J' Y%é'/

S, niz y, the SoC, SE

)

e

Multiv
S
~ .
\ Hypothesis
Ef? Value F df Error df P
tercept 0.996 1619.356 3.00 19.00 0.00*
re post 0.654 11.961 3.00 19.00 0.00*

*p <0.05
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Multivariate Pillai’s Test table (Within Subjects) shows that there was a

significant difference in the main effects of pre and posttest variable [F (3,19) =41 1796,

p < 0.05]. This indicates that there was a significant difference betweeu@ and

post tests, which means that psychoeducational group therapy W&ecﬁve n

enhancing motivation as a whole. i
Table 4.56 Y-

Univariate tests

Effect Measure df

Prapasca SoC 1
SE 1
DB 1

Error SoC 21 \%
SE %
DB
*p < 0.05 \
The Univariat estmsis (I;eflq 4. further shows that there were
nd

’
significant effects oﬁa p ‘m& ent@{ables on all dependent variables in
the study, namel&[ (1 bm, p\ .05], SE [F (1,21) = 8.46, p < 0.05] and

DB [F (1,21)%. 0, p <'0.051. ‘TLis%Dows that psychoeducational group therapy

was signifi effective in'e al@ respondents’ stages of change (min: pretest =
"l
8.72, pStte = 10.16), the selaﬁzacy stages (min: pretest = 2.78, posttest = 3.12),

decisional balance stages (min: pretest = 2.97, posttest = 3.46).
In order to identify and compare the effects of psychoeducational group
Qwrapy between the experiment and control groups, the researcher applied the

MANCOVA tests and the results are shown in Table 4.57.
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Table 4.57
Multivariate tests g‘
Hypothesis %
Effect Value F df Error df
Intercept 0.470 10.648 3.00 36. OO% 00*
SoC pretest 0.120 1.636 3.00 36.R. 0.20
SE pretest 0.292 4.939 3.00 0.01%*
DB pretest 0.032 0.391
TreatHis 0.189 2.797
Group 0.358 6.698
TreatHis*Group 0.237 3.720
*p < 0.05
Multivariate Pillai’s Test res ts% that e were %{iﬁcant effects of
group independent variables [F (3, ‘)%, O n e&mrolled variable of SE
pretest [F (3,36) = 4.94, p < 0.05] Syl three depentlen t\@bles (SoC, SE and DB).

However, there were no effects‘of the vari the history of addiction [F

N

(3, 36) = 2.80, p > 0. (E ontrollI Vaerie @c F (3,36) = 1.64, p > 0.05]
on

and DB pretest [F 36) dependent variables (SoC, SE and

DB). These res dlcat at a WK@ groups were the main factors that

O
inﬂuenced th of e'tr C‘)
% een ‘gr ups)in ysi sults (Test of Between-Subject Effects) (see
Table S

ow that there we@. ignificant effects of group independent variables

dependent variables in the study, which are the SoC [F (1,38) = 12.76, p <
éS] a

nd the DB [F (1,38) = 8.72, p < 0.05], while group independent variables did

Qﬂc have any effect on the SE [F (1,38) = 3.20, p > 0.05]. The effects of group to

dependent variable SoC was at 0.383 (R squared) and DB stood at 0.373 (R squared).
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These effects indicate that group variables contributed as much as 38.3% to the

changes in SoC and 37.3% changes in DB. Bonferroni multiple-comparison te&YHe

used to verify these results. %

Table 4.58 .
Univariate tests Vz
Dependent
Source Variables df Means squar ) p
|
Group SoC 1 36.66 12.76d\f.00*
®
SE . I :
DB
Error SoC
SE
DB
*p <0.05

a. R Squared = .383
b. R Squared = .381
c. R Squared = 3.73

mt;-(- L}, S
o el e ot

rch findings obtained which were

This chaptex%ussedl é
divided into t@ain ior§’ nat@{ the reliability and validity of the
¢

!
instruments bscri ive alﬁisc)}f he research, and the examination of the

N .
effects tréatment® Th isults@’low that almost all the instruments have a

satisfac value of reliabili d validity. The descriptive analysis showed that
S

t%\as a promotion of the respondents’ motivation at all levels of measurement
levels

, and the pretest scores of all the independent variables were the same and not

Qniﬁcant. The homogeneity condition for each statistical test conducted was also
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fulfilled. As for the effects of treatment, the statistical tests results indicated that 14
hypotheses were accepted and 10 were rejected. Y'

In short, this study proved that psychoeducational group therapy i%\ve in
enhancing the motivation of treatment-naive addicts in terms of the d 1 balance
stages (hypothesis 3a), but it is not effective when it comes to the m&r%nt of stages
of change and the increase in self-efficacy (hypotheses Na). As for the
treatment-experienced addicts, psychoeducational group t ]tlt ent is effective

in enhancing the motivational level where all three 1abl Wd showed

@
r the ¢om is‘ns_@ween
rred o elf—a@gcy stage
. o

tha;\ tre ent-r@ addicts) and
decisional balance (treatment-naive wazvas bette n t@fﬁhent-experienced

addicts), while for the stages of cl%variab e, T péhowed no significant
N

difference. In terms of time-dﬁ%(ect ﬁje effects ot;ssament were found to last
long and remained for thre% S al ¢ follow- &t for both groups (post and

follow-up test scores% no sig ific :‘ hiff&nce). Only the treatment-naive

addicts showed eff&gﬁme the s of change variable, that is, the post
ea

and follow-up{ red shov@’ significant differences. As for the
¢
bei \?sﬁt o

comparison en grou sel}ow that there was no significant difference
NN
betwee@;ps fo e dependent variables.

Aorder to strengthe@ research findings, the researcher carried out an

significant increase (hypotheses 4a, 5a, and 6a).

groups, the differences in the effects of treat

variable (treatment-experienced addicts w

additional descriptive and inference analysis. The descriptive analysis results showed
& psychoeducational group therapy treatment has an effect on the addicts’
otivation and there is an increase in score measured for both research groups.

Additional inference analysis is done by combining the two experiment groups as a
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new experiment group and two control groups are combined as a new one. The results
obtained indicate that psychoeducational group therapy is effective in enhanc e
motivation level of the respondents in respect of the SoC, SE and DB as %X For
the differences between groups, the results obtained show that there ignificant
effects among the groups for two main variables, which are the SoC¢and DB, which
means that there was a significant difference between the %yent and control

groups in SoC and DB. The SE variable was not signifi iffetent between the

two groups. \d
"X



