
 

Model Answer for Quantitative Results Write-up One – ANOVA 

Results 

 In total, 260 participants completed the Impact of Event Scale (IES; Horowitz, Wilner 

& Alvarez, 1979) at all three time-points: Baseline (Time 1), whilst waiting for genetic risk 

information (Time 2), and one month post-risk information (Time 3). Of these, 129 

participants had been randomised into the intervention group at baseline, and 131 

participants had been randomised into the control group. 

According to Horowitz (Horowitz, 1982 and personal communication, 1999; 2004), 

scores on the global IES can be broken down into the following categories: low distress 

(scores below 8.5), medium distress (scores between 8.5 and 18) and high distress (scores 

of 19 or more). At baseline (Time1), scores on the Impact of Event Scale from the current 

data indicated that just over a third of the sample (37.3%) were identified as experiencing 

high levels of cancer specific distress. While, 43.5% reported low distress and 16.2% of the 

sample reporting no distress at baseline (a score of zero) and therefore revealing a large 

floor effect for this scale in this patient group. 

Prior to the primary analysis comparing changes over time by group, five scores from 

five participants were classed as extreme outliers and were removed from the dataset, 

meaning that data from 255 eligible participants are reported in the remaining analyses 

within this paper. Of the 255 eligible participants, 125 participants were in the intervention 

group and 130 participants were in the control group. This sample comprised 221 females 

and 31 males. Three participants did not disclose their gender. Participants ranged in age 

from 18 to 81 (M = 50.70, SD = 12.03) with 81% educated to at least secondary school 

education level. Sixty-eight percent were married or living with a partner.   

 Table 1 reports the mean scores and standard deviations for the primary outcome 

measure for the 255 participants that were allocated to the control or the intervention group 

across all three time points. At baseline, there was no significant difference in levels of 

distress between participants allocated to the control group (M = 16.34, SD = 15.11) and 
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those in the intervention group (M = 17.13, SD = 17.53), t (253) = 0.39, p = 0.699. An 

independent samples t-test analysis also showed that there was no significant difference in 

baseline distress between males (M = 16.65, SD = 15.73) and females (M = 16.63, SD = 

16.37), t (250) = 0.01, p = 1.00. 

Table 1 

Means and standard deviations for distress scores by group and across time. 

 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 

M SD M SD M SD 

Control 

N=130 
16.34 15.11 17.67 17.20 12.53 13.64 

 

Intervention 

N=125 
17.13 17.53 19.05 18.78 11.39 13.12 

 

Total 

N=255 
16.73 16.31 18.35 17.97 11.97 13.37 

 

 In order to explore the impact of the intervention on distress over time, a 2 x 3 mixed 

design analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted, with the within-subjects factor of time 

having three levels (Time1, Time2, Time 3) and the between-subjects factor of group having 

two levels (control or intervention). Mauchly’s test of sphericity indicated that the assumption 

of sphericity had been violated (X2(2) = 40.73, p < 0.001), therefore degrees of freedom 

were corrected using Huynh-Feldt estimates of sphericity (ε = 0.88). None of the other 

assumptions of the data were violated. 

 The analysis revealed that there was no significant interaction between group and 

time, F (1.76, 444.84) = 1.00, p = 0.36, partial eta squared = 0.004, meaning that there was 

no significant difference in levels of distress between the control and intervention group at 
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any time point. The main effect of group was not statistically significant F (1, 253) = 0.04, p = 

0.84, partial eta squared = 0.000, indicating that there was no difference between overall 

distress scores of those in the control group and those who received the intervention. 

However, the analysis did reveal a significant main effect of time, F (1.76, 444.84) = 25.45, p 

< 0.0001, with a moderate effect size (partial eta squared = 0.09) indicating a significant 

difference in distress from intrusive thoughts over time amongst participants regardless of 

whether they were in the control or intervention group. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons with 

Bonferroni corrections applied revealed that for both groups, their levels of distress were 

significantly higher during baseline (Time 1) and the waiting period (Time 2) compared to the 

one-month follow-up (Time 3) (p = 0.001 and p < 0.0001, respectively). There was no 

significant difference between levels of distress at baseline (Time 1) and whilst waiting for 

genetic risk information (Time 2) (p = 0.08). 

In summary, the findings from the current data suggest that the intervention, which 

involved participants making use of a self-help leaflet, has not led to a greater reporting of 

decreased distress levels in patients waiting to learn whether they are at an increased risk of 

developing an inherited cancer, compared to the standard method of sending out an 

information pack employed by the Cancer Genetics Service for Wales. However, findings 

from the data does suggest that distress significantly decreases in all patients once they 

received information about their potential risk. In order to further explore why this is the case, 

the research team may wish to conduct further research to examine whether the information 

the participants in this particular research study received was positive in nature (i.e., they 

were at a reduced risk of developing an inherited cancer). If this is not the case then the 

research team may wish to focus on examining why distress levels would decrease. 
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