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Based on these analyses, you can conclude that the CBT group had significantly lower depression 
scores than the PDT group, suggesting that CBT is better for treating depression than PDT. Similarly, the 
CBT group had significantly lower depression than the NT group, suggesting that CBT is better than NT. 
Finally, the PDT and NT groups were not significantly different. A nonsignificant difference between 
these two conditions means that difference is likely created by sampling error. Therefore, these results 
suggest that PDT is no better at treating depression than no treatment at all.

The HSD formula presented above is appropriate only when the number of scores within each treat-
ment condition is the same. When n is different within each condition, you compute separate HSD val-
ues for each pairwise comparison. We will use SPSS to compute the HSD values when this is the case.

Step 5: Compute the Effect Size and Describe It
When you have two groups, you use d as a measure of effect size. You cannot use d as a measure of 
effect size for an overall ANOVA because there are usually more than two groups, so you cannot com-
pute a simple mean difference. The most common effect size for ANOVAs is partial eta squared ( η p

2 ). 
The computations are as follows:
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For one-way ANOVAs, you should interpret the 
partial eta squared as the percentage of DV variability 
the IV “explains.” In this case, the type of treatment 
participants receive “explains” 45% of the variability 
in their depression scores. In a statistical context, 
the percentage of variability an IV “explains” is the 
percentage of DV variance that is associated with 
changes in the type of treatment participants 
received. If an IV (i.e., different treatments) explains 
45% of the variability in a DV (i.e., depression scores), 
the remaining 55% of the variability is “explained” 

  Table 11.5    Post Hoc Comparisons

Comparison
Mean Difference 
(Absolute Value) Significance Conclusion for Each Comparison

CBT and PDT ׀7.5−׀ = 15.5 − 8 Significant; more than 
HSD (6.8)

Difference probably due to CBT being a 
better treatment than PDT

CBT and NT ׀8.33−׀ = 16.33 − 8 Significant; more than 
HSD (6.8)

Difference probably due to CBT being a 
better treatment than NT

NT and PDT ׀83.−׀ = 16.33 − 15.5 Not significant; less 
than HSD (6.8)

Difference considered to be due to 
sampling error

  Table 11.6   � General Guidelines for 
Interpreting η p

2

η p
2

Estimated Size of the Effect

Close to .01 Small

Close to .06 Medium

Close to .14 Large


