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Not
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Hostility & Treatment
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Specialized
Interventions?

Higher Hostility:
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TIC HIV Module
Knowledge, Attitude, and
Psychosocial/Motivation Ratings
(Controlling for Program Site Variance)
TIC Comparison
(n=127) (n=103)

Mean Mean
Knowledge Scores (% 84 78
Correct)*
Attitude Ratings
Risky* 2.1 24
Belief* 3.8 3.7
Help 4.3 4.2
Intent* 4.4 4.2
Self-Control* 4.3 4.0
Psychosocial & Motivation
Ratings
Desire for Help 42.3 41.6
Treatment Readiness 37.2 36.9
Self-Esteem 37.6 37.0

*p<.05

TIC Anger Module

Knowledge, Attitude, and Psychosocial Ratings
(Controlling for Program Site Variance)

TIC Comparison
(n=87) (n=73)
Mean Mean
Knowledge Scores
General facts about anger .78 73
Controlling anger difficult* .78 .59
Attitude Ratings
Confidence in managing
anger* 3.8 3.4
Treatment Ratings
Treatment Satisfaction 35.0 32.9
*p<.05
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