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Recruitment Figure 3. Enhancement: F(2,2513) =6.27, p = .002, w? = 0.02; Socialization: F(2, 514) = 11.94, p < .001, w? = 0.04; Coping: F(2, 514) = 2.79, p = .062, w2 = 0.01; Financial: Implications of the Present Research
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Agreeableness: F(2,511) =1.72, p =.179, w? = 0.00; Conscientiousness: F(2, 514) = 2.25, p =.107, w? = 0.01; Openness to Experience: F(2,511) =2.02, p =.134, w? = 0.00 /
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