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RP M
(SD) (1.62) (1.54) (1.49)

338 315 291 334 321 3.00

(1.44) (1.50) (1.61)
" (0.25, .778)

[ (0.22, .641) (8.76,<.001)

NP M 324 313 310 330 341 3.30
(SD) (1.62) (1.68) (1.57) (1.57) (1.63) (1.59)

[ (4.74,.030)" (0.33,.718) (0.55, .579)]

CR M 324 29 270 320 307 311

(SD) (L.71) (1.70) (1.60)

(1.57) (1.70) (1.62)
| (3.64,.056)" (4.64,.010)" (2.46,.086)]
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(SD) (1.93) (1.97) (1.92)
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[ (4.72,.030)" (0.47,.625) (0.09, .915)]
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[ (2.64,.104)  (9.81,<.0000 (0.33,.722)
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(SD) (1.96) (1.83) (1.76)

(1.80) (1.76) (1.77)

[ (1.47,.226) (8.73,<.001)" (0.09,.911)]

NP M 296 279 287 325 322 328
(SD) (1.81) (1.82) (1.75) (1.86) (1.85) (1.92)

| (16.35, <.001)""" (0.44, .644) (0.17, .841)

CR M 277 248 241 279 269 267

(SD) (1.59) (1.49) (1.46)

(150) (1.44) (1.53)

[ (4.37,.037)" (3.65,.026)"  (0.93,.394)
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*::p<.10,**: p<.05, *** p< 0L, ****; p< .001
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RP 0.57 18.94 0.62 21.23 0.40 747 005 115 012
-0.16 -5.23 -0.12 -4.10 0.44 748 0.04 091 0.18
NP 0.58 19.90 0.59 19.80 0.68 745 0.01 019 042
-0.21 -7.21 -0.16 -5.30 0.65 746 005 126 0.10
CR 0.58 20.68 0.67 23.64 0.49 747 0.09 221 001
-0.23 -8.30 -0.09 -3.04 0.50 745 0.15 3.69 <.001
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