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1.2.
3.2 ,
. p
, (PM Ggs- \
PMGga)
PMGrsi (M=2.20), SD=0.90; PMGrs2 !
(M=5.84), SD=0.83; t=-22.120, p=0.000;
PMGrai(M=5.66), SD=0.98, PMGpa (M= ’
2.18), SD=0.86; t=20.005 p=0.000,
(ATCrs-ATCRrA)
ATCrs1 (M=2.02), SD=0.94; ATCps2
(M=5.82), SD=0.85; t=-22.234, p=0.000;
ATCrai (M =5.79), SD=1.13, ATCrar (M = 1.2
1.95), SD=0.74; t=21.200, p=0. 000,
(PMGRrs.PMGRra)
, ( )
M SD t p
PMGgs 5.87 0. 83 PMGgrs— ATC gs 5.819 0. 000
ATCgg 4. 05 2.17 1.82
PMGpy 2.15 0. 86 PMGy— ATC gy -5.392 0. 000
ATC ga 3.717 2.24 -1.62
PMG,, 4. 800 1.078 PMG,—ATC, -5.611 0. 000
ATC, 5. 666 0. 801 -0. 866
PMGr 3. 464 0.939 PMG1— ATCr 6. 367 0. 000
ATCr 2. 631 0. 693 0. 833

. n= 60,
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M SD t p
PMGgs 2.18 0.91 PMGgrs— ATCgs -5.671 0. 000
ATCgs 3.96 2.04 -1.78
PMGy, 5. 66 0.98 PMGyg,— ATCyy 6. 482 0. 000
ATC py 3.76 2.04 1.90
PMG,, 4.568 0.92 PMGy;—ATC, -5. 462 0. 000
ATCo 5.432 0.92 -0. 864
PM Gy 3.683 1. 00 PMGy— ATCy 4.778 0. 000
ATCyp 2.917 0.95 0. 766

: n=150.

, _
TRM t 3.4,
p
o ? « 7 o
’ ’ ’
’
. 3.3
M SD t 4
PMG s 4.11 1.98 PMGys— ATC g -6. 440 0. 000
ATCgs 5.82 0.85 -1.72
PMGga 3.67 1. 88 PMGgra— ATC ga 7. 056 0. 000
ATC ga 1.95 0.74 1.72
PMG,, 4.778 0. 907 PMGs;—ATC, -4. 686 0. 000
ATC, 5.482 0.942 -0.701
PMG, 3.526 0.916 PMG— ATCy 5.292 0. 000
ATCr 2.768 0. 830 0.757
n=>57,
M SD t )4
PMG g 4.33 2.10 PMGp— ATC g 7. 441 0. 000
ATCpg 2.02 0.94 2.31
PMGy, 3.81 2.11 PMGpy,— ATCpy -5.939 0. 000
ATC ra 5.79 1.13 -1.98
PMGy 4. 608 1. 121 PMGo—ATCo -6.386 0. 000
ATCo 5. 647 0.785 -1.039
PMG 3.616 1. 043 PMGT—ATCy 5. 866 0. 000
ATCy 2.749 0. 843 0. 867

: n=1>52,






rarco=0. 203, p

0.370, p=0.
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