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Table 2. n = 500 n = 384  
  = 500 /  =384  

 NFC BSC SIN SII RTR RTF ATA NCG NUU NUA 
NFC01 .780/-.713          
NFC02 .765/-.556          
NFC03 .527/-.663          
NFC04 .589/-.662          
NFC05 .562/-.705          
NFC06 .538/-.481          
BSC01  -.702/.596         
BSC02  -.609/.531         
BSC03  -.564/.557         
BSC04  -.562/.552         
BSC05  -.582/.592         
BSC06  -.706/.638         
SIN01   .676/.646        
SIN02   .623/.624        
SIN03   .596/.721        
SIN04   .738/.673        
SIN05   .540/.613        
SIN06   .774/.685        
SII01    -.733/.752       
SII02    -.680/.711       
SII03    -.747/.622       
RTR01     -.596/.561      
RTR02     -.670/.741      
RTR03     -.451/.392      
RTR04     -.772/.789      
RTR05     -.871/.833      
RTR06     -.466/.363      
RTF01      .655/.643     
RTF02      .673/.466     
RTF03      .758/.682     
ATA01       .634/.664    
ATA02       .882/.755    
ATA03       .705/.719    
NCG01        .726/.620   
NCG02        .489/.489   
NCG03(R)        .534/.598   
NCG04        .552/.536   
NCG05        .627/.669   
NCG06        .781/.767   
NUU01         -.691/-.702  
NUU02         -.538/-.459  
NUU03         -.623/-.507  
NUA01          -.566/.528 
NUA02          -.813/.760 
NUA03          -.724/.597 

(R) .35  
NFC = , BSC = , SIN = , SII = , RTR = 

, RTF = , ATA = , NCG = , NUU = , NUA = 
 

Table 3. n = 500 n = 384 α  

  
  

α  n α  n 
 6 .801 484 .815 375 

 6 .792 484 .767 378 
 6 .839 484 .825 375 
 3 .801 494 .774 379 
 6 .808 485 .787 369 
 3 .736 498 .649 382 

 3 .772 494 .775 378 
 6 .794 493 .789 377 

 3 .742 488 .690 373 
 3 .760 494 .686 382 

 45 .825 427 .809 327 
 



Table 4. n = 500 n = 384 t  

 
  t p d 

 SD  SD 
 4.88 1.49 4.80 1.60 1.88 0.06 0.07 

 4.57 1.72 4.69 1.76 -2.41 0.02* 0.09 
 2.67 1.58 2.60 1.58 1.57 0.12 0.05 
 3.87 1.76 3.98 1.77 -1.66 0.10 0.09 
 2.51 1.93 2.59 2.01 -1.31 0.19 0.05 
 1.70 1.48 1.59 1.34 1.86 0.06 0.09 

 3.94 1.52 4.03 1.53 -1.48 0.14 0.07 
 3.93 1.74 4.00 1.80 -1.42 0.16 0.05 

 3.00 1.47 2.97 1.48 0.57 0.57 0.03 
 3.82 1.71 3.77 1.77 0.79 0.43 0.04 

*** p < .001, ** p < .01 * p < .05 
SD = , d = Cohen’s d 
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Table 5. n = 60,000  
 1 2 3 4 5 

 
51,869 
(86.4) 

4,537 
(7.6) 

487 
(0.8) 

606 
(1.0) 

2,501 
(4.2) 

SMS
 

53,158 
(88.6) 

4,479 
(7.5) 

582 
(1.0) 

500 
(0.8) 

1,281 
(2.1) 

PC
 

54,056 
(90.1) 

4,328 
(7.2) 

473 
(0.8) 

339 
(0.6) 

804 
(1.3) 

 
43,816 
(73.0) 

13,462 
(22.4) 

917 
(1.5) 

830 
(1.4) 

975 
(1.6) 

 
42,919 
(71.5) 

14,370 
(24.0) 

1,094 
(1.8) 

709 
(1.2) 

908 
(1.5) 

SNS
SNS  

50,444 
(84.1) 

7,873 
(13.1) 

545 
(0.9) 

348 
(0.6) 

790 
(1.3) 

 37,496 
(62.5) 

19,913 
(33.2) 

921 
(1.5) 

775 
(1.3) 

895 
(1.5) 

 46,840 
(78.1) 

11,495 
(19.2) 

550 
(0.9) 

340 
(0.6) 

775 
(1.3) 

 
53,156 
(88.6) 

5,402 
(9.0) 

404 
(0.7) 

237 
(0.4) 

801 
(1.3) 

ID
 

51,839 
(86.4) 

5,403 
(9.0) 

587 
(1.0) 

620 
(1.0) 

1,551 
(2.6) 

 
54,832 
(91.4) 

3,093 
(5.2) 

469 
(0.8) 

407 
(0.7) 

1,199 
(2.0) 

SNS SNS
 

53,254 
(88.8) 

4,182 
(7.0) 

497 
(0.8) 

524 
(0.9) 

1,543 
(2.6) 

 44,498 
(74.2) 

13,475 
(22.5) 

604 
(1.0) 

564 
(0.9) 

859 
(1.4) 

 
47,856 
(79.8) 

9,864 
(16.4) 

591 
(1.0) 

669 
(1.1) 

1,020 
(1.7) 

1 = , 2 = , 3 = , 4 = 
, 5 =  

Table 6. n = 4,934  
  

 
n = 2,874  

1 5.  

 
n = 1,030  

5. 1 4. 
 

n = 515  
1 3

1 6  

n = 515  
1 3

5  
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Table 7. n = 4394 α  
   SD α  n 

 6 4.73 1.43 .833 4394 
 6 4.08 1.63 .792 4394 
 6 2.86 1.46 .846 4394 
 3 3.80 1.53 .771 4394 
 6 2.68 1.88 .802 4394 
 3 1.76 1.44 .784 4394 

 3 4.06 1.34 .816 4394 
 6 4.73 1.43 .799 4394 

 3 4.08 1.63 .749 4394 
 3 2.86 1.46 .720 4394 

 45 3.80 1.53 .854 4394 
*** p < .001, ** p < .01 * p < .05 

SD =  



Table 8. n = 4394  
  

 NFC BSC SIN SII RTR RTF ATA NCG NUU NUA 
NFC01 .711            
NFC02 .737            
NFC03 .673            
NFC04 .691            
NFC05 .675            
NFC06 .523            
BSC01  .732           
BSC02  .602           
BSC03  .564           
BSC04  .543           
BSC05  .524           
BSC06  .724           
SIN01   .615            
SIN02   .590          
SIN03   .674          
SIN04   .733          
SIN05   .612          
SIN06   .690          
SII01     -.730         
SII02    -.682         
SII03    -.734         
RTR01     .585        
RTR02     .644        
RTR03     .401        
RTR04     .776        
RTR05     .792        
RTR06     .441        
RTF01       .735       
RTF02      .749       
RTF03      .740       
ATA01       .677      
ATA02       .852      
ATA03       .795      
NCG01        .757     
NCG02        .547     
NCG03(R)        .500     
NCG04        .495     
NCG05        .667     
NCG06        .787     
NUU01           -.717    
NUU02         -.683    
NUU03         -.645    
NUA01          .627   
NUA02          .739   
NUA03          .642   

(R) .40  
NFC = , BSC = , SIN = , SII = , RTR = 

, RTF = , ATA = , NCG = , NUU = , NUA = 
 



Table 9.  

 
 

   

NFC BSC SIN SII RTR RTF ATA NCG NUU NUA  R2 AUC 

 (n = 2,380) 0.57 0.39 0.10 -0.27 0.38 0.04 0.34 0.42 -0.05 0.35  .07 .63 [.63-.64] 

 (n = 969) 0.46 0.24 -0.10 -0.30 0.40 -0.14 0.31 -0.11 -0.38 -0.13  .15 .70 [.69-.71] 

 (n = 309) 0.08 0.07 -0.56 -0.24 0.35 -0.20  -0.65 -0.63 -0.55  .18 .71 [.69-.74] 

 (n = 116) 0.24  0.33 -0.62 0.19 -0.12 0.48 0.34 0.27   .08 .65 [.63-.67] 

 (n = 86) 0.45 0.43 -0.20  -0.23  0.30 0.34 0.10   .20 .73 [.71-.75] 

 (n = 38) 0.36  0.72 0.12 -0.63  0.73   -0.21  .24 .75 [.71-.78] 

 (n = 92) -0.46 -0.80 -0.62 -0.46 -0.50 0.18 -0.76 0.35 0.68   .21 .73 [.71-.76] 

 (n = 26)  -0.31 -0.21 0.31 0.63 0.23 0.45 -0.78 -0.46 -0.36  .26 .76 [.72-.80] 

 (n = 30)  -0.65 0.86 0.40  -0.57   0.90 0.58  .41 .82 [.78-.85] 

 (n = 384) 1.34 1.18   0.46 -0.68 1.82 -0.26 0.52   .14 .71 [.70-.72] 

 (n = 207) 0.14 -0.23 0.22 0.53  -0.38 0.61 0.17 -0.26   .18 .72 [.71-.74] 

 (n = 376) -0.62 0.38 0.27 -0.15 -0.27 -0.12 0.12 -0.63 0.27 -0.13  .13 .69 [.68-.70] 

 (n = 47) 0.11  -0.23 0.41 0.24 0.07 -0.30 -0.26  0.19  .13 .67 [.64-.70] 

 (n = 146)   0.21 -0.22 -0.25 -0.19 -0.24 0.75 0.29   .17 .71 [.69-.73] 

.40 .70 AUC .80
AUC R2 = Nagelkerke’s R2; AUC = Area Under the Curve of Receiver Operating Characteristic, NFC = 

, BSC = , SIN = , SII = , RTR = , RTF = 
, ATA = , NCG = , NUU = , NUA = . 

Table 10.  

 
 

   

NFC BSC SIN SII RTR RTF ATA NCG NUU NUA  R2 AUC 

 (n = 190)   0.40  0.26 -0.24 0.12 -0.46 -0.35 -1.19  .22 .74 [.73-.76] 

 (n = 178) -0.09 -0.32  0.34 -0.25  0.20 0.29 0.17 -0.89  .24 .75 [.74-.77] 

 (n = 117) 1.07 -0.46 0.71 0.22 0.21 -0.37 0.23 0.36 0.66 1.00  .29 .78 [.76-.80] 

 (n = 316) -0.21 0.16 0.45 0.24 -0.11 0.23 0.60 -0.42 0.52 -0.59  .25 .76 [.74-.77] 

 (n = 290) 0.25 0.11 0.16 0.32 0.09 -0.25 0.39 -0.52 0.51 0.13  .14 .69 [.68-.70] 

 (n = 126) 0.42 0.23 -0.10 -0.45 0.50 -0.42 0.28 -0.62  -0.88  .22 .74 [.72-.76] 

 (n = 303) 0.22 0.06 0.61 0.28 -0.21  0.23 -0.69 0.25 -0.38  .20 .73 [.71-.74] 

 (n = 120) 0.27 0.38 0.27  0.27 -0.47 0.54 -0.83  -1.11  .28 .77 [.75-.79] 

 (n = 82)  -0.48 0.52  0.18 -0.67  -0.43 0.59 -0.51  .30 .79 [.76-.81] 

 (n = 225) -0.11 0.20 0.12 0.67  -0.18 0.41 -0.36 1.03 0.24  .27 .77 [.76-.79] 

 (n = 145) 0.49 -0.33  0.25 -0.31 -0.27 0.63  0.66 0.33  .21 .74 [.72-.76] 

 (n = 162)  -0.24 0.75  0.24 -0.36 0.10 0.09 0.64 0.39  .18 .72 [.71-.74] 

 (n = 203) -0.33 -0.81 0.34 0.26  0.57 -0.12 -0.22 0.48 -0.24  .25 .76 [.74-.77] 

 (n = 230) 0.43 -0.24 0.29 0.32 0.16 -0.34 0.27 0.25 0.11 0.18  .12 .67 [.66-.69] 

.40 .70 AUC R2 = 
Nagelkerke’s R2; AUC = Area Under the Curve of Receiver Operating Characteristic, NFC = , BSC = , SIN = 

, SII = , RTR = , RTF = , ATA = , 
NCG = , NUU = , NUA = . 
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Table 11.  

 
 

   

NFC BSC SIN SII RTR RTF ATA NCG NUU NUA  R2 AUC 

 (n = 377) -0.06 0.13 0.04 -0.15 -0.14 0.11 -0.12 -0.32 -0.23 -0.13  .05 .62 [.61-.62] 

 (n = 310) 0.10 0.30 0.23  -0.06  -0.08  0.08 0.20  .04 .62 [.61-.62] 

 (n = 217) -0.18 0.31 -0.24 -0.49 -0.05 0.04 -0.13 -0.30 -0.19 -0.21  .10 .66 [.66-.67] 

 (n = 175) 0.16 -0.11 0.38 0.36 -0.52 -0.13 -0.14 0.19 0.09 0.21  .07 .64 [.63-.65] 

 (n = 226) 0.08 0.09 -0.06 -0.17 -0.22 -0.20 -0.33 0.13  0.21  .05 .62 [.61-.63] 

 (n = 131) 0.14 -0.05 0.12 0.07 -0.31 -0.10 -0.08  -0.19 -0.07  .03 .57 [.56-.58] 

 (n = 140) -0.26 0.07 -0.42 0.12 0.42 -0.15 -0.17 -0.38 -0.62 -0.46  .10 .68 [.67-.69] 

 (n = 105) -0.23 0.11  0.50 0.44 -0.11 0.20  -0.37 -0.28  .13 .69 [.68-.70] 

 (n = 109) 0.28 -0.20 0.15 0.24 -0.07 -0.20 -0.08 -0.17 -0.23 -0.20  .04 .60 [.59-.61] 

 (n = 286) -0.05 0.26 0.18 -0.05 -0.11 -0.33 -0.44 0.13 0.05 0.17  .07 .65 [.64-.66] 

 (n = 301) -0.32 -0.16 0.07 -0.20 -0.22  -0.85 0.26 -0.17 0.12  .14 .70 [.69-.70] 

 (n = 274) 0.36 -0.15 0.07 -0.11 -0.09  -0.12 0.07 -0.42 -0.22  .05 .61 [.6-.62] 

 (n = 123) 0.32 -0.15 -0.12 0.20 -0.31 -0.36 -0.40 -0.49 -0.43 -0.58  .14 .69 [.69-.70] 

 (n = 125) -0.47 -0.14 0.18 0.37 0.12  -0.19 0.13 -0.37 -0.52  .14 .70 [.69-.70] 

.40 .70 AUC R2 = 
Nagelkerke’s R2; AUC = Area Under the Curve of Receiver Operating Characteristic, NFC = , BSC = , SIN = 

, SII = , RTR = , RTF = , ATA = , 
NCG = , NUU = , NUA = . 
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Appendix  
  

 
NFC01  
NFC02  
NFC03  
NFC04  
NFC05  
NFC06  

 
BSC01  
BSC02  
BSC03  
BSC04  
BSC05  
BSC06  

 
SIN01  
SIN02  
SIN03  
SIN04  
SIN05  
SIN06  

 
SII01  
SII02  
SII03  

 
RTR01  
RTR02  
RTR03  
RTR04  
RTR05  
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RTF01  
RTF02  
RTF03  
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NCG01  
NCG02  
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NCG04  
NCG05  
NCG06  

 
NUU01  
NUU02  
NUU03 

 
 

NUA01  
NUA02  
NUA03  

(R)  
NFC = , BSC = , SIN = , SII = , RTR = 

, RTF = , ATA = , NCG = , NUU = , NUA = 
 

 
 


