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***************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 5.0 *****************

          Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com
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**************************************************************************
  Model: 4
      Y: AIA_mean
      X: CondB
      M: SE_mean

Sample
Size:  208

Variable descriptive statistics
       AIA_mean      CondB    SE_mean
Mean     6.5445      .5144     2.5272
SD       2.4175      .5010      .8036
Min      1.0000      .0000     1.0000
Max     10.0000     1.0000     4.0000

Variable intercorrelations (Pearson r)
           AIA_mean      CondB    SE_mean
AIA_mean     1.0000      .4337      .7199
CondB         .4337     1.0000      .4150
SE_mean       .7199      .4150     1.0000



**************************************************************************

OUTCOME VARIABLE:
 SE_mean

Model Summary
          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p
      .4150      .1722      .5372    42.8567     1.0000   206.0000      .0000

Model
              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI
constant     2.1848      .0729    29.9584      .0000     2.0410     2.3286
CondB         .6656      .1017     6.5465      .0000      .4652      .8661

-----------
Some regression diagnostics

               Min.       Max.
fitted       2.1848     2.8505
residual    -1.8505     1.8152
t-resid     -2.5710     2.5211

Shape of residuals
        Skewness   Kurtosis
Value     -.2294     -.5478
se         .1686      .3357

Bonferroni-corrected p for largest t-residual
    t-resid    p-value    casenum
    -2.5710     1.0000   200.0000

Most influential observations
            casenum     dfbeta
constant    68.0000      .0182
CondB       68.0000     -.0182

Variable tolerance and VIF
            Tol.        VIF
CondB     1.0000     1.0000

Breusch-Pagan test of heteroskedasticity
           Chi-sq         df          p
Normal      .1966     1.0000      .6574
Robust      .2738     1.0000      .6008

**************************************************************************

OUTCOME VARIABLE:
 AIA_mean



Model Summary
          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p
      .7350      .5402     2.7132   120.4445     2.0000   205.0000      .0000

Model
              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI
constant     1.1811      .3793     3.1136      .0021      .4332     1.9290
CondB         .7869      .2512     3.1330      .0020      .2917     1.2821
SE_mean      1.9620      .1566    12.5302      .0000     1.6533     2.2708

-----------
Some regression diagnostics

               Min.       Max.
fitted       3.1432     9.8162
residual    -5.3352     5.3758
t-resid     -3.3403     3.3689

Shape of residuals
        Skewness   Kurtosis
Value     -.1024      .6163
se         .1686      .3357

Bonferroni-corrected p for largest t-residual
    t-resid    p-value    casenum
     3.3689      .1876   178.0000

Most influential observations
            casenum     dfbeta
constant   200.0000      .1645
CondB      200.0000      .0922
SE_mean    200.0000     -.0753

Variable tolerance and VIF
              Tol.        VIF
CondB        .8278     1.2080
SE_mean      .8278     1.2080

Breusch-Pagan test of heteroskedasticity
           Chi-sq         df          p
Normal    13.2546     2.0000      .0013
Robust    10.3033     2.0000      .0058

********************* TOTAL EFFECT MODEL*************************

OUTCOME VARIABLE:
 AIA_mean



Model Summary
     R       R-sq        MSE       F     df1      df2        p
 .4337     .1881     4.7679    47.7334   1.0000   206.0000  .0000

-----------
Some regression diagnostics

               Min.       Max.
fitted       5.4678     7.5607
residual    -5.8107     4.5322
t-resid     -2.7147     2.1032

Shape of residuals
        Skewness   Kurtosis
Value     -.3683     -.7396
se         .1686      .3357

Bonferroni-corrected p for largest t-residual
    t-resid    p-value    Casenum
    -2.7147     1.0000   184.0000

Most influential observations
            casenum     dfbeta
constant    71.0000      .0453
CondB      184.0000     -.0548

Variable tolerance and VIF
            Tol.        VIF
CondB     1.0000     1.0000

Breusch-Pagan test of heteroskedasticity
           Chi-sq         df          p
Normal     6.5992     1.0000      .0102
Robust    10.5642     1.0000      .0012

********* TOTAL, DIRECT, AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y *********

Total effect of X on Y
   Effect      se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI
   2.0929      .3029     6.9089      .0000     1.4957     2.6902

Direct effect of X on Y
   Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI
    .7869      .2512     3.1330      .0020      .2917     1.2821



Indirect effect(s) of X on Y:
            Effect     BootSE   BootLLCI   BootULCI
SE_mean     1.3060      .2440      .8621     1.7957

Cases with greatest influence on indirect effect(s):
           casenum     dfb_ie
SE_mean   200.0000     -.0857

***************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ******************

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
  95.0000

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals:
  5000

------ END MATRIX -----
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************ PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 5.0 *************

          Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com
    Documentation available in Hayes (2022). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

****************************************************************
  Model: 4
      Y: AIA_mean
      X: CondB
      M: SE_mean

Covariates:
 Age      EmployB  StudB    DyAiUse

Sample



Size:  208

Variable descriptive statistics
      AIA_mean     CondB   SE_mean      Age   EmployB    StudB  DyAiUse
Mean    6.5445     .5144    2.5272  32.1154    .5769    .3558    .4712
SD      2.4175     .5010     .8036  12.1216    .4952    .4799    .5004
Min     1.0000     .0000    1.0000  18.0000    .0000    .0000    .0000
Max    10.0000    1.0000    4.0000  84.0000   1.0000   1.0000   1.0000

Variable intercorrelations (Pearson r)
         AIA_mean      CondB  SE_mean      Age  EmployB    StudB   DyAiUse
AIA_mean   1.0000      .4337    .7199   -.0923   -.0125    .0186    .2612
CondB       .4337     1.0000    .4150   -.0249   -.0921    .0790   -.0080
SE_mean     .7199      .4150   1.0000   -.2124   -.0316    .0687    .1682
Age        -.0923     -.0249   -.2124   1.0000    .4194   -.4829   -.1484
EmployB    -.0125     -.0921   -.0316    .4194   1.0000   -.8678   -.0885
StudB       .0186      .0790    .0687   -.4829   -.8678   1.0000    .0631
DyAiUse     .2612     -.0080    .1682   -.1484   -.0885    .0631   1.0000

**************************************************************************

OUTCOME VARIABLE:
 SE_mean

Model Summary
       R    R-sq     MSE       F      df1        df2          p
   .4957    .2457    .4992  13.1624   5.0000   202.0000    .0000

Model
              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI
constant     2.3243      .2710     8.5767      .0000     1.7899     2.8586
CondB         .6755      .0985     6.8608      .0000      .4814      .8696
Age          -.0145      .0047    -3.0952      .0022     -.0237     -.0052
EmployB       .2830      .2002     1.4132      .1591     -.1119      .6778
StudB         .1206      .2139      .5636      .5736     -.3012      .5423
DyAiUse       .2410      .0995     2.4223      .0163      .0448      .4372

-----------
Some regression diagnostics

               Min.       Max.
fitted       1.6533     3.1913
residual    -1.8911     1.5131
t-resid     -2.7503     2.1868

Shape of residuals
        Skewness   Kurtosis
Value     -.1207     -.5657
se         .1686      .3357



Bonferroni-corrected p for largest t-residual
    t-resid    p-value    casenum
    -2.7503     1.0000    10.0000

Most influential observations
            casenum     dfbeta
constant     5.0000     -.1229
CondB      200.0000     -.0175
Age        208.0000      .0021
EmployB      5.0000      .0849
StudB        5.0000      .0966
DyAiUse    200.0000     -.0249

Variable tolerance and VIF
              Tol.        VIF
CondB        .9911     1.0090
Age          .7526     1.3287
EmployB      .2452     4.0782
StudB        .2289     4.3696
DyAiUse      .9731     1.0277

Breusch-Pagan test of heteroskedasticity
           Chi-sq         df          p
Normal    15.0790     5.0000      .0100
Robust    21.2512     5.0000      .0007

**************************************************************************

OUTCOME VARIABLE:
 AIA_mean

Model Summary
          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p
      .7547      .5696     2.5903    44.3391     6.0000   201.0000      .0000

Model
              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI
constant      .6240      .7210      .8654      .3878     -.7978     2.0458
CondB         .8410      .2491     3.3769      .0009      .3499     1.3321
SE_mean      1.9095      .1603    11.9132      .0000     1.5934     2.2255
Age           .0124      .0109     1.1392      .2560     -.0091      .0339
EmployB      -.0880      .4584     -.1920      .8479     -.9919      .8159
StudB        -.1756      .4876     -.3602      .7191    -1.1372      .7859
DyAiUse       .8003      .2299     3.4809      .0006      .3469     1.2536

-----------
Some regression diagnostics



               Min.       Max.
fitted       2.9676    10.3857
residual    -4.7702     5.5417
t-resid     -3.0678     3.5808

Shape of residuals
        Skewness   Kurtosis
Value     -.1247      .5673
se         .1686      .3357

Bonferroni-corrected p for largest t-residual
    t-resid    p-value    casenum
     3.5808      .0895   178.0000

Most influential observations
            casenum     dfbeta
constant    24.0000      .2397
CondB      160.0000      .0857
SE_mean    160.0000     -.0653
Age        207.0000     -.0037
EmployB     24.0000     -.1731
StudB       24.0000     -.1931
DyAiUse    200.0000      .0676

Variable tolerance and VIF
              Tol.        VIF
CondB        .8038     1.2441
SE_mean      .7543     1.3258
Age          .7185     1.3917
EmployB      .2428     4.1185
StudB        .2285     4.3764
DyAiUse      .9456     1.0575

Breusch-Pagan test of heteroskedasticity
           Chi-sq         df          p
Normal    17.4920     6.0000      .0076
Robust    13.8547     6.0000      .0313

************************** TOTAL EFFECT MODEL ****************************

OUTCOME VARIABLE:
 AIA_mean

Model Summary
          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p
      .5155      .2657     4.3975    14.6214     5.0000   202.0000      .0000

Model
              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI



constant     5.0621      .8044     6.2934      .0000     3.4761     6.6482
CondB        2.1308      .2922     7.2916      .0000     1.5546     2.7071
Age          -.0152      .0139    -1.0964      .2742     -.0425      .0121
EmployB       .4523      .5943      .7610      .4475     -.7196     1.6242
StudB         .0546      .6349      .0859      .9316    -1.1973     1.3064
DyAiUse      1.2604      .2953     4.2684      .0000      .6782     1.8427

-----------
Some regression diagnostics

               Min.       Max.
fitted       4.5115     8.5562
residual    -5.1051     4.6694
t-resid     -2.4985     2.2711

Shape of residuals
        Skewness   Kurtosis
Value     -.2462     -.8985
se         .1686      .3357

Bonferroni-corrected p for largest t-residual
    t-resid    p-value    Casenum
    -2.4985     1.0000   184.0000

Most influential observations
            casenum     dfbeta
constant   145.0000     -.3023
CondB      155.0000      .0522
Age        207.0000     -.0046
EmployB    145.0000      .2468
StudB      120.0000     -.2532
DyAiUse    190.0000     -.0548

Variable tolerance and VIF
              Tol.        VIF
CondB        .9911     1.0090
Age          .7526     1.3287
EmployB      .2452     4.0782
StudB        .2289     4.3696
DyAiUse      .9731     1.0277

Breusch-Pagan test of heteroskedasticity
           Chi-sq         df          p
Normal     7.4573     5.0000      .1888
Robust    13.6302     5.0000      .0181

************** TOTAL, DIRECT, AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y **************



Total effect of X on Y
     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI
     2.1308      .2922     7.2916      .0000     1.5546     2.7071

Direct effect of X on Y
     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI
      .8410      .2491     3.3769      .0009      .3499     1.3321

Indirect effect(s) of X on Y:
            Effect     BootSE   BootLLCI   BootULCI
SE_mean     1.2898      .2329      .8637     1.7765

Cases with greatest influence on indirect effect(s):
           casenum     dfb_ie
SE_mean   160.0000     -.0764

*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
  95.0000

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals:
  5000

------ END MATRIX -----
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