CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

This chapter describes the data analysis and interpretation on:

[A] Socio-Economic Status of Respondents

[B] Concept and Causative factors of Aggression Frustration and Coping
meci}apisms : .

[C] SES: Aggression and Fms&ation

[D] Self-Concept: Aggression and Frustration

[E] Quality of Life : Aggression and Frustration

[F] Purpose in Life : Aggression and Frustration

[G] Life Style : Aggression and Frustration

[H] Life Satisfaction: Aggression and Frustration

[I] Sex Ti;i)e: Aggression and Frustration

[J] Correlation between Aggression and Frustration

-4 %

[A] SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS OF RESPONDENTS

This includes age, caste, marital status, education, occupation, income
family type and other important details. Socio-economic status of
respondents has been considered as independent variables to establish

association with aggression and frustration.
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Chi-square has been completed to probe association between dependent and

independent variables.

Table 1: Personal Information

Si Characteristic Frequency Percentage

1) | Age
18-30 98 32.7%
31-40 147 49%
41-50 55 18.3%
Total 300 100.0%

2) | Education
Illiterate 54 18%
Primary 73 24.3%
Secondary 72 24%
Graduate 71 23.7%
Post Graduate/Professional 30 10%
Total 300 100.0%

3) | Occupation
Housewife 96 32%
Private Service 105 35%
Government Service 42 14%
Own Business 44 14.7%
Consultant 10 3.3%
Others 03 01%
Total 300 100.0%

4) | Income per month
Low Income 150 50%
High Income - 150 50%
Total 300 100.0%

5) | Caste 73 24.3%
SC e, 73 24.3%
ST “ 27 09%
Forward 160 53.3%
Others 40 13.3%
Total 300 100.0%
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Si Characteristic Frequency Percentage

6) | Marital Status
Single 88 29.3%
Married 176 58.7%
Separated 17 5.7%
Widow 19 6.3%
Total 300 100.0%

7) | Family size
1to3 74 24.7%
4to6 182 60.7%
o+ 44 14.7%
Total 300 100.0%

8) | Family Type
Nuclear 203 67.7%
Joint 89 29.7%
Single 08 2.7%
Total 300 100.0%

Tablé 2: Chronic Health Problems faced by the Respondents

Category Frequency Percent

0 — No Problem 229 76.3

1 — High Blood Problem 12 04

2 — Low Blood Problem 06 02

3 - Acidity 06 02

4 — Headache 04 1.3

5 — Gynec Problem 15 05

6 —~ Anemia 08 2.7

7 — Skin Problem 10 3.3

8- Fl;equent Diarrhoea 03 01

9 — Sleep Problem 07 23

Total 300 100
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Above mentioned table talks of the most chronic health problem respondents
are suffering from. As many as 76.3% of them have no chronic serious
illness. At the same time almost one fourth of them suffer from one or the

other health problems as mentioned in the table.

[B] CONCEPT AND CAUSATIVE FACTORS OF AGGRESSION

FRUSTRATION AND COPING MECHANISMS

Thxs sectlon deals W1th the concepts of aggression, frustration as percelved
by the respondents. It also probes the causative factors, and coping

mechénisms used by respondents addressing the problems.

Table 3 : Respondents’ Concept of Agoression

Category Frequency Percent
1 — Shouts and Screams 73 243
2 — Bangs Head 32 10.7
3 — Beats others 31 10.3
4 — Dominating e - 39 13
5 — Abuses 11 3.7
6 — Insults others 25 8.3
7 — Restless 34 11.3
8 — Get irritated soon 05 1.6
9 — Throws the things 50 16.7
Total 300 100

The above table shows concepts of aggression as conceived by the
respondents 24.3% considers shouting and screaming means agg1esswn
followed by throwing things 16.7%. While getting irritated soon means

aggression for 1.6% respondents.
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Table 4 :

Social Disapproval as Causative Factor of Aggression

Category Frequency Percent
Never 95 31.7
Sometimes 159 53
Always 46 153
Total 300 100

From the above table it can be concluded that a greater 31.7% respondents
believe that social disapproval is never cause of aggression. 53%
respondents feel sometimes social disapproval can lead to aggression. But

15.3% respondents feel that this is always cause of aggression.

Table §: Struggle for Competition as Causative Factor of Agsression
Category Frequency Percent
Never 80 26.7
Sometimes 172 57.3
Always 48 16
Total 300 100

The above table indicates that 57.3% respondents are of opinion that
struggle for competition may cause aggression. But there are 16%

respondents who believe that this can lead to aggression.

Table 6 : Guilt Material Within the Self as Causative Factor of Aggression

Category Frequency Percent
Never 108 36
Sometimes 149 49.7
Always 43 14.3
Total 300 100
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It is observed from the above table that 14.3% respondents feel guilt material
within the self can cause aggression which is true sometimes for 49.7% but

never for 36% of the respondents.

Table 7 : To get rid of Ugly and Harmful Situation as Causative Factor of
Aggression

Category Frequency Percent

Never 99 33

Sometimes 145 48.3

Always 56 18.7

Total 300 100

1

It can be ‘suggest‘ed from the above table that 48.3% respondents feel that
sometimes aggression results to get rid of ugly and harmful situation. It is
never cause for 33% respondents. But a smaller of 18.7% respondents feel

always getting rid of ugly and harmful situation causes aggression.

Table 8 : Over Crowding as Causative Factor of Aggression
Category Frequency Percent
Never 100 33.3
Sometimes 140 46.7
Always 60 20
Total 300 100

The above table shows that 20% respondents feel over crowding causes

aggression.

Table 9 : Verbal Provocation as Causative Factor of Aggression
Category Frequency Percent
Never 46 15.3
Sometimes 170 56.7
Always 84 28
Total 300 100
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As observed from the above table verbal provocation causes aggression
among 28% of respondents. Almost a double i.e. 56.7% respondents feels

sometimes while only 15.3% never gets aggressive by verbal provocation.

Table 10: Noise/ Heat as Causative Factor of Aggression

Category Frequency Percent
Never 86 28.7
Sometimes 108 36
Always 106 353
Total 300 100

As seen from the table almost same percentage 36% respondents and 35.3%
respondents feels noise and heat as causative factor of aggression sometimes

and always respectively.

Table 11: The Fear or Reward/Punishment as Causative Factor of Agoression
Category Frequency Percent

Never 112 37.3
Sometimes 114 38

Always 74 24.7

Total 300 100

As observed from the table, 24.7% respondents feels that fear or punishment
may cause aggression. This is true sometimes for 38% of respondents but

never for 37.3% respondents.
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Table 12 :

Feeling of Insecurity as Causative Factor of Agoression

Category Frequency Percent
Never 112 373
Sometimes 136 453
Always 52 73
Total 300 100

The above table suggests that feeling insecure causes aggression always

among 17.3%, sometimes to 45.3% respondents but 37.3% respondents do

not feel that insecurity causes aggression.

Table 13 : Feeling of Low Self Esteem as Causative Factor of Aggression
Céxfeg(;ry ) , Frequency Percent
Never 106 35.3
Sometimes 136 453
Always 58 19.3
Total 300 100

It is seen that 45.3% respondents believe low self-esteem can cause
aggression while 19.3% respondents always feel that aggression is caused

due to low self-esteem.

PSR .-
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Table 14 : Unfulfillment of Sex Desire as Causative Factor of Aggression

Category Frequency Percent
Never 106 353
Sometimes 125 41.7
Always 69 23
Total 300 100
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23% respondents feels that always unfulfilled sex desire causes aggression
but 35.3% never considers this as causative factor while 41.7% respondents

feel sometimes this can lead to aggression.

Table 15:  Agoression due to Children’s Issues (Education)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 106 353
Never 50 16.7
Sometimes 71 23.7
Always 73 24.3
Total 300 100

As mentioned in above table it is observed that 24.3% respondents feel

aggression is caused due to children’s education. While 16.7% do not

consider this factor causing aggression.

Tablé 16 : Aggression due to Children’s Issues (Discipline)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 106 35.3
Never 55 183
Sometimes 85 28.3
Always 54 18
Total 300 100

Almost equal percentage 18.3% and 18% respondents in category of never

and always feels aggression caused due to discipline among children.
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Table 17:

Aggression due to Children’s Issues (Health)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 108 353
Never 53 17.7
Sometimes 84 28.0
Always 57 19
Total 300 100

The above table suggests that issues like children health leads to aggression
amongst 19% respondents always followed by 28.3% respondents
sometimes. But for 17.7% respondents it does not cause aggression.

Table 18 : Aggression due to Children’s Issues and Coping Mechanisms (making
them understand the situation)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 127 423
Never 44 14.7
Sometimes 79 26.3
Always 50 16.7
Total 300 100

The above table suggests that 26.3% respondents sometimes make children

understand the situation to control aggression. 16.7% always make children

understand while 14.7% never use this method.

Table 19 : Agoression due to Children’s Issues and Coping Mechanisms (re-
socializing them)

Category Frequency Percent

Not applicable 128 42.7

Never 129 43

Sometimes 29 9.7

Always 14 4.7

Total 300 100
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As seen only 4.7% respondents always cope up aggression by socializing

them while a greater (43%) respondents never do this.

Table 20: Aggression due to Children’s Issues and Coping Mechanisms (leaving
them to themselves)

Category Frequency Percent

Not applicable 128 42.7

Never 141 47

Sometimes 27 09

Always 04 13

Tetal 300 100

As seen from the above table 47% respondents never leave children to

themselves to cope up with aggression. Only 1.3% always leave them.

Table 21 : Agoression due to Children’s Issues and Coping Mechanisms
(punishing them)

Category Frequency Percent

Not.applicable - 127 423

Never 67 22.3

Sometimes 81 27

Always 25 8.3

Total 300 100

As observed from the table that 8.3% respondents believe in punishing
children but 22.3% respondents never feel that punishing children can lead

to reduce aggression.
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Table 22 :

Ageoression due to Children’s Issues

and Coping Mechanisms

{meeting school teacher)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 128 42.7
Never 65 21.7
Sometimes 97 323
Always 10 33
Total 300 100

It is observed that only 3.3% respondents always meet school teacher, while

21.7% never meet school teacher for children’s issues.

Table 23 : Aggression due to Children’s Issues and Coping Mechanisms (take
out anger on other/self)

Category Frequency Percent

Not applicable 127 42.3

Never 88 29.3

Sometimes 73 24.3

Always 12 04

Total 300 100

It is observed that only 4% respondents always gets angry on themselves or

others when aggressive over children’s issue.

Table24: - Aggoression due to Children’s Issues and Coping Mechanisms (refer to
an expert)

Category Frequency Percent

Not applicable 127 42.3

Never 125 41.7

Sometimes 41 13.7

Always 07 2.3

Total 300 100

210



It is observed that 41.7% respondents never refer to expert to cope up with
aggression due to children issue. Only 2.3% respondents always seek expert
advice.

Table 25: Aggression due to Children’s Issues and Coping Mechanisms
(understand real problem and solve them)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 127 42.3
Never 143 47.7
Sometimes 11 3.7
Always . 19 6.3
Total T 300 100

47.7% respondents never understand real problem and find solution for
children’s issues. It is just amongst 6.3% respondents who understand and

try to find solution.

Table 26 : Aggression due to Children’s Issues and Coping Mechanisms (erying)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 127 42.3
Never 116 38.7
Sometimes 50 16.7
Always 07 2.3
Total 300 100

It is observed from the above table only 2.3% respondents cry when

aggressive due to children’s issues while greater of 38.7% respondents don’t

cry.
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Table 27: Aggression due to Children’s Issues and Coping Mechanisms (curse

the fate for having such a child)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 127 42.3
Never 146 48.7
Sometimes 22 7.3
Always 05 1.7
Total 300 100

As observed from table that only 1.7% respondents curse their fate to have

problematic children. But almost 48.7% respondents never curse their fate.

Table 28 : Agoression due to Children’s Issues and Coping Mechanisms (stop
talking and try to disown)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 132 44
Never 148 493
Sometimes 18 06
Always 02 0.7
Total 300 100

As’ observed 49.3% respondents never stop talking or disown due to

aggression.

Table 29: Aggression due to Issues on Economic Condition with Spouse
Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 119 39.7
Never 55 183
Sometimes 62 20.7
Always 64 21.3
Total - 300 100

39.7% of the total respondents do not feel that economic issues cause

aggression with the spouse. 21.3% respondents face this problem severely.
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Table 30: Aggression Due to Domestic Issues with Spouse

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 120 40
Never 33 11
Sometimes 107 35.7
Always 40 13.3
Total 300 100

The table suggest that 35.7% respondents believe that domestic problems

with spouse sometimes causes aggression.

Table 31: Aggression Due to Issues on Sex Life with Spouse

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 122 40.7
Never 97 323
Sometimes 69 23
Always 12 04
Total 300 100

It is observed that only 4% respondents always feel sex life with spouse

causes aggression but 32.3% respondents never feels so.

‘ Tabl'e, 32: . Agoression with the Spouse and Coping Mechanisms (discussions)
Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 128 42.7
Never: | 34 11.3
Sometimes 104 347
Always 34 11.3
Total 300 100
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11'3% respondents always feel that discussion with spouse helps to cope up
with aggression while equal of 11.3% respondents are of opposite opinion of

never discussing.

Table 33: Aggression with Spouse and Coping Mechanisms (crying)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 127 423
Never 91 30.3
Sometimes ; 73 243
Always | 09 03
Total 300 100

It is observed that 30.3% respondents feel that crying is not helpful to cope
up aggression. But there are 3% respondents who always believe in crying to

cope up aggression.

Table 34: Aggression with Spouse and Coping Mechanism (Expressing pains)

Cafééory ‘ " Frequency Percent
Not applicable 130 43.3
Never 113 37.7
Sometimes 49 16.3
Always 08 2.7
Total 300 100

37.7% respondents never express pains to cope up aggression caused due to

spouse.

R
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Table 35 ; Aggression with Spouse and Coping Mechanism (take out anger on

other/self)
Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 128 42.7
Never 70 233
Sometimes 86 28.7
Always 16 5.3
Total 300 100

It 1s observed that 5.3% respondents always take out anger on other or on

self as coping mechanism for aggression caused by spouse.

Table 36 : Aggression with the Spouse and Coping Mechanism (occupying self in

some activity)
Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 129 73
Never 87 29
Sometimes 70 233
Always 14 4.7
Total 300 100

As seen only 4.7% respondents occupy themselves in some activity but 29%

respondents never do this to cope up with aggression.

Table37: Aggression with the Spouse and Coping Mechanism (try to
understand and solve the problem)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 127 423
Never 128 42.7
Sometimes 16 53
Always 29 9.7
Total 300 100

)
-
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It is observed that only 9.7% respondents always try to understand and solve
_problems with spouse but majority of 42.7% respondents never try to

&

understand and solve problems to cope up aggression.

Table 38 : Aggression with Spouse and Coping Mechanism (stop talking and try

to disown)
Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 127 423
Never 133 443
Sometimes 33 11
Always 07 23
Total . 300 100

As seen from the above table only 2.3% respondents always stop talking and
try“to disown to cope up aggression but 44.3% respondents never use this as

coping mechanism.

Table 39: Agoression with Spouse and Coping Mechanism (curse the fate)

Category Frequency Percent
Not.applicable .- A " 131 43.7
Never 13 377
Sometimes 42 14
Always 14 ‘ 4.7
Total 300 100

As observed majority of 37.7% respondents never curse their fate only 4.7%

respondents always use-cursing fate to cope up aggression caused by spouse.
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Table 40 ; Aggression with Spouse and Coping Mechanism (non co-operation)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 137 45.7
Never 145 48.3
Sometimes 14 47
Always 04 1.3
Total 300 100

Only a minor of 1.3% respondents always feel that non co-operation can
cope up aggression but majority of respondents 48.3% never use non co-

operation as coping mechanism.

Table 41: Aggression with Colleagues /Subordinates/ Higher Ups.

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 90 30
Never 29 9.7
Sometimes 174 58
Always 07 25
Total 300 100

It is-observed that majority of 58% respondents sometimes get aggressive
with co-workers. It is only 2.3% respondents always losing their temper with
their co-workers i.e. colleagues or higher ups.

Table 42: Aggression with Colleagues /Subordinates/ Higher Ups and Coping
Mechanism (stop interaction)

Ca’fég’ory Frequency Percent
Not applicable 117 _ 39
Never 132 44
Sometimes 40 13.3
Always 11 3.7
Total 300 100
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The table reveals that majority of the respondents (44%) never stop

interaction to cope up aggression caused due to co-workers but 3.7%

respondents always stop interacting.

Table 43 : Aggression with Colleagues /Subordinates/ Higher Ups and Coping

Mechanism (discuss it out in an ageressive manner)

Cétegory Frequency Percent
Not applicable 117 39
Never 115 383
Sometimes 47 15.7
Always 21 07
Total 300 100

It is observed that only 7% of the respondents discuss it in aggressive

manner but majority of them 38.3% do not believe in aggressive discussion.

Table 44 : Aggression with Colleagues /Subordinates/ Higher Ups and Coping
Mechanism (harass or harm others)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 117 39
Never 155 51.7
Sometimes 23 7.7
Always 05 1.7
Total 300 100

It is observed that only 1.7% respondents always feel that by harassing or
hafming others can help in coping aggression. But majority of respondents

51.7% never believes in harming or harassing others.

218



Table 45 : Aggression with Colleagues /Subordinates/ Higher Ups and Coping
R Mechanism (avoid such a situation)

Category. Frequency Percent
Not applicable 116 38.7
Never 61 20.3
Sometimes 88 293
Always 35 11.7
Total 300 100

The above table suggest that 11.7% respondents feel that avoiding situation
causing aggression is always better to cope up while 20.3% respondents

never feel this but 29.3% respondents sometimes cope up in this manner.

Table 46: Aggression with Colleagues /Subordinates/ Higher Ups and Coping
Mechanism (indifferent)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 123 41
Never 64 21.3
Sometimes 91 303
Always 22 7.3
Total 300 100 -

The table suggests that 30.3% respondents feel that sometimes being
indiffetent can help in coping up with aggression while 7.3% respondents

always feel so.

Table 47: Aggression with Friends.

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 07 23
Never 40 33
Sometimes 249 &3
Always 04 1.3
Total 300 100
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As observed from the above table a majority of respondents 83% believe
that sometimes friends can cause aggression only 1.3% respondents always

gets aggressive due to friends.

Table 48: Aggression with Friends and Coping Mechanism (understand them

better)
Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 41 13.7
Never 114 38
Sometimes 114 38
Always 31 10.3
Total 300 100

The table reveals that 38% of respondents never cope up aggression by
uriderstanding them better while same 38% respondents sometimes use this

technique. But only 10.3% respondents always understand their friends

better.

Table 49: Agoression with Friends and Coping Mechanism (explaining your
point of view)

Category Frequency Percent

Not applicable 39 13

Neygr . ' . . 100 33.3

Sometimes ' ‘ 133 443

Always 28 . 9.3

Total : 300 100

B

It is observed that only 9.3% respondents explains their point of view always
to cope up aggression which is sometimes applied by 44.3% respondents

while 33.3% respondents never use this mechanism.
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Table 50: Aggression with Friends and Coping Mechanism (Stop Interaction)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 43 143
Never 142 473
Sometimes 98 32.7
Always 17 5.7
Total 300 100

Majority of the respondents (47.3%) do not stop interacting with friends. But

5.7% respondents always stop interacting to cope up aggression caused by

friends.

Table51: ~ Agoression with Friends and Coping Mechanism (take out anger on
other/self)

Category Frequency Percent

Not applicable 44 14.7

Never 177 59

Sometimes 68 22.7

Always 11 3.7

Total 300 100

As observed that majority of respondents (59%) never believe that taking out
?.ngérc on others or self can help to cope up aggression. But 3.7% respondents

use this mechanism.

Table 52 : Agoression with Friends and Coping Mechanism (explain self “World
is like this only”)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 43 14.3
Never 124 413
Sometimes 111 37
Always 72 73
Total 300 100
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A small of 7.3% respondents always feel that world is like this only and

cope up aggression but 41.3% do not believe in such coping mechanism.

Table 53: Aggression with Friends and Coping Mechanism (becoming upset and

cryin
Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 51 17
Never 149 49.7
Sometimes 93 31
Always 07 23
Total 300 100

Almost 49.7% respondents feel that becoming upset and crying can never be
used to cope up aggression while only 2.3% respondents do believe in

getting upset & crying.

Table 54: Aggression with Close Relatives

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 04 1.3
Never 33 11
Sometimes 217 72.3
Always 46 15.3
Total 300 100

The table suggests that 72.3% respondents sometimes get aggression due to

close relatives.

RERETN ) N
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Table 55: Aggression with Close Relatives and Coping Mechanism (try to avoid

them)
Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 32 10.7
Never 76 253
Sometimes 152 50.7
Always 40 13.3
Total 300 100

Majority of respondents 50.7% are of opinion that sometimes avoiding
relatives can help in coping up aggression.

Table 56: Aggression with Close Relatives and Coping Mechanism (curse the

fate)
Category +. Frequency Percent
Not applicable 34 113
Never 153 51
Sometimes 81 27
Always 32 10.7
Total 300 100

51% respondents never curse their fate to cope up agegression while onl
p pec up agg y

10.7% always use this technique to cope up aggression caused by close

relatives.

Table 57: Agoression with Close Relatives and Coping Mechanism (creating

insight into problem situation)

Category

Frequency Percent
Not applicable 34 11.3
Never 148 49.3
Sometimes 93 31
Always 25 8.3
Total 300 100

i
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Tt is‘observed that 49.3% respondents never believed in creating insight into

problem situation with relatives to cope up aggression but only 8.3%

respondents always use this mechanism.

Table 58 : Agoression with Close Relatives and Coping Mechanism (creating
insight inte problem situation)

Category Frequency Percent

Not applicable 33 11

Never 152 50.7

Sometimes 80 26.7

Always 35 11.7

Total 300 100

As observed from the above table only 11.7% respondents always discuss

out matter with relatives while 50.7% respondents never do this to cope up

with aggression caused by relatives.

Table 59: Aggression with Close Relatives and Coping Mechanism (try to harass

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 35 11.7
Never 220 73.3
Sometimes 34 11.3
Always 11 3.7
Total 300 100

Majority of respondents (73.3%) never try to harass relatives but only 3.7%

. respondents always harass relatives to cope up aggression caused by them.
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Table 60: Aggression with Close Relatives and Coping Mechanism (stop

interaction)
Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 36 12
Never 142 473
Sometimes 101 33.7
Always : 21 07
Total 300 100

Only 7% respondents stop interaction with relatives but 47.3% respondents

never stop interacting with close relatives.

Table 61: Manifestation of Aggression (nurmuring)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 10 3.3
Neyer. " 47 15.7
Sometimes 154 513
Always 89 29.7
Total o 300 100

As observed from the above table 29.7% respondents express their
aggression always by murmuring but 51.3% sometimes and 15.7%

respondents never murmur to express aggression.

Taﬁlé' 62: Manifestation of Aﬁgression (beating own self /other)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 01 0.3
Never | 109 36.3
Sometimes 134 44.7
Always 56 18.7
Total 300 100
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It is observed that 18.7% respondents always beat themselves or others when
" aggressive while 44.7% respondents sometimes express this way but 36.3%

respondents never beat themselves or others.

Table 63: Manifestation of Aggression (abusing other)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 03 01
Never 186 62
Sometimes 78 26
Always 33 11
Total .- 300 100

As observed majority of respondents (62%) never abuse others to express

aggression while this is always done by 11% respondents.

Table 64: Manifestation of Aggression (cursing the fate)

Category Frequency Percent
Never 138 46
Sometimes 124 413
Always - 38 12.7
Total 300 100

The above table reveals that only 12.7% respondents always curse their fate

but 46% respondents never express their aggression, this way.

Table 65: Manifestation of Ageression (damaging the objects)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 02 0.7
Never . 188 62.7
Sometimes 87 29
Always 23 7.7
Total 300 100
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As seen from the above table that majority 62.7% respondents never damage

objects to express aggression while 7.7% damages objects, always.

Table 66: Manifestation of Aggression (eating)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 03 01
Never 174 58
Sometimes 101 33.7
Always 22 7.3
Total . 300 100

It is observed that 7.3% respondents always eats but majority 58%

respondents never feels that eating can express aggression.

Table 67: Manifestation of Aggression (drinking alcohol)

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable _ 10 33
Never 258 86
Semetimes 26 8.7
Always G6 02
Total 300 100

It is observed that majority of respondents (86%) never believe taking to
alcohol expresses aggression. But 2% respondents always believe that

drinking alcohol is an expression of aggression.

Table 68: Economic condition of family and frustration

Category Frequency Percent
Never 50 267
Sometimes 145 48.3
Always 75 25
Total 300 100
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It is observed that 48.3% respondents sometimes feel that economic
condition of family causes frustration but 25% respondents always feel

frustrated due to family’s economic condition.

Table 69: Health status of Family Members and Frustration

Category Frequency Percent
Never 121 40.3
Sometimes 161 53.7
Always 18 06
Total 300 100

It is observed from the above table that 6% respondents always feel

frustrated due to health status of family.

Table 70: Parent- Child Relationship and Frustration

C:;tégory Frequency Percent
Never 203 67.7
Sometimes 86 28.7
Always 11 3.7
Total 300 100

As observed from the above table that parent-child relationship always
causes ffﬁétratidn'amsng 3.7% respondents but majority of 67.7% never gets

frustrated on this issue.

¥ i

Table 71: Poor Resources and Aspiration for a High Social Status and

Frustration
Category Frequency Percent
Never 128 427
Sometimes 113 37.7
Always 59 19.7
Total 300 100
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The above table suggests that it is amongst 19.7% respondents that
frustration is always caused due to poor resources and aspiration for high

social status.

Table 72: Role and Responsibility and Frustration

Category Frequency Percent
Never 151 50.3
Sometimes 119 39.7
Always 30 10
Total 300 100

As table suggests that amongst 50.3% respondents’ role and responsibility

never causes frustration always for 10% respondents.

Table 73: Job Related Issues and Frustration

Category Frequency Percent
Not applicable 97 323
Never 87 29
Sometimes 109 36.3
Always 07 2.3
Total:. 300 100

The table reveals that job among 2.3% respondents always but for 36.3%
respondents it is sometimes a cause of frustration and never amongst 29%

respondents.

, Xable 74: Frustration and Coping Mechanism {crying)

Category

Frequency Percent
Never 181 60.3
Sometimes 108 36
Always i1 377
Total 300 100
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It is observed that majority of respondents (60.3%) never feel that crying can
help coping frustration but 3.7% respondents do cope up frustration by

crying always.

| Table 75: Frustration and Coping Mechanism (curse own self)
Category Frequency Percent
Never 135 45
Sometimes 143 477
Always 22 7.3
Total 300 100

7.3% respondents always curse themselves to cope up frustration but 45%

never curse themselves.

Sipe > .y

Table 76 : Frustration and Coping Mechanism (curse other)

Category Frequency Percent
Never - 172 57.3
Sometimes 106 353
Always 22 7.3
Total 300 100

It is observed that 57.3% respondents never curse others while 7.3%

. respondents always cope up frustration by cursing others.

Table 77: Frustration and Coping Mechanism (withdraw from different
. activities)

Cafegory Frequency Percent

Never 221 73.7

Sometimes 60 20

Always 19 6.3

Total 300 100
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It is observed that majority respondents 73.7% never withdraw from
different activities to cope up frustration but 6.3% respondents always

withdraw from activities.

Table 78: Frustration and Coping Mechanism (pray god)

Category Frequency Percent
Never 88 293
Sometimes 163 54.3
Always 49 16.3
Total 300 100

It is observed from the above table that 54.3% respondents believe

sometimes prayers can help to cope frustration but 16.3% respondents

always pray god to cope frustration.

Table 79: Frustration and Coping Mechanism (over involve self in different
activities)

Category Frequency Percent

Never _ 128 427

Sometimes 123 41

Always 49 16.3

Total. . 300 160

It is observed that 16.3% respondents over involve themselves in different
activities but 42.7% respondents never use this as coping mechanism for the

caused frustration.
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Table 80: Frastration and Coping Mechanism {try fo  correct ways of
funciioning)

Category Frequency Percent

Never 177 59

Sometines T R 277

Always 55 18.3

Total 300 100

It 1s observed that 59% respondents never try to correct their ways of

functioning and 18.3% always correct functioning to cope up frustration.

Cl

SES: AGGRESSTION, FRUSTRATION

Age, income, education, occupation, marital status and type of family are

examined to establish association between SES and aggression, frustration.

Table 81 ; Asseociation between Age and Aggression
Crass-tab
Aggression
Tow ‘:;emum igh Tatul
Agce Count 34 28 36 98
18-30  |{%o within Age 34.70% | 28.60% | 36.70% | 100.00%
% within Aggression | 34.00% | 36.40% | 29.30% 32.70%
Count 48 42 57 147
- 31-40  |[% within Age 3270% | 28.60% | 38.80% | 100.00% |
Vo within Aggression | 4hU0% | SA50% | 46309 | 49.00% |
Count 18 7 30 55
41-50 |% within Age 33.30% 13.00% "} 53.70% | 100.00%
%o within Aggression | 18.00% 9.10% 24.40% 18.39%
Count 100 77 123 300
Total % within Age 3330% | 2570% | 41.00% | 100.00%
% within Aggression | 100 00% ‘ 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value Df Asym'p. Sig. (2-
sided)
Pearson {1 i-Square 8432 6 0207
a3 oclls (25.00 ) Dave eapasiad Lount Icse 0 15 The i innam expected count 1s 26
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From the above table, no significant association gets reflected between age

and aggression.

49% of the respondents are from the age group 31 to 40 years. 18.3%

belong to 41 to 50 years of age and rest 32.7% are of the age 18 to 30 years.

34.7% of the respondents in the age group of 18 to 30 years have low score

in aggression.

53.7% of the respondents in the age group of 41 to 50 years have high score

in aggression.

Table 82 : Association between Age & Regression (Frustration mode-1)
Cross-tab
Regres.smn . Total
Low |Medium| High
Count 27 42 29 98
18-30 |% within Age 27.60% | 42.90% | 29.60% 100.00%
% within Regression | 35.50% | 37.80% | 25.70% 32.70%
Count 35 54 58 147
Age 31-40 |% within Age 23.80% | 36.70% | 39.50% 100.00%
% within Regression | 46.10% | 48.60% | 51.30% 49.00%
Count 14 15 26 55
41-50 % within Age 24.10% | 27.80% | 48.10% 100.00%
% within Regression | 18.40% | 13.50% | 23.00% 18.30%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Age 2530% | 37.00% | 37.70% 100.00%
% within Regression | 100.00% [100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df Asym.p. Sig. -
o sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.855" 6 0.182
a 3 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 25
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No significant association between Age and Regression (Frustration mode —

1) gets reflected from the above table.

Within the age group of 18 to 30 years, 42.9% possess moderate regression
score which is the larger group than the low and high score regression group.
While within 31 to 40 years of age, 39.5% of the respondents which is a
larger group than the other two — low (23.8%) and moderate (36.7%) —

belongs to high score group in regression.

Within the age group 41 to 50 years, 48.1% have high score in regression.

Table 83 : Association between Age & Fixation (Frustration Mode-2)
Cross-tab ;

Aggression
Tow | Medium | High Total
Count 27 42 29 98
18-30 |% within Age 27.60% | 42.90% | 29.60% 100.00%
% within Fixation | 35.50% | 37.80% | 25.70% 32.70%
Count 35 54 58 147
Age 31-40 |% within Age 23.80% | 36.70% | 39.50% 100.00%
% within Fixation | 46.10% | 48.60% | 51.30% 49.00%
Count 14 15 26 55
41-50 |% within Age 24.10% | 27.80% | 48.10% 100.00%
% within Fixation | 18.40% | 13.50% | 23.00% 18.30%
’ " ICount : 76 11 113 300
Total % within Age 25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% 100.00%
% within Fixation | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value | df é’_sige d)g
Pearson Chi-Square 8.855%1 6 0.182
Likelihood Ratio 8.731 | 6 0.189
Linear-by-Linear Association | 2.171 | 1 0.141
N of Valid Cases 300

a 3 cells {25.0%) have expected count less than 5 The minimum expected count is 25
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As per the chi-square analysis, there is no significant association between

Age and Fixation (Frustration mode — 2).

51.3% of the respondents with high fixation score belong to the age group of
31 to 40 years which is larger than the other two categories — 18 to 30 years

25.7%) and 41 to 50 years (23%) having high score in fixation.
( ) years (23%) g hig

48.1% of the respondents in the age group 41 to 50 years have high score in

fixation.
Table 84: Association between Age & Resignation (Frustration mode-3)
Cross-tab
Resignation
Total
Low Medium | High
Count 27 42 29 98
18-30 |% within Age 27.60% | 42.90% | 29.60% | 100.00%
% within Resignation| 35.50% | 37.80% | 25.70% 32.70%
Count 35 54 58 147
Age | 31-40 |% within Age | 23.80% | 36.70% | 39.50% | 100.00%
% within Resignationj 46.10% | 48.60% | 51.30% | 49.00%
Count 14 15 . 26 55
41-50 |% within Age 24.10% | 27.80% | 48.10% | 100.00%
% within Resignation] 18.40% | 13.50% | 23.00% 18.30%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Age 2530% | 37.00% | 37.70% | 100.00%
% within Resignation| 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value | af [2SYmp-Sie.
(2-sided)
fPearson Chi-Square 8.855° 6 0.182

a 3 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 25
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Referring to the above table, a large group of the respondents (42.9%) in the
age group of 18 to 30 years have moderate score in Resignation (Frustration

mode — 3).

51.3% of the respondents having high score in resignation are in the age

group of 31 to 40 years.

Table 85: Association between Age & Aggression (Frustration mode-4)
Cross-tab
Aggrc'ssmn ' Total
Low |Medium| High
Count 27 42 29 98
18-30 |% within Age 27.60% | 42.90% | 29.60% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 35.50% | 37.80% | 25.70% | 32.70%
Count 35 54 58 147
Age | 31-40 [% within Age 23.80% | 36.70% | 39.50% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 46.10% | 48.60% | 51.30% | 49.00%
Count 14 15 26 55
41-50 |% within Age 24.10% | 27.80% | 48.10% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 18.40% | 13.50% | 23.00% | 18.30%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Age 25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value| af [*SYmP- Sig.
T . (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.855* 6 0.182
Likelihood Ratio 8731 6 0.189
Linear-by-Linear Aésbciation 2171 1 0.141
N of Valid Cases 300

a 3 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .25,
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As per the above table, larger group of respondents (39.5%) within the age

group 31 to 40 years have high score in Aggression (Frustration mode — 4).

42.9% of the respondents in the age group of 18 to 30 years have moderate

score in aggression.

48.1% of the respondents from 41 to 50 years of age group have high

aggression (frustration mode — 4).

Table 86: Association between Caste & Aggression

Cross-tab
Aggression Total
Low | Medium | High
Count 19 23 31 73
SC % within Caste 26.0% 31.5% 42.5% | 100.0%
% within Aggression 19.0% 29.9% 25.2% 24.3%
Count 7 6 14 27
ST % within Caste 25.9% 222% | 51.9% | 100.0%
Caste % within Aggression 7.0% 7.8% 11.4% 9.0%
Count 59 38 63 160
Forward |% within Caste 36.9% 23.8% 39.4% | 100.0%
% within Aggression 59.0% 49.4% 51.2% 53.3%
Count 15 10 15 40
Others |% within Caste 37.5% 25.0% 37.5% | 100.0%
% within Aggression 15.0% 13.0% 12.2% 13.3%
Count 100 77 123 300
Total % within Caste 33.3% 25.7% 41.0% | 100.0%
% within Aggression 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Chi-square
Value df AsymP. Sig. (2-
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.791* 6 0.571

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.93
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The above table does not show significant association between Aggression

and Caste.

The table also shows that 53.3% of the total respondents belong to forward
caste group. With 9% of the total respondents ST forms a smallest group,
rest belong to ST (24.3%) and others (13.3%).

51.2% of the respondents with high aggression belongs to forward caste,

while 59% of the respondents with low aggression belongs to forward caste.

Table 87: Association between Caste & Regression (Frustration mode — 1)
Cross-tab
Regression Total
Low | Medium | High
Count 14 34 25 73
SC % within Caste 19.20% | 46.60% | 34.20% | 100.00%
% within Regression 18.40% | 30.60% | 22.10% | 24.30%
Count 11 4 12 27
g ST % within Caste 40.70% | 14.80% | 44.40% | 100.00%
Caste % within Regression 14.50% | 3.60% | 10.60% | 9.00%
Count 45 61 54 160
= | Forward |% within Caste 28.10% | 38.10% | 33.80% | 100.00%
% within Regression 59.20% | 55.00% | 47.80% | 53.30%
Count 6 12 22 40
Others % within Caste 15.00% | 30.00% | 55.00% | 100.00%
% within Regression 7.90% | 10.80% | 19.50% | 13.30%
Count ' 76 111 113 300
Total % within Caste 2530% | 37.00% | 37.70% | 100.00%
%o within Regression | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%

Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
| . Value | df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 16.183% | 6 0.013

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5 The minimum expected count 1s 6.84
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The above table shows that there is significant association between Caste
and Regression (Frustration mode —1), at 0.05 level of confidence. The table

reflects that distribution of respondents with SC, ST, forward and others are

24.3%, 9%, 53.3% and 13.3% respectively.

The table also shows that 47.8% of the respondents with high regression

score are from forward caste. A small group of respondents with 10.6% of

the respondents with high regression score are from ST.

Table 88: Association between Caste & Fixation (Frustration mode — 2)
Cross-tab
Fixation
Tow [Medum| Thgh | et
Coupt 14 34 25 73
SC % within Caste 19.20% | 46.60% | 34.20% | 100.00%
% within Fixation 18.40% | 30.60% | 22.10% | 24.30%
Count 11 4 12 27
ST % within Caste 40.70% | 14.80% | 44.40% | 100.00%
Cast % within Fixation 14.50% | 3.60% | 10.60% 9.00%
aste Count 45 61 54 160
Forward % within Caste 28.10% | 38.10% | 33.80% | 100.00%
% within Fixation 59.20% | 55.00% | 47.80% | 53.30%
Count 6 12 22 40
Others {% within Caste 15.00% | 30.00% | 55.00% { 100.00%
% within Fixation 7.90% | 10.80% | 19.50% 13.30%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Caste 25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% | 100.00%
% within Fixation 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
A . Sig.
R Value df sym.p '8
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 16.183% | 6 0.013
Likelihood Ratio 16.737 6 0.01
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.478 0.489
IN of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count Iess than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.84
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The table shows that there is significant association between Caste &

Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) at 0.05 level of confidence.

The table also shows that 47.8% of the respondents with high fixation score

—a larger group with high fixation score belongs to forward caste.

55% of the respondents from others caste have high fixation score, which is
larger group within the same caste group than low — 15% and moderate —

30% fixation score.

59.2% of the respondents with low fixation score are from forward caste.

Table 89 : Association between Caste & Resignation (Frustration mode — 3)
Cross-tab
Resignation
Low Me%iium High Total
Count 14 34 25 73
SC  |% within Caste 19.20% | 46.60% | 34.20% 100.00%
% within Resignation| 18.40% | 30.60% | 22.10% 24.30%
Count ‘ 11 4 12 27
ST % within Caste 40.70% | 14.80% | 44.40% 100.00%
Caste % within Resignation| 14.50% | 3.60% | 10.60% 9.00%
Count 45 61 54 ~160
Forward [% within Caste 28.10% | 38.10% 33.80% 100.00%
% within Resignation| 59.20% | 55.00% | 47.80% 53.30%
Count 6 12 22 40
Others |% within Caste 15.00% | 30.00% 55.00% 100.00%
% within Resignation| 7.90% 10.80% 19.50% 13.30%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Caste 25.30% | 37.00% 37.70% 100.00%
% within Resignation | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square :
Value Df Asyn;i%'e?)g' @
Pearson Chi-Square 16.183" 6 0.013

a 0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.84.
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The above table shows that there is significant association between Caste &

Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) at 0.05 level of confidence.

The table also shows that 19.2% of SC, 40.7% ST and 28.1% forward caste

respondents have low resignation score.

Relatively low percentage (33.8%) of forward class respondents fall in high

resignation.
Table 90 : Association between Caste & Aggression (Frustration mode — 4
Cross-tab
Aggre-ssmn . Total
Low |Medium| High
Count 14 34 25 73
SC % within Caste 19.20% | 46.60% | 34.20% | 100.00%
% within Aggression | 18.40% | 30.60% | 22.10% | 24.30%
Count 11 4 12 27
ST  |% within Caste 40.70% | 14.80% | 44.40% | 100.00%
Caste % within Aggression 14.50% | 3.60% | 10.60% 9.00%
Count 45 61 54 160
Forward |% within Caste 28.10% | 38.10% | 33.80% | 100.00%
% within Aggression | 59.20% | 55.00% | 47.80% | 53.30%
Count 6 12 22 40
Others |% within Caste 15.00% | 30.00% | 55.00% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 7.90% | 10.80% | 19.50% |- 13.30%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Caste 25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% | 100.00%
, % within Aggression |100.00% |100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df Aii_’“siﬁ;, i;g'
Pearson Chi-Square 16.183" | 6 0.013

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.84
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The above table shows significant association at 0.05 level of confidence

between Caste & Aggression (Frustration mode — 4).

The table further shows that relatively higher percentage (40.70%) from ST

group fall on low aggression than SC (19.2%) and forward caste group
(28.1%).

Relatively higher percentage (46.6%) from SC fall in moderate aggression.

The percentage of respondents with high aggression from SC and forward

caste are almost equal 34.2% and 33.8% respectively.

Table 91 : Associati‘on between Marital Status & Aggression
Cross-tab

Aggression
Tow [Medium| High | Lot
Count 29 26 33 88
Single |% within Marital Status | 33.00% | 29.50% | 37.50% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 29.00% | 33.80% | 26.80% | 29.30%
Count 63 48 65 176
Married % within Marital Status | 35.80% | 27.30% | 36,90% | 100.00%
Marital| % within Aggression 63.00% | 62.30% | 52.80% | 58.70%
Status Count § 2 2 13 17
Separated% within Marital Status | 11.80% | 11.80% | 76.50% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 2.00% | 2.60% | 10.60% | 5.70%
Count 6 1 12 19
Widow [% within Marital Status | 31.60% | 5.30% | 63.20% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 6.00% | 1.30% | 9.80% 6.30%
Count 100 77 123 300
Total % within Marital Status | 33.30% | 25.70% | 41.00% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 100.00%100.00%|100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value af Asymp. Sig.
. . (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 16.234" 6 0.013

a 2 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The mimmmum expected count is 4.36
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The significant association gets reflected from the above table at .05 level of

confidence between Marital Status & Aggression.

Highest percentage within high aggression group is represented by separated

marital status group i.e. 76.5%.

Similarly, lowest percentage with low aggression score shown by the same

marital status group.i.e. separated, 11.8%.

Table 92 : Association between Marital Status & Regression (Frustration mode — 1)
Cross-tab

Regression
Low |Medium| High Total
Count 24 38 26 88

Single |% within Marital Status|27.30% | 43.20% | 29.50% | 100.00%
% within Regression 31.60% | 34.20% | 23.00% | 29.30%

Count 49 66 61 176

Married (% within Marital Status|27.80% | 37.50% | 34.70% | 100.00%

Marital % within Regression 64.50% | 59.50% | 54.00% | 58.70%
Status “Count 1 3 13 17

Separated% within Marital Status| 5.90% | 17.60% | 76.50% { 100.00%
% within Regression 1.30% | 2.70% | 11.50% | 5.70%

Count 2 4 13 19

Widow % within Marital Status| 10.50% | 21.10% | 68.40% | 100.00%

% within Regression 2.60% | 3.60% | 11.50% | 6.30%

Count 76 111 113 300
Total . % within Marital Status| 25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% | 100.00%

% within Regression 100.00%| 100.00% |100.00%| 100.00%

Chi-square ‘ B B
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)

[Pearson Chi-Square ., 22.229° 6 0.001
Likelihood Ratio 22.069 6 0.001
Linear-by-Linear Association 11.891 1 0.001
N of Valid Cases 300

a 2 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.31
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The above table shows that there is significant association between Marital

status & Regression (frustration mode — 1) at .01 level of confidence.

76.5% of the separated and 68.4% of the widows fall in high regression

score group.

In low aggression group also separated and widows have low percentage of

contribution 5.9% and 10.5% respecti{fely.

Table 93: Association between Marital Status & Fixation (Frustration mode — 2)

Cross-tab
Fixation
. Total
Low Medium | High
Count 24 38 26 88
Single % within Marital Status 27.30% | 43.20% | 29.50% | 100.00%
% within Fixation 31.60% | 34.20% | 23.00% | 29.30%
Count 49 66 61 176
Married |% within Marital Status 27.80% | 37.50% | 34.70% | 100.00%
Marital % within Fixation 64.50% | 59.50% | 54.00% | 58.70%
Status Count 1 3 13 17
Separated % within Marital Status 5.90% 17.60% | 76.50% | 100.00%
% within Fixation 1.30% 2.70% | 11.50% | 5.70%
Count 2 4 13 19
Widow % within Marital Status 10.50% | 21.10% | 68.40% | 100 00%
% within Fixation 2.60% 3.60% | 11.50% | 6.30%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Marital Status 25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% | 100.00%
" % within Fixation 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value Df Asym.p. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 22229 | 6 0.001
Likelihood Ratio 22.069 6 0.001
Linear-by-Linear Association 11.891 1 0.001
IN of Valid Cases ... 300
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Chi-square analysis from the above table reflects that there is significant
association at .01 level of confidence between Marital Status & Fixation

(Frustration mode — 2).

Separated and widow are equally distributed (11.5% each) in high fixation

score.

Smallest group of respondents ie. 2.7% with moderate fixation score

belongs to separated marital status group.

Table 94: Association between Marital Status & Resignation (Frustration mode — 3)

Cross-tab

Resignation
Low [Medium| Tigh | Lt
Count 24 38 26 88
Single % within Marital Status | 27.30% | 43.20% | 29.50% [100.00%
% within Resignation |31.60% | 34.20% | 23.00% | 29.30%
Count 49 66 61 176
v Married % within Marital Status | 27.80% | 37.50% | 34.70% {100.00%
Marital % within Resignation |64.50%| 59.50% | 54.00% | 58.70%
Status Count 1 3 13 17

_ Separated | |% within Marital Status | 5.90% | 17.60% | 76.50% 100.00%
% within Resignation 1.30% | 2.70% | 11.50% | 5.70%
Count 2 4 13 19
Widow % within Marital Status | 10.50% | 21.10% | 68.40% [100.00%
% within Resignation 2.60% | 3.60% | 11.50% | 6.30%

Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Marital Status |25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% |100.00%
% within Resignation  (100.00%)|100.00% | 100.00% |100.00%
Chi-square
) T Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 22.229% 6 0.001

a 2 cells (16.7%) have expécted count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.31.
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The significant association is reflected at .01 level of confidence between

Marital Status and Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) from the above table.

Table also reflects that 76.5% of the respondents with separated marital
status have high resignation score. The same trend is observed with the
group of widow respondents 1.e. 68.4% of the widow respondents have high

resignation score.

Larger group of respondents with married and single marital status group
have moderate resignation group i.e. 43.2% and 37.5% respectively.

Table 95: Association between Marital Status & Aggression (Frustration mode — 4)

Cross-tab
Aggression
Tow |[Medium| High | Lo
Count 24 38 26 88

Single % within Marital Status; 27.30% | 43.20% | 29.50% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 31.60% | 34.20% | 23.00% | 29.30%

Count 49 66 61 176
Married |% within Marital Status| 27.80% | 37.50% | 34.70% | 100.00%
Marital % within Aggression 64.50% | 59.50% | 54.00% | 58.70%
Status Count 1 3 13 17

Separated (% within Marital Status| 5.90% | 17.60% | 76.50% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 1.30% | 2.70% | 11.50% | 5.70%
Count 2 4 13 19
Widow % within Marital Status] 10.50% | 21.10% | 68.40% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 2.60% | 3.60% | 11.50% | 6.30%

Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Marital Status| 25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 100.00%] 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 22229° | 6 0.001

a 2 cells (16 7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.31
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Significant association between Marital Status and Aggression (Frustration

mode — 4) gets reflected from the above table at .01 level of confidence.

The table further reflects that single marital status group have 27.3% low,

43.2% moderate and 29.5% high aggression score.

23%-single, 54%-married, 11.5%-separated and widow-11.5% have high

aggression score.

Table 96: Association between Education & Aggression
Cross-tab
Aggres.smn . Total
Low Medium| High
Count 14 15 25 54
Iliterate % within Education 25.90% |27.80% | 46.30% |100.00%
% within Aggression | 14.00% |19.50% | 20.30% | 18.00%
Count 26 16 31 73
Primary % within Education 35.60% |21.90% | 42.50% |100.00%
% within Aggression | 26.00% |20.80% | 25.20% | 24.30%
Count 28 23 21 72
[EducationSecondary (% within Education 38.90% 131.90% | 29.20% {100.00%
' - |% within Aggression | 28.00% | 29.90% | 17.10% | 24.00%
Count 22 20 29 71
Graduate % within Education 31.00% | 28.20% | 40.80% {100.00%
% within Aggression | 22.00% |26.00% | 23.60% | 23.70%
Post Count 10 3 17 30
Graduate/ % within Education 33.30% | 10.00% | 56.70% |100.00%
Professional |% within Aggression | 10.00% | 3.90% | 13.80% | 10.00%
Count 100 77 123 300
Total % within Education 33.30% [25.70% | 41.00% [100.00%
% within Aggression | 100.00% [100.00%]|100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square
Value | Df Agf;g'e g;g.
earson Chi-Square 11.091° 8 0.197

a 0 cells { 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 15 7 70
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The table shows no significant association between Education &

Aggression.

The table further shows that out of total respondents — 18% are illiterate,
24% primary, 24% secondary educated, 23.7% are graduated and 10% have

post-graduate or professional education.
46.3% of the respondents with no education have high aggression score.

56.7% of the respondents with post-graduation/ professionals have high

aggression score.

28% of secondary educated respondents with low aggression score makes a

lafgef group in low a'g'gressior‘i:category.
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Table 97: Association between Education & Regression (Frustration mode — 1)
Cross-tab
Regression Total
Low Medium| High
Count 12 13 29 54
Illiterate % within Education |22.20% | 24.10% | 53.70% | 100.00%
% within Regression | 15.80% | 11.70% | 25.70% | 18.00%
Count 16 27 30 73
Primary % within Education |21.90% | 37.00% | 41.10% | 100.00%
% within Regression |21.10% | 24.30% | 26.50% | 24.30%
Count 19 34 19 72
Education [Secondary (% within Education |26.40% | 47.20% | 26.40% | 100.00%
% within Regression | 25.00% | 30.60% | 16.80% | 24.00%
Count 23 26 22 71
Graduate % within Education | 32.40% | 36.60% | 31.00% | 100.00%
% within Regression | 30.30% | 23.40% | 19.50% | 23.70%
Post Count 6 11 13 30
Graduate/ % within Education | 20.00% | 36.70% | 43.30% | 100.00%
Professional % within Regression | 7.90% | 9.90% | 11.50% | 10.00%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Education | 25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% | 100.00%
% within Regression |100.00%100.00%{100.00%| 100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
, Value | df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Squarec 14207 0.076
}Likelihood Ratio 14235 | 8 0.076
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.857 0.091
N of Valid Cases 300
a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 15 7.60.

The table shows that there is no significant association between Education

and Regression (Frustration mode — 1).
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It could be inferred that 53.7% of the respondents with no education have

high regression score.

Percentage of respondents from primary and post-graduate/ professionals
group with moderate regression score are almost equal i.e. 24.3% and 23.4%

respectively.

Percentage of high regression score of illiterate and primary educated groups

are almost equal i.e. 25.7% and 26.5% respectively.

Table 98: Association between Education & Fixation (Frustration mode — 2)
Cross-tab
Fixation
Low Medium| High Total
Count 12 13 29 54

Iliterate % within Education | 22.20% |24.10% | 53.70% |100.00%
% within Fixation 15.80% [ 11.70% | 25.70% | 18.00%
Count 16 27 30 73
Primary . |% within Education | 21.90% |37.00% |41.10% |100.00%
% within Fixation 21.10% | 24.30% | 26.50% | 24.30%
Count 19 34 19 72
[Education|Secondary % within Education | 26.40% |47.20% | 26.40% |100.00%
I i lo% within Fixation [ 25.00% |30.60% | 16.80% | 24.00%
Count 23 26 22 71
Graduate % within Education | 32.40% |36.60% |{31.00% {100.00%
% within Fixation 30.30% 23.40% | 19.50% | 23.70%
Post Count 6 11 13 30
Graduate/ % within Education | 20.00% |{36.70% | 43.30% |100.00%
Professional |% within Fixation 7.90% | 9.90% |11.50% | 10.00%

Count 76 111 113 300
Total , % within Education | 25.30% |37.00% |37.70% {100.00%
% within Fixation | 100.00% {100.00%|100.00%]100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
. . Value df (g-sige d)g
IPearson Chi-Square 14.227° 8 0.076

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7 60.
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Education and Fixation (Frustration mode — 2).

The table also reflects that 26.5% of the respondents with high fixation score
are primary educated, while 30.3% with low fixation are from graduated

respondents.

22.2% and 21.9% respondents from illiterate and primary educated group

have low fixation score.
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Table 99 :

Association between Education & Resignation (Frustration mode — 3)

Cross-tab
Resignation
- _ Total
Low |Medium| High
Count 12 13 29 54
Iliterate % within Education | 22.20% | 24.10% | 53.70% [ 100.00%
% within Resignation | 15.80% | 11.70% |[25.70% | 18.00%
Count 16 27 30 73
Primary % within Education | 21.90% | 37.00% |41.10% |100.00%
% within Resignation | 21.10% | 24.30% |26.50% | 24.30%
Count 19 34 19 72
[Education Secondary % within Education | 26.40% | 47.20% |26.40% |100.00%
% within Resignation | 25.00% | 30.60% | 16.80% | 24.00%
Count 23 26 22 71
Graduate % within Education | 32.40% | 36.60% |31.00% |100.00%
% within Resignation | 30.30% | 23.40% | 19.50% | 23.70%
ost Graduate/ Count 6 H 13 30
. % within Education | 20.00% | 36.70% | 43.30% | 100.00%
rofessional . . .
}1; % within Resignation | 7.90% | 9.90% |11.50% | 10.00%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Eduecation | 25.30% | 37.00% |37.70% |100.00%
% within Resignation | 100.00% [100.00%|100.00%]|100.00%
Chi-square L ‘
Asymp. Sig.
Value | df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 14.227° 0.076
Likelihood Ratio 14.235 0.076
Linear-by-Linear Association | 2.857 0.091
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.60.

The table shows that there is no significant association between Education

and Resignation (Frustration mode — 3).
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The table also shows that out of 54 respondents with no education, 29
respondents have high resignation score, while 13 and 12 respondents have

moderate and low resignation score respectively.

Out of 30 respondents, post-graduates/ professionals 13 have high
resignation score while 11 and 6 have moderate and low resignation score

respectively.

Table 100 : _ Association between Education & Aggression (Frustration mode — 4
Cross-tab '

Aggression
Low Medium, High Total
Count 12 13 29 54
Illiterate % within Education |22.20%124.10% | 53.70% {100.00%
% within Aggression| 15.80% | 11.70% | 25.70% | 18.00%
‘ Count 16 27 30 73
Primary % within Education |21.90%|37.00% | 41.10% {100.00%
% within Aggression|21.10% |24.30% | 26.50% | 24.30%
Count 19 34 19 72
Education [Secondary % within Education |26.40% |47.20% | 26.40% [100.00%
) """ 1% within Aggression|25.00% | 30.60% | 16.80% | 24.00%
Count 23 26 22 71
Graduate % within Education |32.40% |36.60% | 31.00% {100.00%
% within Aggression|30.30% | 23.40% | 19.50% | 23.70%
Post Count 6 11 13 30
Graduate/  |% within Education |20.00% |36.70% | 43.30% {100.00%
Professional % within Aggression| 7.90% | 9.90% | 11.50% | 10.00%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Education |{25.30% |37.00% | 37.70% {100.00%
% within Aggression|{100.00%,100.00%100.00%100.00%
Chi-square
Value | Df Agf“ﬁg; g;g.
Pearson Chi-Square 14227" | 8 0.076
Likelihood Ratio 14.235 8 0.076
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.857 i 0.091
IN of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5 The minimum expected count is 7.60
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No significant association reflects from the above table between Education

and Regression (Frustration mode — 4).

The table further shows that percentage of respondents with low and high
aggression score, with secondary educated respondents are equal i.e. 26.4%

in each.
53.7% of the respondents with no education have high aggression score.

The groups with no education and primary education higher group of
respondents have high aggression score i.e. 53.7% (high) as against 24.1%
(moderate) and 22.2% (low) and 41.1% as against 37% moderate and 21.9%

low aggression score.
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Table 101 :

Association between Occupation & Aggression

Cross-tab
Aggression
Low |Medium| High Total
Count 33 24 39 96
Housewife |% within Occupation| 34.40% | 25.00% | 40.60% | 100.00%
% within Aggression | 33.00% | 31.20% | 31.70% | 32.00%-
. Count 37 27 41 105
Private o) o ers .
Service %o within Occupation| 35.20% | 25.70% | 39.00% { 100.00%
% within Aggression | 37.00% | 35.10% | 33.30% | 35.00%
Count 10 10 22 42
Government| . )
Service Yo within Occupation| 23.80% | 23.80% | 52.40% | 100.00%
S % within Aggression | 10.00% | 13.00% | 17.90% | 14.00%
Occupation
Count 17 15 12 44
g::ness % within Occupation| 38.60% | 34.10% | 27.30% | 100.00%
% within Aggression | 17.00% | 19.50% | 9.80% | 14.70%
Count 3 7 10
Consultant % within Occupation| 30.00% 70.00% | 100.00%
% within Aggression | 3.00% 5.70% | 3.30%
Count 1 2 3
Others % within Occupation 33.30% | 66.70% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 1.30% | 1.60% | 1.00%
Count 100 77 123 300
Total % within Occupation| 33.30% | 25.70% | 41.00% | 100.00%
% within Aggression |100.00% 100.00%|100.00%| 100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value |df @-sided)
[Pearson Chi-Square 12.601% |10] 0.247
Likelihood Ratio -'15.884 |10 0.103
[Linear-by-Linear Association 0323 |1 0.57
N of Valid Cases 300

a 6 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .77.
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Chi-square value from the above table shows that there is no significant

association between Occupation & Aggression.

The table further reflects that out of consultant category respondents, 70%
respondents have high high aggression, 30% have low aggression and none

belonged to moderate aggression score group.

Out of total 96 housewife, 39 have high aggression score, while 24 and 33

have moderate and low score in aggression.

Percentage of respondents with Government service in low and moderate

aggréssion are equal i.e. 23.8% in each.
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Table 102:

Association between Occupation & Regression (Frustration mode — 1)

Cross-tab
Regression
Tow [Medium| High | °@!
Count 20 41 35 96
Housewife |% within Occupation| 20.80% | 42.70% | 36.50% | 100.00%
% within Regression | 26.30% | 36.90% | 31.00% | 32.00%
) Count 28 31 46 105
Private o ]
Service % within Occupation| 26.70% | 29.50% | 43.80% | 100.00%
% within Regression | 36.80% | 27.90% | 40.70% | 35.00%
Government Count 13 18 11 42
Service % within Occupation| 31.00% | 42.90% | 26.20% | 100.00%
Océixbatib'n % within Regression | 17.10% | 16.20% | 9.70% | 14.00%
Own Count 14 13 17 44
Business % within Occupation| 31.80% | 29.50% | 38.60% | 100.00%
% within Regression | 18.40% | 11.70% | 15.00% | 14.70%
Count 1 6 3 10
Consultant |% within Occupation| 10.00% | 60.00% | 30.00% | 100.00%
% within Regression | 1.30% | 5.40% | 2.70% | 3.30%
Count 2 1 3
Others % within Occupation 66.70% | 33.30% | 100.00%
% within Regression 1.80% | 0.90% | 1.00%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Occupation| 25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% | 100.00%
% within Regression |100.00%]100.00%100.00%| 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df AsymP. Sig. (2-
sided)
earson Chi-Square 12.148% | 10 0.275
ikelihood Ratio 13.025 | 10 0.222
Linear-by-Linear Association| 0.403 1 0.525
IN of Valid Cases 300

a 6 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than S The minimum expected count is .76

Fare
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The table infers that a major group of Consultant respondents i.e. 60% have
moderate regression (frustration mode — 1) as against 10% with low and

30% with high regression score.

Almost equal percentage of housewives and government servants

respondents i.e. 42.7% and 42.9% have moderate regression score.

40.7% of the respondents with private service forms a larger group in high

regression score respondents.

Out of 105 respondents, private service 46 have high regression score while
31 and 28 have moderate and low regression score.

’v,
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Table 103:

Association between Qccupation & Fixation (Frustration mode — 2)

Cross-tab
Fixation
. - Total
Low [(Medium| High
Count 20 41 35 96
Housewife % within Occupation| 20.80% | 42.70% | 36.50% | 100.00%
% within Fixation 26.30% | 36.90% | 31.00% | 32.00%
Private Count 28 31 46 105
Service % within Occupation| 26.70% | 29.50% | 43.80% | 100.00%
% within Fixation 36.80% | 27.90% | 40.70% | 35.00%
Count 13 18 11 42
g:r‘;::me“t % within Occupation| 31.00% | 42.90% | 26.20% | 100.00%
Occupation % within Fixation 17.10% | 16.20% { 9.70% | 14.00%
Count 14 13 17 44
Own Business (% within Occupation; 31.80% | 29.50% | 38.60% | 100.00%
- % within Fixation 18.40% | 11.70% | 15.00% | 14.70%
Count 1 6 3 10
Consultant % within Occupation| 10.00% | 60.00% | 30.00% | 100.00%
% within Fixation 1.30% | 5.40% | 2.70% | 3.30%
Count 2 1 3
Others % within Occupation 66.70% | 33.30% { 100.00%
% within Fixation 1.80% | 0.90% | 1.00%
Count, 76 111 113 300
Total’ % within Occupation 25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% | 100.00%
% within Fixation |100.00%]100.00%100.00%| 100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df [25Ymp- Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 12.148% | 10 0.275
iLikelihood Ratio 13.025 | 10 0.222
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.403 | 1 0.525
N of Valid Cases 300

a 6 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .76.

X
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The table shows that there is no significant association between Occupation

& Fixation (Frustration mode — 2).

The cross table also shows that 38.6% of the respondents having own

business have high fixation score.

40.7% of the respondents having high fixation score, have private service.
42.9% of the respondents with government service have moderate fixation

score,

10% of the consultants have low fixation score. 6 times more than this i.e.

60% have moderate score and 3 times more i.e. 30% have high score.
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Table 104:  Association between Occupation & Resignation (Frustration mode — 3)

Cross-tab

Resignation Total
Low |Medium| High o
Count 20 41 35 96

Housewife % within Occupation| 20.80% | 42.70% | 36.50% {100.00%
% within Resignation| 26.30% | 36.90% | 31.00% | 32.00%
Count 28 31 46 105

g:‘r‘:z: % within Occupation| 26.70% | 29.50% | 43.80% |100.00%
% within Resignation| 36.80% | 27.90% | 40.70% | 35.00%

CovernmoneCOURE 13 18 11 75}

Service % within Occupation| 31.00% | 42.90% | 26.20% {100.00%

) % within Resignation| 17.10% | 16.20% | 9.70% | 14.00%
Occupation

Count 14 13 17 44

Own Business {% within Occupation| 31.80% | 29.50% | 38.60% [100.00%

% within Resignation] 18.40% | 11.70% | 15.00% | 14.70%

Count: 1 6 3 10

Consultant % within Occupation| 10.00% | 60.00% | 30.00% {100.00%

% within Resignation] 1.30% | 5.40% | 2.70% | 3.30%

Count 2 1 3
Others % within Occupation 66.70% | 33.30% |100.00%
% within Resignation 1.80% | 0.90% | 1.00%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Occupation| 25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% {100.00%

% within Resignation|100.00%100.00%]|100.00%|100.00%

Chi-square ’
Asymp. Sig.
Value | df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 12.148% | 10 0.275
Likelihood Ratio 13.025 | 10 0.222
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.403 1 0.525
N of Valid Cases 300

a 6 cells (33 3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .76
No significant association is seen from the above table between Occupation

& Resignation (Frustration mode — 3).
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The table further shows that 40.7% respondents with high resignation score

have private service.

Larger group with low resignation score is formed by private service

respondents 1.e. 36.8%.

Women who are housewives forms a larger group with 36.9% in moderate

resignation score group.
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Table 105:

Association between Occupation & Aggression (Frustration mode — 4)

Cross-tab
Aggre.sswn ' Total
Low |[Medium; High
Count 20 41 35 96
Housewife % within Occupation | 20.80% |42.70% | 36.50% | 100.00%
% within Aggression |26.30% |36.90% |31.00% | 32.00%
Count 28 31 46 105
Private Service % within Occupation |26.70% {29.50% | 43.80% | 100.00%
% within Aggression | 36.80% |27.90% | 40.70% | 35.00%
Count 13 18 11 42
g::;zmem % within Occupation | 31.00% | 42.90% [ 26.20% | 100.00%
. % within Aggression |17.10% | 16.20% | 9.70% | 14.00%
Occupation
Count 14 13 17 44
Own Business |% within Occupation |31.80% |29.50% | 38.60% | 100.00%
% within Aggression | 18.40% |11.70% | 15.00% | 14.70%
Count 1 6 3 10
Consultant % within Occupation | 10.00% | 60.00% | 30.00% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 1.30% | 5.40% | 2.70% | 3.30%
Count 2 1 3
Others % within Occupation 66.70% | 33.30% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 1.80% | 0.90% | 1.00%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Occupation |25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% | 100.00%
% within Aggression |100.00%|100.00%100.00%; 100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value | df (;,-sil()led)g
Pearson Chi-Square 12,1487 | 10 0.275
Likelihood Ratio 13.025 | 10 0.222
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.403 1 0.525
N of Valid Cases 300

a 6 cells (33 3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .76

The table does not show significant association between Occupation &

Aggression (Frustration mode — 4).
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The table shows that 43.8% of the respondents with private service have

high aggression score which is larger than low (26.7%) and moderate

(29.5%) aggression score.

Housewives, private service, own business respondents forms a larger group

with high aggression score i.e. 36.5%, 43.8% and 38.6% respectively.

Table 106:  Association between Income & Aggression

Cross-tab '
Aggression
Low |[Medium| High Total
| to Count 51 40 59 150
ncome 5000 % within Income Per Month Rs. | 34.00% | 26.70% | 39.30% |100.00%
Per % within Aggression 51.00% | 51.90% | 48.00% | 50.00%
Month Rs. Count 49 37 64 150
15001+ % within Income Per Month Rs. | 32.70% | 24.70% | 42.70% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 49.00% | 48.10% | 52.00% | 50.00%
Count 100 77 123 300
Total % within Income Per Month Rs. | 33.30% | 25.70% | 41.00% | 100.00%
C % within Aggression 100.00%100.00% {100.00% | 100.00%

Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value df @-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .360° 2 0.835
Likelihood Ratio 0.36 2 0.835
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.221 1 0.638
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5, The minimum expected count is 38.50.

The above table reflects that there is no significant association between

Income & Aggression.
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The table further reflects that out of total 123 respondents with high

aggression score, 59 belongs to low income group (5000) and 64 belongs to

higher income (15000+) group.

49% of the low aggression respondents have higher income (15000+).

Table 107:  Association between Income & Regression (Frustration mode — 1)

Cross-tab
Regression
. ; Total
Low |Medium| High
Count 31 53 66 150
ncome ; Ot:; 0 % within Income Per Month Rs.| 20.70% | 35.30% | 44.00% [100.00%
Per % within Regression 40.80% | 47.70% | 58.40% | 50.00%
Month Count 45 58 47 150
Rs. 15001+% within Income Per Month Rs.| 30.00% | 38.70% | 31.30% [100.00%
% within Regression 59.20% | 52.30% | 41.60% | 50.00%
o Count . 76 111 113 300
Total % within Income Per Month Rs.| 25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% {100.00%
% within Regression 100.00% {100.00%100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df Asym.p. Slg.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 59997 2 0.05
Likelihood Ratio 6.029 2 0.049
Linear-by-Linear Association | 5.885 0.015
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. T

he minimum expected count 18 38.00

The chi-square from the above table shows that there is significant

association at .05 level of confidence between Income & Regression

(frustration mode — 1).
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The table further shows that 58.4% of the respondents with high regression

have low income (-5000).

59.2% of the respondents with low regression score have higher income

(15,000+).
Table 108:  Association between Income & Fixation (Frustration mode — 2)
Cross-tab
Fixation
. _ Total
Low [Medium| High
o Count 31 53 66 150

Incgme 000 % within Income Per Month Rs.|20.70% | 35.30% | 44.00% | 100.00%
Per % within Fixation 40.80% | 47.70% | 58.40% | 50.00%
Month Count 45 58 47 150
Rs. 15001+ % within Income Per Month Rs.|30.00% | 38.70% | 31.30% | 100.00%

% within Fixation 59.20% | 52.30% | 41.60% | 50.00%

Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Income Per Month Rs.| 25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% | 100.00%

% within Fixation 100.00%] 100.00% {100.00%| 100.00%
Chi-square

Vale | ar |ASY™mP-Sie
’ L (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 5.999° 2 0.05
Likelihood Ratio 6.029 2 0.049
Linear-by-Linear Association 5.885 1 0.015
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 38.00

Income and Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) have significant association as

been reflected by above table at .05 level of confidence.
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Percentage increases if we move from low-moderate-high fixation score

with low income group i.e. 40.8%, 47.7%, 58.4% respectively.

Percentage decreases if we move from low-moderate-high fixation score

with high income group i.e. 59.2%, 52.3%, 41.6%.

Table 109:  Association between Income & Resignation (Frustration mode — 3)
Cross-tab
v Resignation Total
Low | Medium | High
| 1o Count 31 53 66 150
Income 000 % within Income Per Month Rs. | 20.70% | 35.30% [44.00% {100.00%
Per % within Resignation 40.80% | 47.70% |58.40% | 50.00%
onth Count 45 58 47 150
Rs. 15001+ % within Income Per Month Rs. | 30.00% | 38.70% |31.30% {100.00%
% within Resignation 59.20% | 52.30% |41.60% | 50.00%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Income Per Month Rs. |25.30% | 37.00% [37.70% |100.00%
.. %o within Resignation 100.00%| 100.00% {100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square
Value | af | Asymp-Sie.
- . (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 5.999% | 2 0.05
Likelihood Ratio 6.029 | 2 0.049
Linear-by-Linear Association | 5.885 1 0.015
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 38.00

The above table shows significant association between Income &

Res:ignation (Frustrafion mode — 3) at .05 level of confidence.
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The table further infers that respondents with low and moderate resignation

score larger group formed by high income group i.e. 59.2% and 52.3% as

against 40.8% and 47.7% with low income respectively, while in high

resignation the reverse is seen i.e. low income group forms comparatively

larger group i.e. 58.4% as against 41.6% with high income.

Table 110: __ Association between Income & Aggression (Frustration mode — 4)

Cross-tab
Aggre?smn . Total
Low |Medium| High
| to Count 31 53 66 150

Income <000 % within Income Per Month Rs. | 20.70% | 35.30% |44.00% |100.00%
Per % within Aggression 40.80% | 47.70% | 58.40% | 50.00%
Month Count 45 58 47 150
Rs. = {15001+ % within Incomé Per Month Rs.| 30.00% | 38.70% | 31.30% | 100.00%

% within Aggression 59.20% | 52.30% |41.60% | 50.00%

Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Income Per Month Rs. | 25.30% | 37.00% |37.70% | 100.00%

% within Aggression 100.00%{100.00% |100.00% 100.00%
Chi-square

Asymp. Sig.
Value | df @2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 5999 | 2 0.05
Likelihood Ratio 6029 | 2 | 0.049
Linear-by-Linear Association 5.885 1 0.015
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 38.00.

The association is significant at .05 level of confidence between Income &

Aggression (frustration mode — 4), as shown by the table.

268




Percent Income & Frustration
70.0 .

41.6

Income Per Month

O Low I Medium CHigh



The table also shows that percentage of low-moderate and high aggression
score with high income group decreases ie. 59.2%, 52.3%, 41.6%

respectively.

The reverse is seen with low income group i.e. if we move from low-
moderate-high aggression, percentage increases i.e. 40.8%, 47.7% and

58.4% respectively.

Table 111: y Association between Family Type & Aggression

Cross-tab
Aggreissmn . Total
Low |Medium| High
Count 75 60 68 203
Nuclear % within Family Type 36.90% | 29.60% | 33.50% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 75.00% | 77.90% | 55.30% | 67.70%
Count 25 17 47 89
Family . L ]
Type Joint Yo Wfthfn Family Type 28.10% | 19.10% | 52.80% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 25.00% | 22.10% | 38.20% | 29.70%
e N Count ~ 8 8
- |Single |% within Family Type 100.00% 100.00%
% within Aggression 6.50% | 2.70%
Count 100 77 123 300
Total % within Family Type |[33.30% | 25.70% | 41.00% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 100.00%| 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
earson Chi-Square 21.547° | 4 0
ILikelihood Ratio 1, 24.338 4 0
ILinear-by-Linear Association 14.389 1 0
N of Valid Cases 300

a 3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.05
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The chi-square analysis from the above table shows that association between

Family type & Aggression is highly significant i.e. at .01 level of

confidence.

The table also shows that 100% of the respondents belonging to single

person family have high aggression score.

52.8% and 33.5% of the respondents having joint and nuclear family, have

high»éggression.
55.3% of the respondents with high aggression have nuclear family.

Table 112: Association between Family Type & Regression (Frustration mode — 1)
Cross-tab

AR . Co Regression Total
Low |Medium| High
Count 54 75 74 203

Nuclear |% within Family Type | 26.60% | 36.90% | 36.50% [100.00%
% within Regression 71.10% | 67.60% | 65.50% | 67.70%
Count 22 36 31 89

%‘;:y Joint % within Family Type | 24.70% | 40.40% | 34.80% |100.00%
% within Regression 28.90% | 32.40% | 27.40% | 29.70%
Count 8 8
Single % within Family Type 100.00%]160.00%
% within Regression 7.10% | 2.70%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total _ % within Family Type | 25.30% | 37.00% |37.70% [100.00%
S % within Regréssion | 100.00% | 100.00% |100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
. Value df (2-sil(;e d)g
Pearson Chi-Square 13.937° 4 0.008
Likelihood Ratio 16.315 4 0.003
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.794 1 0.095
IN of Valid Cases 300
a 3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.03
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The above table shows that association between Family Type & Regression

(Frustration mode — 1) is significant at .01 level of confidence.

The table further infers that 100% of the respondents from single person

family have high regression score.

Almost equal percentage of respondents with low and high regression score

belongs to joint family.

Table 113: Association between Family Type & Fixation (Frustration mode — 2)

Cross-tab
Fixation
. _ Total
Low |Medium| High
Count 54 75 74 203
Nuclear |% within Family Type | 26.60% | 36.90% | 36.50% |100.00%
% within Fixation 71.10% | 67.60% | 65.50% | 67.70%
Count 22 36 31 89
Family| | e . . - . .
Type Joint Yo thhfn F?mqy Type | 24.70% | 40.40% | 34.80% |100.00%
% within Fixation 28.90% | 32.40% | 27.40% |29.70%
Count 8 8
e Single % within Family Type 100.00%|100.00%
| % within Fixation 7.10% | 2.70%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Family Type | 25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% [100.00%
' % within Fixation 100.00%1100.00%]100.00%(100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df Asym.p. Sig.
(2-sided)
[Pearson Chi-Square 13.937° | 4 0.008
[Likelihood Ratio 16315 | 4 0.003
Linear-by-Linear Association| 2.794 | 1 0.095
N of Valid Cases 300

a 3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.03
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The table shows significant association between family type and fixation
(frustration mode — 2) at .01 level of confidence. Table further shows that
- 100% of the respondents from single person family have high fixation
score.
- 75 of total respondents from nuclear family have moderate fixation
score.

Almost equal number of respondents i.e. 74 with nuclear

. - family have high fixation score.

Table 114: Association between Family Type & Resignation (Frustration mode — 3)
Cross-tab
Resignation
. _ Total
Low |Medium| High
Count 54 75 74 203
Nuclear % within Family Type | 26.60% | 36.90% |36.50% | 100.00%
% within Resignation | 71.10% | 67.60% |65.50% | 67.70%
Count 22 36 31 89
Family| 3 o tehi o [} [ < [
T);i)e Joint %o within Family Type | 24.70% | 40.40% |34.80% | 100.00%
% within Resignation |28.90% | 32.40% |27.40% | 29.70%
Count 8 8
‘ Single % within Family Type 100.00%| 100.00%
% within Resignation 7.10% | 2.70%
Count 76 111 113 300
Total % within Family Type | 25.30% | 37.00% |37.70% | 100.00%
% within Resignation |100.00%| 100.00% |100.00%]| 100.00%
Chi-square
Value | af|*Y™P- S8
- . N (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3937 | 4 0.008
Likelihood Ratio 16315 | 4 0.003
Linear-by-Linear Association| 2.794 | 1 0.095
N of Valid Cases 300

a 3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.03.
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Chi-square from the above table shows that there is significant association
between Family Type & Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) at .01 level of

confidence.

The table also shows that —

100% of the respondents with single person family, have high
resignatioﬁscore.

- 65% of the respondents with high resignation score, have nuclear
family type.

- 71% of the respondents with low resignation score, have nuclear

family.

TaBlé 115: ’Association between Félmily Type & Aggression (Frustration mode — 4)
Cross-tab

Aggression
Low |Medium| High
Count 54 75 74 203
Nuclear % within Family Type | 26.60% | 36.90% | 36.50% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 71.10% | 67.60% | 65.50% | 67.70%
Count 22 36 31 89

Total

g;‘;;‘y Joint % within Family Type | 24.70% | 40.40% | 34.80% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 28.90% | 32.40% | 27.40% | 29.70%
Count 8 8

* Single  |% within Family Type 100.00% | 100.00%

% within Aggression 7.10% 2.70%
Count 76 111 113 300

Total % within Family Type 25.30% | 37.00% | 37.70% | 100.00%
% within Aggression 100.00%1(100.00%| 100.00% | 100.00%

Chi-square

Value | af | 2¥mP-Sie
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 13.937% 4 0.008

a 3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2 03
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The table shows significant association between Family Type & Regression
(Frustra-t‘ién mode — 4) at .01 level of confidence.
The table also shows that:

- Single person family with 100% makes a largest group in high
aggression score category

- 67.6% of the respondents with moderate aggression are from nuclear

family.
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(D] SELF-CONCEPT: AGGRESSION AND FRUSTRATION

Three aspects namely physical self, intellectual self and socio-emotional self

are considered to probe their association with aggression and frustration.

Table 116:  Association between Aggression & Physical Self (Self-Concept)

Cross-tab
‘ How do you appreciate yourself| Total
on the self physical
Not satisfied | Medium | Satisfied
Aggression |Low Count 13 60 27 100
% within Aggression 13.00% 60.00% | 27.00% | 100.00%
% within How do you 34.20% 33.10% | 33.30% | 33.30%
appreciate yourself on the
self physical
Medium (Count 7 49 21 77
% within Aggression 9.10% 63.60% | 27.30% | 100.00%
% within How do you 18.40% 27.10% | 25.90% | 25.70%
appreciate yourself on the
self physical
High Count 18 72 33 123
% within Aggression 14.60% 58.50% | 26.80% | 100.00%
% within How do you 47.40% 39.80% | 40.70% | 41.00%
appreciate yourself on the
self physical
Total Count 38 181 81 300
% within Aggression 12.70% 60.30% | 27.00% | 100.00%
% within How do you 100.00% | 100.00% |{100.00% | 100.00%
appreciate yourself on the
self physical
Chi-square
Value | df |Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.372° | 4 0.849
Likelihood Ratio 1438 | 4 0.838
Linear-by-Linear Association| 0.063 0.802

N of Valid Cases

300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 9 75.
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Referring to the above table, it can be seen that the chi-square value is not

significant. Hence there is no significant association between Aggression &

Self Concept (Physical Self).
Out of total 300 respondents, 60.3% fall in the moderate self concept
regarding physical self and only 12.7% were not satisfied with their physical

self.

58.5% of the respondents with high score in aggression fall under moderate

physical self concept group.

33.3% of the respondents who were satisfied with their physical self have

low score in aggression.
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Table 117:

Association between Aggression & Intellectual Self (Self-Concept)

Cross-tab
How do you appreciate yourself, Total
on the Intellectual self
Not Medium | Satisfied
satisfied
Aggression |Low Count 17 63 20 100
% within Aggression 17.00% | 63.00% | 20.00% {100.00%
% within How do you | 31.50% | 35.80% | 28.60% | 33.30%
appreciate yourself on
the Intellectual self
Medium |Count 13 46 18 77
% within Aggression 16.90% | 59.70% | 23.40% {100.00%
% within How do you | 24.10% | 26.10% | 25.70% | 25.70%
appreciate yourself on
the Intellectual self
High Count 24 67 32 123
% within Aggression 19.50% | 54.50% | 26.00% [100.00%
% within How do you { 44.40% | 38.10% | 45.70% | 41.00%
appreciate yourself on
the Intellectllxal self
Total Count 54 176 70 300
% within Aggression 18.00% | 58.70% | 23.30% {100.00%
% within How do you | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% |100.00%
appreciate yourself on
the Intellectual self
Chi-square ,
Value | df |Asymp. Sig.
, (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.825% | 4 0.768
Likelihood Ratio 1.835 4 0.766
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.156 1 0.693
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 13.86.
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As far as Intellectual Self (Self Concept) is concerned, the table reflects that
58.7% of the total respondents were moderately satisfied with their

intellectual self, 18% are not satisfied and 23.3% are satisfied.

54.5% of the respondents having high score in aggression are moderately

satisfied with their intellectual self.

45.7% of the respondents who are satisfied with their intellectual self are

having high score in aggression.

The rest are more or less equally distributed in moderate and low score in

aggression i.e. 25.7 & 28.6% respectively.
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Table 118: Association between Aggression & Socio-Emotional Self (Self-Concept)

Cross-tab
How do you appreciate yourself{ Total
on the socio-emotional self
Not Medium | Satisfied
satisfied
Aggression |Low Count 25 58 17 100
% within Aggression 25.00% | 58.00% | 17.00% [100.00%
% within How do you 30.90% | 35.80% | 29.80% |33.30%
appreciate yourself on
the socio-emotional self
Medium [Count K 46 16 77
% within Aggression 19.50% | 59.70% | 20.80% |100.00%
% within How do you 18.50% | 28.40% | 28.10% |25.70%
appreciate yourself on
the socio-emotional self
High Count 41 58 24 123
% within Aggression 33.30% | 47.20% | 19.50% |100.00%
% within How do you 50.60% | 35.80% | 42.10% |41.00%
appreciate yourself on
the socio-emotional self }
Total Count 81 162 -57 300
% within Aggression 27.00% | 54.00% | 19.00% |100.00%
% within How do you | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% |100.00%
appreciate yourself on
the socio-emotional self
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 5.777° 4 0.216
Likelihood Ratio 5.857 4 0.210
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.509 1 0.476
N of Valid Cases 300 |

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 14.63.
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No significant association between Aggression and Socio-Economic Self

(Self-Concept) is reflected from the table.

54% of the total respondents are moderately satisfied with their socio-

-emotional self while a small group of respondents (19%) are satisfied.

50.6% of the respondents who are not satisfied with their socio-emotional

self have high score in aggression.

35.8% of the respondents with moderate satisfaction regarding socio-

emotional self have low score in aggression.
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Table 119:

Association between Regression [Frustration Mode — 1] & Self

Physical (Self-Concept)

Cross-tab
How do you appreciate Total
yourself on the self physical
Not Medium | Satisfied
satisfied
Regression |Low Count 4 52 20 76
% within Regression 530% | 68.40% | 26.30% | 100.00%
% within How do you 10.50% | 28.70% | 24.70% | 25.30%
appreciate yourself on
the self physical
Medium |[Count 15 70 26 111
- % within Regression 13.50% | 63.10% | 23.40% | 100.00%
% within How do you 39.50% | 38.70% | 32.10% | 37.00%
appreciate yourseif on
the self physical
High Count 19 59 35 113
% within Regression 16.80% | 52.20% | 31.00% | 100.00%
% within How do you 50.00% | 32.60% | 43.20% | 37.70%
appreciate yourself on
the self physical
Total Count 38 181 81 300
% within Regression | -12.70% | 60.30% | 27.00% | 100.00%
% within How do you | 100.00% |100.00%} 100.00% | 100.00%
appreciate yourself on
the self physical
Chi-square \
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.282° | 4 0.082
Likelihood Ratio 9.093 4 0.059
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.404 1 0.525
N of Valid Cases -, 300

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count Iess than 5 The minimum expected count is 9 63.
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The chi-square analysis reflects no significant association between

Regression (Frustration Mode — 1) and Physical Self (Self Concept).
The table shows that 60.3% of the total respondents have moderate
satisfaction in terms of physical self (self concept). A small group of 12.7%

of the total is not satisfied.

52.2% of the respoﬁdents with high score in regression (frustration mode —

1) shows moderate satisfaction regarding their physical self.

43.2% of the respondents who are satisfied with their physical self have high

score in regression.
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Table 120 : _Association between Regression (Frustration Mode — 1) & Intellectual

Self (Self Concept)
Cross-tab
How do you appreciate yourself], Total
on the Intellectual self
Not | Medium | Satisfied
satisfied
Regression |Low Count 13 47 16 76
% within Regression 17.10% | 61.80% 21.10% | 100.00%
% within How do you 24.10% | 26.70% 22.90% | 25.30%
appreciate yourself on the
Intellectual self
Medium |{Count 19 64 28 111
% within Regression 17.10% | 57.70% 25.20% | 100.00%
% within How do you 35.20% | 36.40% 40.00% | 37.00%
appreciate yourself on the
Intellectual self
High Count 22 65 26 113
% within Regression 19.50% | 57.50% 23.00% | 100.00%
% within How do you 40.70% | 36.90% 37.10% | 37.70%
appreciate yourself on the
Intellectual self
Total Count 54 176 70 300
% within Regression 18.00% | 58.70% 23.30% | 100.00%
% within How do you 100.00%{ 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
ai)preciate yourself on the
Intellectual self
Chi-square
Value | df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 737° 4 0.947
Likelihood Ratio 0.734 4 0.947
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.012 1 0911

N of Valid Cases

300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 13.68.
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58.7% of the total respondents have moderate satisfaction for their

Intellectual Self while 23.3% are satisfied and 18% are not satisfied.

57.5% of the respondents with high score in regression (frustration mode —

1) are moderately satisfied with their intellectual self while 19.5% have no

satisfaction.

40% of the respondénts who' are satisfied with the intellectual self have

moderate score in regression (frustration mode — 1).

Table 121: _ Association between Regression (Frustration Mode — 1) & Socio-
Emotional Self (Self Concept)
Cross-tab
How do you appreciate yourself | Total
on the socio-emotional self
Not satisfied | Medium | Satisfied
Regression [Low Count 20 40 16 76
% within Regression 26.30% 52.60% | 21.10% |100.00%
% within How do you 24.70% 24.70% | 28.10% | 25.30%
appreciate yourself on the
socio-emotional self
Medium |Count 21 69 21 111
:1% within Regression 18.90% 62.20% | 18.90% |100.00%
% within How do you 25.90% 42.60% | 36.80% | 37.00%
appreciate yourself on the
socio-emotional self
High Count 40 53 20 113
% within Regression 35.40% 46.90% | 17.70% |100.00%
% within How do you 49.40% 32.70% | 35.10% | 37.70%
appreciate yourself on the
socio-emotional self
Total Count 81 162 57 300
% within Regression 27.00% 54.00% | 19.00% |100.00%
% within How do you 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% |100.00%
appreciate yourself on the
socio-emotional self
Chi-square
N Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.369" 4 0079
a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 15 14.44
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Out of total 300 respondents, 81 are not satisfied, 162 are moderately

satisfied and 57 are satisfied with their socio-emotional self.

46.9% with high regression ‘(frustration mode — 1) score are moderately

satisfied with the socio-emotional self.

49.4% of the respondents having no satisfaction with the socio-emotional
self have high score in regression (frustration mode — 1).

36.8% of the respondents, who are satisfied with the socio-emotional self

Tk

have moderate regression (frustration mode — 1) score.
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Table 122:

Association between Fixation (Frustration Mode — 2) & Self Physical

(Self-Concept)

Cross-tab
How do you appreciate yourself{] Total
on the self physical
Not Medium | Satisfied
satisfied
Fixation |Low Count 4 52 20 76
% within Fixation 5.30% 68.40% | 26.30% | 100.00%
% within How do you 10.50% | 28.70% | 24.70% | 25.30%
appreciate yourself on
~ |the self physical -
|Medium |[Count i3 70 76 111
% within Fixation 13.50% | 63.10% | 23.40% | 100.00%
% within How do you 39.50% | 38.70% | 32.10% | 37.00%
appreciate yourself on
the self physical
High Count 19 59 35 113
% within Fixation 16.80% | 52.20% | 31.00% | 100.00%
% within How do you 50.00% | 32.60% | 43.20% | 37.70%
appreciate yourself on
the self physical _
Total Count 38 181 81 300
% within Fixation 12.70% | 60.30% | 27.00% | 100.00%
% within How do you 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
appreciate yourself on
the self physical
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.282° 4 0.082
Likelihood Ratio 9.093 4 0.059
Linear-by-Linear Asseciation 0.404 -0.525
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than S. The minimum expected count is 9.63.

}
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The table does not reflect significant association between Fixation

(Frustration Mode — 2) and Physical Self (Self Concept).

68.4% of the respondents having low score in fixation are moderately

satisfied with the physical self. 43.2% of the respondents who are satisfied

with the physical self have high score in fixation.

Table 123:  Association between Fixation (Frustration Mode — 2) & Intellectual
Self (Self-Concept)
Cross-tab
How do you appreciate yourself | Total
on the Intellectual self
Not satisfied | Medium | Satisfied
Fixation Low Count 13 47 16 76
% within Fixation 17.10% 61.80% | 21.10% | 100.00%
% within How do you 24.10% 26.70% | 22.90% | 25.30%
appreciate yourself on
the Intellectual self
Medium {Count 19 64 28 111
% within Fixation 17.10% 57.70% | 25.20% | 100.00%
. |% within How do you 35.20% 36.40% | 40.00% | 37.00%
appreciate yourself on
the Intellectual self
High Count 22 65 26 113
% within Fixation 19.50% 57.50% | 23.00% | 100.00%
% within How do you 40.70% 36.90% | 37.10% | 37.70%
appreciate yourself on
the Intellectual self
Total Count ‘ 54 176 70 300
' % within E@;&ation 18.00% 58.70% | 23.30% | 100.00%
% within How do you 100.00% |100.00%]| 100.00% | 100.00%
appreciate yourself on
the Intellectual self
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 737 4 0.947

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 13.68.
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The table shows no significant association between Fixation (Frustration

‘Mode — 2)'and the Intellectual Self (Self-Concept):

As table shows a move from satisfied — moderately satisfied — not satisfied,
there is decrease in percentage with the group having moderate score in
fixation 1.e. 40%, 36.4% and 35.2% respectively. It can also be observed
from the table that at all the three level of fixation i.e. low, moderate and
hlgh score group respondents with moderate satisfaction forms a larger

group than that of not satlsﬁed and satlsﬁed
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Table 124:

Association between Fixation (Frustration Mode — 2) & Socio-

Emotional Seif
Cross-tab
How do you appreciate yourself| Total
on the socio-emotional self
Not Medium| Satisfied
satisfied
Fixation |Low Count 20 40 16 76
% within Fixation 26.30% | 52.60% | 21.10% |100.00%
% within How do you 24.70% |24.70% | 28.10% | 25.30%
appreciate yourself on
" "|the socio-emotional self
Medium |Count 21 69 21 111
% within Fixation 18.90% | 62.20% | 18.90% |100.00%
% within How do you | 25.90% | 42.60% | 36.80% | 37.00%
appreciate yourself on
the socio-emotional self
High Count 40 53 20 113
% within Fixation 35.40% | 46.90% | 17.70% |100.00%
% within How do you | 4940% |32.70% | 35.10% | 37.70%
appreciate yourself on
( _{the socio-emotional self
Total Count 81 162 57 300
% within Fixation 27.00% | 54.00% | 19.00% |100.00%
% within How do you | 100.00% |100.00%| 100.00% |100.00%
appreciate yourself on
the socio-emotional self
Chi-square ,
' "Value | df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.369° | 4 0.079
Likelihood Ratic §403 | 4 0.078
Linear-by-Linear Association | 2.026 1 0.155
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count less than 5 The minimum expected count is 14.44

289




This table shows no significant association between socio-emotional self

(self-concept) and fixation (frustration mode — 2).

The table also shows that respondents with low score in fixation are equally

distributed between not satisfied and moderately satisfied with socio-

emotional self group of respondents i.e. 24.7% in each.

Respondents with no satisfaction with the socio-emotional self forms a

larger group of respondents with high score in fixation (35.4%) than that of

moderate and low score in fixation i.e. 18.9%, 26.3% respectively.

Table 125:  Association between Resignation (Frustration Mode — 3) & Self
Physical (Self-Concept)
Cross-tab
How do you appreciate yourself | Total
on the self physical
Not Medium | Satisfied
N satisfied
Resignation |Low Count 4 52 20 76
% within Resignation 530% 68.40% | 26.30% {100.00%
% within How do you 10.50% | 28.70% | 24.70% | 25.30%
appreciate yourself on the
self physical
Medium |Count 15 70 26 111
% within Resignation 13.50% 63.10% | 23.40% |100.00%
% within How do you 39.50% 38.70% | 32.10% | 37.00%
appreciate yourself on the
5 . self physical
~ |High Count 19 59 33 113
% within Resignation 16.80% 52.20% | 31.00% | 100.00%
% within How do you 50.00% 32:60% | 43.20% | 37.70%
_ |appreciate yourself on the
. self physical
Total Count 38 181 81 300
% within Resignation 12.70% 60.30% | 27.00% | 100.00%
% within How do you 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
appreciate yourself on the
self physical
Chi-square
Value df |Asymp. Sig. (2-
) sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.282° 4 0.082

a 0 cells ((0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 9.63.
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No significant association gets reflected through the table between

Resignation (Frustration Mode — 3) and Physical Self (Self-Concept).

The table also reflects that 50% of the respondents who are not satisfied with
their physical self (self concept) possess high score in resignation. A major
group at all the three level score in resignation i.e. low, moderate and high
. belongs to moderatefy satisfied category in physical self i.e. 68.4%, 63.1%,

52.2% respectively.

i «
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Table 126:

Association between Resignation (Frustration Mode -—

3) &

Intellectual Self (Self~-Concept)

Cross-tab
How do you appreciate yourself| Total
on the Intellectual self
Not Medium | Satisfied
satisfied
Resignation |Low Count 13 47 16 76
% within Resignation 17.10% | 61.80% | 21.10% |100.00%
% within How doyou | 24.10% | 26.70% | 22.90% | 25.30%
appreciate yourself on
the Intellectual self
Medium |{Count 19 64 28 111
% within Resignation | 17.10% | 57.70% | 25.20% |100.00%
% within How do you | 35.20% 36.40% | 40.00% | 37.00%
appreciate yourself on
the Intellectual self
High Count 22 65 26 113
% within Resignation | 19.50% | 57.50% | 23.00% |100.00%
% within How do you | 40.70% 36.90% | 37.10% | 37.70%
appreciate yourself on
the Intellectual self
Total Count 54 176 70 300
% within Resignation | 18.00% | 58.70% | 23.30% |100.00%
% within How do you | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
appreciate yourself on
the Intellectual self
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 737 0.947
Likelihood Ratio 0.734 0.947
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.012 0.911
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 13.68.
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The table shows there is no significant association between Intellectual Self

(Self-Concept) and Resignation (Frustration Mode — 3).

The table also reflects that 57.5% of the respondents have moderate score in

intellectual self-satisfaction.

40% of the respondents who are satisfied with their intellectual self with
moderate resignation, forms a larger group of respondents than other two

category i.e. low (22.9%) and hlgh (37.1%) score category in resignation.
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Table 127 :

Association between Resignation (Frustration Mode — 3) & Socio-

Emotional Self (Self-Concept)

Cross-tab
How do you appreciate yourself| Total
on the socio-emotional self
Not satisfied | Medium | Satisfied
Resignation |Low Count 20 40 16 76
% within Resignation 26.30% 52.60% | 21.10% (100.00%
% within How do you 24.70% | 24.70% | 28.10% | 25.30%
appreciate yourself on
the socio-emotional self
Medium [Count 21 69 21 111
% within Resignation 18.90% | 62.20% | 18.90% {100.00%
% within How do you 25.90% | 42.60% | 36.80% | 37.00%
appreciate yourself on
the socio-emotional self
High Count 40 53 20 113
% within Resignation 35.40% 46.90% | 17.70% 100.00%
% within How do you 49.40% 32.70% | 35.10% | 37.70%
appreciate y(ourself on
the socio-emotional self
Total Count 81 162 57 300
% within Resignation 27.00% 54.00% | 19.00% {100.00%
% within How do you 100.00% ]100.00% | 100.00% {100.00%
appreciate yourself on
the socio-emotional self
Chi-square
Value | df |Asymp. Sig.
i ! C o T | (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.369° | 4 0.079

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 14.44

Chi-square analysis shows that there is no significant association between

Resignation (Frustration Mode — 3) and Socio-Emotional Self (Self-

Concept).
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The table shows that only 19% of the total respondents are satisfied with the

'socio-emotional self. Amongst the respondents who are not satisfied with

the socio-emotional self, a larger group (49.4%) possess the high score in

resignation.

Table 128:

Association between Agoression (Frustration Mode — 4) & Physical

Self-Concept

Cross-tab
How do you appreciate yourself| Total
on the self physical
Not Medium | Satisfied
satisfied
Aggression | Low Count 4 52 20 76
% within Aggression 5.30% 68.40% | 26.30% | 100.00%
% within How do you 10.50% | 28.70% | 24.70% | 25.30%
appreciate yourself on
the self physical
Medium |Count 15 70 26 111
% within Aggression 13.50% | 63.10% | 23.40% | 100.00%
% within How do you 39.50% 38.70% | 32.10% | 37.00%
appreciate yourself on
the self physical
High Count 19 59 35 113
% within Aggression 16.80% | 52.20% | 31.00% | 100.00%
% within How do you 50.00% | 32.60% | 43.20% | 37.70%
appreciate yourself on | -
the self physical
Total Count 38 181 81 300
% within Aggression 12.70% | 60.30% | 27.00% | 100.00%
% within How do you | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
appreciate yourself on
the self physical
Chi-square
Value df |Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.282° 4 0.082
Likelihood Ratio 1 9.093 4 0.059
Linear-by-Linear Association « 0.404 1 0.525
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 9.63
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Table shows that there is no significant association between Aggression

(Frustration Mode — 4) & Physical Self (Self-Concept).

The table also reflects that 27% of the total respondents are satisfied with
their physical self (self concept) while majority of the respondents (60.3%)

are 'hloderétely satisfied.

52.2% of the respoﬁdents having high score in aggression (frustration mode

— 4) have moderate satisfaction as far as the physical self is concerned.

68.4% of the respondents with low aggression (frustration mode — 4) possess
moderate physical self concept which is larger than other two groups i.e. not
satisfied and satisfied 5.3% and 26.3% respectively are not satisfied and

satisfied.
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Table 129:

Association between Agsression (Frustration Mode — 4) & Intellectual

Self (Self-Concept)
Cross-tab
How do you appreciate yourself| Total
on the Intellectual self
Not Medium | Satisfied
satisfied
Aggression [Low Count 13 47 16 76
% within Aggression 17.10% | 61.80% | 21.10% | 100.00%
% within How do you | 24.10% | 26.70% | 22.90% | 25.30%
appreciate yourself on
the Intellectual self
Medium {Count 19 64 28 111
% within Aggression 17.10% | 57.70% | 25.20% | 100.00%
% within How do you | 3520% | 36.40% | 40.00% | 37.00%
appreciate yourself on
the Intellectual self
High Count 22 65 26 113
% within Aggression 19.50% | 57.50% | 23.00% | 100.00%
% within How do you | 40.70% | 36.90% | 37.10% | 37.70%
appreciate yourself on
the Intellectual self
Total Count 54 176 70 300
% within Aggression 18.00% | 58.70% | 23.30% | 100.00%
‘ % within How do you | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
' appreciate yourself on ‘
the Intellectual self
Chi-square
' Value | df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square I3 4 0.947
Likelihood Ratio 0.734 4 0.947
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.012 1 0.911
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5 The mini

1
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No significant association between Aggression (Frustration Mode — 4) and

Intellectual Self (Sélf-Concept) is reflected from the above table.

As far as physical self is concerned 58.7% of the total respondents have
moderate physical self satisfaction which is higher than other two group i.e.

not satisfied (18%) and satisfied (23.3%).

The table also shows that percentage of the respondents with moderate
intellectual self satisfaction are almost equally distributed in moderate and
high score in aggression (frustration mode — 4) 36.4% and 36.9%

respectively.
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Table 130:

Association between Agoression (Frustration Mode — 4) & Socio-

Emotional Self (Self-Concept)

Cross-tab
How do you appreciate yourself | Total
on the socio-emotional self
Not satisfied | Medium | Satisfied
Aggression (Low Count 20 40 16 76
% within Aggression 26.30% 52.60% | 21.10% {100.00%
% within How do you 24.70% 2470% | 28.10% | 25.30%
appreciate yourself on
the socio-emotional self
Medium |Count 21 69 21 111
% within Aggression 18.90% 62.20% | 18.90% [100.00%
% within How do you 25.90% 42.60% | 36.80% | 37.00%
appreciate yourself on
the socio-emotional self
- High Count 40 53 20 113
% within Aggression 35.40% 46.90% | 17.70% |100.00%
% within How do you 49.40% 32.70% | 35.10% | 37.70%
appreciate yourself on
the socio-emotional self
Total Count 81 162 57 300
% within Aggression 27.00% 54.00% | 19.00% {100.00%
% within How do you 100.00% |100.00% | 100.00% |100.00%
appreciate yourself on
the socio—exp)oﬁqpal self
Chi-square
Value | df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.369%| 4 0.079
Likelihood Ratio 8403 | 4 0.078
Linear-by-Linear Association | 2.026 | 1 0.155
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5 The minumum expected count is 14.44,
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-The table shows no significant association between Aggression (Frustration

Mode — 4) and Socio-Emotional Self (Self-Concept).

Out of total 300 respondents, 81 have no socio-emotional self satisfaction,

162 moderately satisfied and 57 are satisfied.

A larger group i.e. 46. 9% of the respondents with high score in aggression

(Frustratlon mode - 4) are moderately satisfied with the socio-emotional

self.

49.4% of the respondents who have no socio-emotional self-satisfaction

have high score in aggression (frustration mode —~ 4)
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[E] QUALITY OF LIFE : AGGRESSTION AND FRUSTRATION

Various parameters of quality of life viz. love and affection, friendship,
faith, freedom, power and peace are considered to examine their relation
with aggression and frustration.

Table 131:  Association between Aggression, Love and Affection (quality of life)
Cross-tab

Love and affection | Total
Low High
Aggression [Low Count 41 59 100
% within Aggression 41.00% | 59.00% |100.00%
% within Love and affection| 29.30% | 36.90% | 33.30%
Medium |{Count 34 43 77
% within Aggression 44.20% | 55.80% (100.00%
% within Love and affection| 24.30% | 26.90% | 25.70%
- High Count  _ , 65 58 123
% within Aggression 52.80% | 47.20% 1100.00%
% within Love and affection| 46.40% | 36.30% | 41.00%
Total Count 140 160 300
% within Aggression 46.70% | 53.30% |100.00%
% within Love and affection| 100.00% |100.00% [100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.372° | 2 0.185
Likelihood Ratio - 3376 | 2 . 0.185
Linéar—by—Linear Association | 3.186 | 1 0.074
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 35.93

The above table shows that there is no significant association between

Aggression and Love and Affection (Quality of Life).
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The table also shows that out of total 300 respondents, 140 have low score in

love and affection as against 160 with high score.

A larger group of respondents i.e. 52.8% with high aggression score, have
low score in love and affection which also forms a larger group with low
love and affection score than in the other two category i.e. moderate (44.2%)

and low (41.0%) aggression.

59% of the respondents with low aggression score have high love and
affection score which is a larger group than the other two category i.e.
55.8% moderate and 47.2% high aggression score with high score in love

and affection.

Table 132:  Association between Aggression & Friendshi
Cross-tab
Friendship Total
Low High
Aggression |Low Count 45 55 100
% within Aggression 45.00% | 55.00% [100.00%
% within Friendship 34.10% | 32.70% | 33.30%
Medium |Count 34 43 77
% within Aggression 44.20% | 55.80% {100.00%
% within Friendship 25.80% | 25.60% | 25.70%
High Count 53 70 123
% within Aggression 43.10% | 56.90% |100.00%
% within Friendship 40.20% | 41.70% | 41.00%
Total Count 132 168 300
% within Aggression 44.00% | 56.00% |100.00%
% within Friendship 100.00% | 100.00% [100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df | Asymp. Sig.
' : ‘ (2~sided) -
Pearson Chi-Square 083" | 2 0.959

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 33.88.
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No significant association gets reflected from the above table between

Aggression & Friendship (Quality of Life).

The table also reflects that 44% of the total respondents have low score in

friendship as against 56% with high score.

A larger group of respondents i.e. 56.9% of the respondents with high

aggression have high score in friendship.

t is also seen from the table that at all the three level of aggression i.e. low,
moderate and high the respondents with high score in friendship forms a

larger group i.e. 55%, 55.8% and 56.9% respectively.

It is also observed from the table that there is a decrease in percentage of the
respondents with low score in friendship from low-moderate-high

aggression score i.e. 45%, 44.2%, 43.1% respectively.
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Table 133 : Association between Aggression & Faith (Quality of Life)
Cross-tab

Faith Total
Low High
Aggression [Low Count 40 60 100
% within Aggression 40.00% | 60.00% |100.00%
% within Faith 32.00% | 34.30% | 33.30%
Medium |Count 29 48 77
% within Aggression 37.70% | 62.30% |100.00%
% within Faith 23.20% | 27.40% | 25.70%
High Count 56 67 123
% within Aggression 45.50% | 54.50% }100.00%
% within Faith 44.80% | 38.30% | 41.00%
Total Count 125 175 300
% within Aggression 41.70% | 58.30% |100.00%
% within Faith 100.00% |100.00% {100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df |Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.377° | 2 0.502
Likelihood Ratio 1.377 | 2 0.502
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.763 | 1 0.382
N of Valid Cases 300,

a 0 ¢ells (.0%) have expected count less tﬁan 5. The minimum expected count is 32.08. !
The above table reflects that there is no significant association between

Aggression & Faith (Quality of Life).

The table also reflects that the ratio of the number of total respondents with

low and high score in faith is 5:7.
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62.3% of the respondents having moderate aggression score is larger than

the other two category of aggression respondents with high faith score i.e.

low (60%) and high (54.4%) aggression score.

60% of the respondents with low aggression score have high score in faith.

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 31.83.

Table 134:  Association between Aggression, Freedom and Independence
(Quality of Life)
‘Cross-tah
Freedom and Total
Independence
Low High
Agg'rés:sion Low Count 42 58 100
% within Aggression 42.00% | 58.00% | 100.00%
% within Freedom and Independence | 33.90% | 33.00% | 33.30%
Medium |Count 32 45 77
% within Aggression 41.60% | 58.40% | 100.00%
% within Freedom and Independence | 25.80% | 25.60% | 25.70%
) High Count 50 73 123
- % within Aggression 40.70% | 59.30% | 100.00%
% within Freedom and Independence | 40.30% | 41.50% | 41.00%
Total Count 124 176 300
- % within Aggression 41.30% | 58.70% | 100.00%
% within Freedom and Independence |100.00%]100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .044* 2 0.978
Likelihood Ratio o 0.044 2 0.978
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.042 1 0.837
N of Valid Cases 300

There is no significant association as shown by the table between

Aggression & Freedom and Independence (Quality of Life).
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The table also shows that 58.7% of the total respondents have high score in

freedom and independence as against 41.3% with low score.

59.3% of the respohdents with high aggression have high freedom and

independence score.

Respondents having low and moderate score in high score category of
freedom and independence are almost equal i.e. 58% and 58.4%
respectively.

Table 135:  Association between Aggression & Power (Quality of Life)

Cross-tab

Power Total
Low High
Aggression |Low Count 33 67 100
% within Aggression 33.00% | 67.00% {100.00%
% within Power 28.40% | 36.40% | 33.30%
Medium |Count 39 38 77
% within Aggression 50.60% | 49.40% [100.00%
% within Power 33.60% | 20.70% | 25.70%
High Count 44 79 123
% within Aggression 35.80% | 64.20% [100.00%
% within Power 37.90% | 42.90% | 41.00%
Total ' Count ¥ 116 184 300
% within Aggression 38.70% | 61.30% (100.00%
% within Power 100.00% |100.00% [100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 6.450" | 2 0.04
Likelihood Ratio 6.357 2 0.042
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.084 1 0.772
N of Valid Cases 300

,a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 1s 29.77.

[
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THe 'above table reflects significant association at 0.05 level of ‘confidence

between Aggression & Power (Quality of Life).

The table also reflects that 64.2% of the respondents with high aggression

score have high score in power, against 35.8% low score in power.

Respondents with moderate aggression are divided almost equally with low
(50.6%) and high (49.4%) score in power. 20.7% of the respondents with
high score in power have modérate score in aggression, which is lesser than
the other two categories of aggression score respondents with high power
score i.e. low (36.4%) and high (42.9%).

Table 136: Association between Aggression & Peace of Mind (Quality of Life)
Cross-tab

Peace of mind Total
Low High
Aggression |Low Count 47 53 100
o % within Aggression 47.00% | 53.00% |100.00%
% within Peace of mind 32.40% | 34.20% | 33.30%
Medium |Count 33 44 77
{% within Aggression 42.90% | 57.10% {100.00%
% within Peace of mind 22.80% | 28.40% | 25.70%
High Count 65 58 123
% within Aggression 52.80% | 47.20% [100.00%
% within Peace of mind 44.80% | 37.40% | 41.00%
Total Count 145 155 300
% within Aggression 48.30% | 51.70% |100.00%
% within Peace of mind 100.00% | 100.00% {100.00%
Chi-square
. Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.999° 2 0.368
Likelihood Ratio 2.002 2 0.367
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.855 1 0.355
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 37.22
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There is no significant association between Aggression & Peace of Mind as

being reflected by the above table.

The table also shows that 52.8% of the respondents with high aggression

‘'score have low score in peace of mind.

53% of the respondents with low aggression score have high score in peace

of mind.

22.8% of the respondents with low score in peace of mind have moderate

aggression score.

47.2% of the respondents with high aggression score have high peace of

mind score.
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Table 137:  Association between Regression (Frustration Mode — 1), Love and
Affection (Quality of Life)

Cross-tab
Love and affection | Total
Low High
Regression |[Low Count 39 37 76
% within Regression 51.30% | 48.70% |100.00%
% within Love and affection| 27.90% | 23.10% | 25.30%
Medium |Count 48 63 111
% within Regression 43.20% | 56.80% [100.00%
% within Love and affection| 34.30% | 39.40% | 37.00%
High Count 53 60 113
% within Regression 46.90% | 53.10% [100.00%
% within Love and affection| 37.90% | 37.50% | 37.70%
Total Count 140 160 300
% within Regression 46.70% | 53.30% |100.00%
% within Love and affection| 100.00% | 100.00% {100.00%
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.185% 2 0.553
Likelihood Ratio 1.185 2 0.553
Linear-by-Linear Association |, .0.232 1 0.63
N of Valid Cases - 300

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 35.47
Chi-square analysis, from the above table does not reflect significant
association between Regression (Frustration Mode — 1) and Love and

Affection (Quality of Life).

The table also shows the distribution of respondents between low and high

score in-love and affection i.e_.r46.'7% and 53.3% respectively.
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The respondents with low (37.9%) and high (37.5%) score in love and

affection with high score in regression are equal.

23.1% of the respondents with high score in love and affection have low
regression score which forms a smaller group than the other two categories
of regression i.e. 39.4% (modgfratc), 37.5% (high) with high score in love
and‘ éffection. | |

Table 138:  Association between Regression (Frustration Mode — 1) & Friendship

(Quality of Life)
Cross-tab
Friendship Total
Low High
Regression |[Low Count 34 42 76
% within Regression 44.70% | 55.30% |100.00%
% within Friendship 25.80% | 25.00% | 25.30%
Medium |Count 45 66 111
% within Regression 40.50% | 59.50% |100.00%
' % within Friendship 34.10% | 39.30% | 37.00%
High | Count 53 60 113
' % within Regression 46.90% | 53.10% |100.00%
% within Friendship 40.20% | 35.70% | 37.70%
Total Count 132 168 300
% within Regression 44.00% | 56.00% |100.00%
% within Friendship 100.00% |100.00% [100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 942" 2 0.624
Likelihood Ratio 0.944 2 0.624
Linear-by-Linear Asso‘ciation 0.162 1 0.687
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minmum expected count is 33.44,
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No significant association gets reflected by the above table between

Regression (Frustration Mode — 1) and Friendship (Quality of Life).

The table also shows that 56% of the respondents score high in friendship as

against 44% with low score.

53.1% of the respondents with high score in regression have high score in

friendship.

Respondents with low and high score (25.8% and 25.0%) belonging to low

regression score are respectively equal.

Table 139:  Association between Regression (Frustration Mode — 1) & Faith

(Quality of Life)
Cross-tab
Faith Total
Low High
Regression |Low Count 27 49 76
% within Regression 35.50% | 64.50% |100.00%
% within Faith 21.60% | 28.00% | 25.30%
Medium |{Count 38 73 111
% within Regression 34.20% | 65.80% |100.00%
- |% within Faith 30.40% | 41.70% | 37.00%
High Count 60 53 113
% within Regression 53.10% | 46.90% [100.00%
% within Faith 48.00% | 30.30% | 37.70%
Total Count 125 175 300
“ % within Regression 41.70% | 58.30% [100.00%
% within Faith 100.00% |100.00% {100.00%
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 9.776" 2 0.008
Likelihood Ratio 9.749 2 0.008
Linear-by-Linear Association | 6.874 1 0.009
N of Valid Cases - 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 31.67.
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The above table shows that there is significant association at 0.01 level of

confidence between Regression (Frustration Mode — 1) and Freedom and

Independence.

The table also shows that 58.3% of the total respondents score high in faith

as against 41.7% with low score.

53.1% of the respondents with high regression score have low score in faith.

64.5% of the respondents with low regression score have high score in faith.

Table 140:  Association between Regression (Frustration Mode — 1), Freedom and
Independence (Quality of Life)
Cross-tab
Freedom and Total
Independence
Low High
Regression |Low Count 31 45 76
e % within Regression 40.80% | 59.20% |[100.00%
‘ % within Freedom and Independence| 25.00% | 25.60% | 25.30%
Medium [Count 36 75 111
% within Regression 32.40% | 67.60% [100.00%
'|% within Freedom and Independence| 29.00% | 42.60% |37.00%
High Count 57 56 113
% within Regression 50.40% | 49.60% |100.00%
% within Freedom and Independence; 46.00% | 31.80% |37.70%
Total Count 124 176 300
% within Regression 41.30% | 58.70% [100.00%
% within Freedom and Independence| 100.00% | 100.00% [100.00%
Chi-square
- v - Value df | Asymp. Sig. -
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 7.503% 2 0.023
Likelihood Ratio 7.543 2 0.023
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.555 1 0.11
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 31 41,
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The above table shows significant association between Regression
(Frustration Mode — 1) and Freedom and Independence (Quality of Life) at

0.05 level of confidence.

The table also reflects that respondents with high regression scoré are almost
equally distributed between low (50.4%) and high (49.6%) score in freedom

and independence.

Respondents with low (25%) and high (25.6%) score in freedom and

independence with low regression score are almost equal.

Table 141:  Association between Regression (Frustration Mode — 1) & Power

(Quality of Life)
Cross-tab
Power Total
Low High
Regression |Low Count 29 47 76
% within Regression 38.20% | 61.80% {100.00%
% within Power 25.00% | 25.50% | 25.30%
Medium |Count 44 67 111
% within Regression 39.60% | 60.40% }100.00%
% within Power 37.90% | 36.40% | 37.00%
High Count 43 70 113
. % withinRegression 38.10% | 61.90% |100.00%
% within Power 37.10% | 38.00% | 37.70%
Total Count 116 184 300
% within Regression 38.70% | 61.30% |100.00%
% within Power 100.00% | 100.00% [100.00%
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig. 2-
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 071* 2 0.965
Likelihood Ratio 0.07 2 0.965
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.002 1 0.963
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 29.39

L Caby RN oY
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The table shows that there is no significant association between Regression

(Frustration Mode — 1) and Power (Quality of Life).

The table also shows that majority (61.3%) of the total respondents have

high score in power.

61.9% of the respondents with high regression score, have high score in
power. Almost same percentage (61.8%) of the respondents with low
regvressi;)n"score also have hlgil séore in power. 60.4% of the respondents
~with moderate regression score again belongs to the group with high score in

power.



Table 142:  Association between Regression (Frustration Mode — 1) & Peace of
C Mind (Quality of Life)
Cross-tab
Peace of mind Total
Low High
Regression |Low Count 35 41 76
% within Regression 46.10% | 53.90% [100.00%
% within Peace of mind 24.10% | 26.50% | 25.30%
Medium Count 44 67 111
% within Regression 39.60% | 60.40% [100.00%
% within Peace of mind 30.30% | 43.20% | 37.00%
High -~ |Count 66 47 113
% within Regression 58.40% | 41.60% |100.00%
% within Peace of mind 45.50% | 30.30% | 37.70%
Total Count 145 155 300
% within Regression 48.30% | 51.70% {100.00%
% within Peace of mind 100.00% | 100.00% [100.00%
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.110% 2 0.017
Likelihood Ratio . 8.151 2 0.017
Linear-by-Linear Association 3.723 1 0.054
N of Valid Cases 300
a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 36.73.

The table reflects that there is significant association at 0.05 level of

confidence between Regression (Frustration Mode — 1) and Peace of Mind

{Quality of Life).

e
l

The. table also reflects that 51.7% of the respondents have high score in

peace of mind as against 48.3% with low score.

315




58.4% of the respondents with high regression score, have low score in

peace of mind.

Major group of respondents with high score in peace of mind i.e. 43.2%

have moderate regression score.

Table 143 :  Association between Fixation (Frustration Mode — 2), Love and
Affection (Quality of Life)

Cross-tab
Love and affection | Total
Low High
Fixation |[Low Count 39 37 76
% within Fixation 51.30% | 48.70% {100.00%
% within Love and affection | 27.90% | 23.10% | 25.30%
Medium |Count 48 63 111
% within Fixation 43.20% | 56.80% [100.00%
% within Love and affection | 34.30% | 39.40% | 37.00%
High Count 53 60 113
% within Fixation 46.90% | 53.10% |100.00%
% within Love and affection 37.90% | 37.50% | 37.70%
Total Count 140 160 300
% within Fixation 46.70% | 53.30% {100.00%
% within Love and affection | 100.00% |100.00% |100.00%
Chi-square
Value Df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.185% 2 0.553
Likelihood Ratio 1.185 2 0.553
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.232 1 0.63
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells {.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 35.47
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No significant association is shown by the table above between Fixation

(Frustration Mode— 2) and Love and Affection (Quality of Life).

As the table further shows 53.3% of the total respondents have high score in

love and affection and 46.7% have low score.

‘53.1% of the respondents with high fixation score, have high score in love

and affection.

Almost equal are the percentage of low and high score in affection with high

score in fixation i.e. 37.9% and 37.5% respectively.

39.4% respondents with high score in love and affection forms a larger

¥

group in the category with moderate fixation.
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Table 144 :  Association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) & Friendship

(Quality of Life)
Cross-tab
Friendship Total
Low High
Fixation  |Low Count 34 42 76
l % within Fixation 44.70% | 55.30% |100.00%
% within Friendship 25.80% | 25.00% | 25.30%
Medium |{Count 45 66 111
% within Fixation 40.50% | 59.50% |100.00%
% within Friendship 34.10% { 39.30% | 37.00%
High Count 53 60 113
% within Fixation 46.90% | 53.10% {100.00%
% within Friendship 40.20% | 35.70% | 37.70%
Total Count 132 168 300
% within Fixation 44.00% | 56.00% |100.00%
% within Friendship 100.00% |100.00% |[100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df | Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 942° | 2 0.624
Likelihood Ratio 0944 | 2 0.624
Linear-by-Linear Association 0162 | 1 0.687
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 15 33.44.

The-above chi-square table does not reflect Fixation- (Frustration Mode — 2)
and Friendship (Quality of Life). The table also shows that 56.0% of the
total respondents have high score in friendship as against 44% with low

SCOore.

Tendency of higher percentage is observed with high friendship score group

than that of low score at all the three level of fixation i.e. 55.3%, 59.5%,

318



53.1% as against 44.7%, 40.5%, 46.9% with low score at low, moderate and

high level of fixation respectively.

Table 145: _ Association between Fixation (Frustration Mode — 2) & Faith (Quality

of Life)
Cross-tab
Faith Total
Low High
Fixation Low Count 27 49 76
% within Fixation 35.50% 64.50% | 100.00%
% within Faith 21.60% 28.00% | 25.30%
Medium [Count 38 73 111
% within Fixation 34.20% 65.80% | 100.00%
% within Faith 30.40% 41.70% | 37.00%
High Count 60 53 113
% within Fixation 53.10% 46.90% | 100.00%
% within Faith 48.00% 30.30% | 37.70%
Total Count 125 175 300
% within Fixation 41.70% 58.30% | 100.00%
% within Faith 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df | Asymp. Sig.
‘ (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 9776 | 2 0.008
Likelihood Ratio 9.749 2 0.008
Linear-by-Linear Association 6.874 1 0.009
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 31.67
Pearson Chi-square from the above table shows significant association
between Fixation (Frustration Mode — 2) and Faith (Quality of Life) at 0.01

level of confidence.
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The cross table further reflects that out of total 300 respondents, 175 have

high score in faith as against 125 with low score.

53.1 of the respondents with high fixation score have low score in faith.

Almost equal are the percentage with low and moderate fixation care i.e.

64.5% and 65.8% respectively with high score in faith.

Table 146:  Association between Fixation (Frustration Mode — 2), Freedom and

Independence (Quality of Life)

Cross-tab

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 31.41.
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Freedom and Total
Independence
Low High
Fixation |Low Count 31 45 76
% within Fixation 40.80% | 59.20% 100.00%
% within Freedom and Independence | 25.00% | 25.60% 25.30%
Medium |Count 36 75 111
% within Fixation 32.40% | 67.60% 100.00%
“[% within Freedom and Independence | 29.00% | 42.60% 37.00%
High Count 57 56 113
% within Fixation 50.40% | 49.60% 100.00%
% within Freedom and Independence | 46.00% | 31.80% 37.70%
Total Count 124 176 300
% within Fixation 41.30% | 58.70% 100.00%
» % within Freedom and Independence | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
‘Chi-square : : .
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square.~ 7.503% 2 0.023
Likelihood Ratio 7.543 2 0.023
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.555 1 0.11
N of Valid Cases 300



The above table shows significant association between Fixation (Frustration

Mode — 2) and Freedom and Independence at 0.05 level of confidence.

i

The cross table also shows that 58.7% of the total respondents have high

score in freedom and independence, as against 41.3% with low score.

Distribution of percentage in low fixation group respondents between low
and high score in freedom and independence is almost equal i.e. 25% and

25.6% respectively.

67.6% of the respondents with moderate fixation score have high score in
freedom and independence.

Table 147 :  Association between Fixation (Frustration Mode — 2) & Power

(Quality of Life)
Cross-tab
Power Total
Low High
Fixation Low Count 29 47 76
% within Fixation 38.20% 61.80% | 100.00%
% within Power 25.00% 25.50% 25.30%
Medium [Count 44 67 111
% within Fixation 39.60% 60.40% | 100.00%
.»2|% within Power 37.90% 36.40% 37.00%
High Count 43 70 113
% within Fixation 38.10% 61.90% | 100.00%
% within Power 37.10% 38.00% | 37.70%
Total Count 116 184 300
% within Fixation 38.70% 61.30% | 100.00%
% within Power 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df |Asymp. Sig.
C o T (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 0717 2 0.965

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 29.39

s et
¢
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The chi-square analysis from the above table shows there is no significant
association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) and Power (Quality of

Life).

The table also shows that 61.3% of the total respondents have high score in

power as against 38.7% with low score.

61.9% of the respondents with high fixation score have high score in power.

Almost same percentage of the respondents i.e. 61.8% with low score in

fixation have high power score.
At all the three level of fixation i.e. low, moderate and high, high power

score respondents forms a major group ie. 61.8%, 60.4%, 61.9%

respectively.
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Table 148:  Association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) & Peace of Mind

(Quality of Life)
Cross-tab
Peace of mind Total
Low High
Fixation |Low Count 35 41 - 76
% within Fixation 46.10% 53.90% | 100.00%
% within Peace of mind 24.10% 26.50% | 25.30%
Medium {Count 44 67 111
% within Fixation 39.60% 60.40% | 100.00%
% within Peace of mind 30.30% 43.20% | 37.00%
High Count 66 47 113
% within Fixation 58.40% 41.60% | 100.00%
% within Peace of mind 45.50% 3030% | 37.70%
Total Count 145 155 300
e % within Fix:ition 48.30% 51.70% | 100.00%
% within Peace of mind 100.00% 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df |Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.110%° | 2 0.017
Likelihood Ratio 8.151 2 0.017
Linear-by-Linear Association | 3.723 1 0.054
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 36.73

The table shows significant association at 0.05 level of confidence between

Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) and Peace of Mind (Quality of Life).

The table also shows that 51.7% of the total respondents have high score in

peace of mind as against 48.3% with low score.
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'58.4% of the respondents with high fixation score have low peace of mind

sScore.

60.4% of the respondents with moderate fixation score have high peace of

mind score.

Respondents with low peace of mind score forms larger group with high
fixation score l.e. 45.5% as against 30.3% with moderate and 24.1% with

low fixation score.

Association between Resignation (Frustration mode ~ 3) & Love and

a 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 35.47.
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Table 149:
Affection (Quality of Life)
Cross-tab
Love and affection| Total
Low High

Resignation |Low Count 39 37 76

% within Resignation 51.30% | 48.70% | 100.00%

. . [% within Love and affection | 27.90% | 23.10% | 25.30%
Medium {Count 48 63 111
% within Resignation 43.20% | 56.80% | 100.00%
‘ % within Love and affection | 34.30% | 39.40% | 37.00%
High Count 53 60 113

% within Resignation 46.90% | 53.10% |100.00%

% within Love and affection | 37.90% | 37.50% | 37.70%
Total Count 140 160 300

% within Resignation 46.70% | 53.30% {100.00%

% within Love and affection | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-squalje‘ g . )

Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square - 1.185° 2 0.553




The table shows that there is no significant association between Resignation

(Frustration mode — 3) and Love and Affection (Quality of Life).

The table also reflects that 53.1% of the respondents with high resignation

score have high score in love and affection as against 46.9% with low score.

With 39.4% respondents with moderate resignation score and high score in
love -and affection forms comparatively a larger group than the other two
categories of resignation having high love and affection score i.e. 23.1% and

37.5% respectively.

51.3% of the respondents with low resignation score, have low love and

affection score as against 48.7% with high score.
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Table 150: _ Association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) & Friendship

(Quality of Life)
Cross-tab
Friendship Total
Low High
Resignation [Low Count 34 42 76
% within Resignation | 44.70% 55.30% | 100.00%
% within Friendship 25.80% 25.00% | 25.30%
Medium |Count 45 66 111
% within Resignation | 40.50% 59.50% | 100.00%
% within Friendship 34.10% 39.30% | 37.00%
High Count 53 60 113
. % within Resignation | 46.90% 53.10% | 100.00%
. % within Friendship 40.20% 35.70% | 37.70%
Total Count 132 168 300
% within Resignation | 44.00% 56.00% | 100.00%
% within Friendship 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 942% 2 0.624
Likelihood Ratio ; 0.944 2 0.624
Linear-by-Lincar Association | . 0.162 i 0.687
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 33.44.
i

The table shows that there is no significant association between Resignation

(Frustration mode — 3) and Friendship (Quality of Life).

The table also shows that 56% of the total respondents have high score in
friendship. 53.1%.0f the respondents with high resignation score have score

in friendship.

326



A larger group of respondents with high score in friendship belongs to
moderate resignation score i.e. 39.3%,while larger group i.e. 40.2%

respondents with low friendship score have high resignation score.

Table 151:  Association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) & Faith

(Quality of Life)
Cross-tab
Faith Total
Low High
Resignation [Low Count 27 49 76
% within Resignation | 35.50% 64.50% | 100.00%
% within Faith 21.60% 28.00% | 25.30%
Medium {Count 38 73 111
% within Resignation | 34.20% 65.80% | 100.00%
% within Faith 30.40% 41.70% | 37.00%
High Count 60 53 113
% within Resignation | 53.10% 46.90% | 100.00%
% within Faith 48.00% | 30.30% | 37.70%
Total Count 125 175 300
% within Resignation | 41.70% 58.30% | 100.00%
% within Faith 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 9.776" 2 0.008
Likelihood Ratio 9.749 2 0.008
Linear-by-Linear Association |~ 6.874 [ 0.009 . .
N of Valid Cases ‘ 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 31 67,
The chi-square from the table reflects that there is significant association
between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) and Faith (Quality of Life) at

0.01 level of confidence.
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The table also reflects that 58.3% of the total respondents have high score in

faith as against 41.7% with low score.

53.1% of the respondents with high resignation score have low score in

faith.

A larger group — 41.7% of the respondents with high score in faith have

moderate score in resignation.

64.5% of the respondents with low resignation score have high score in

faith.

Table 152:  Association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) & Freedom

and Independence (Quality of Life)

Cross-tab
Freedom and Total
Independence
Low High
Resignation [Low Count 31 45 76
% within Resignation 40.80% | 59.20% | 100.00%
% within Freedom and Independence | 25.00% | 25.60% | 25.30%
Medium [Count 36 75 111
% within Resignation 32.40% | 67.60% | 100.00%
i % within Freedom and Independence | 29.00% | 42.60% | 37.00%
High Count 57 56 113
% within Resignation 50.40% | 49.60% | 100.00%
o " |% within Freedom and Independence | 46.00% | 31.80% | 37.70%
Total Count 124 176 300
% within Resignation 41.30% | 58.70% | 100.00%
% within Freedom and Independence |100.00%|100.00%/| 100.00%
Chi-Square
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 7.503* 2 0.023
Likelihood Ratio 7.543 2 0.023
Linear-by-Linear Association ’ 2555 1 0.110
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count Jess than 5. The minimum expected count is 31.41.

i
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The significant association gets reflected through the above table at 0.05
level of confidence between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) and

Freedom and Independence (Quality of Life).

Distribution of respondents with high resignation score between low and
high freedom and independence score is almost equal i.e. 50.4% and 49.6%
reégéctiveiy. Whileb in othéf two categories of resignation i.e. low and
moderate respondents with high score in freedom and independence forms a

larger group 59.2% and 67.6% respectively.

46% of the respondents with low freedom and independence score forms a
larger group than the other two categories of resignation i.e. low — 25% and

moderate — 29%.

329



Table 153 :  Association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) & Power

(Quality of Life)
Cross-tab
Power Total
Low High
Resignation |Low Count 29 47 76
% within Resignation | 38.20% 61.80% | 100.00%
% within Power 25.00% 25.50% | 25.30%
Medium |Count 44 67 111
% within Resignation | 39.60% 60.40% | 100.00%
% within Power 37.90% 36.40% | 37.00%
High Count 43 70 113
% within Resignation | 38.10% 61.90% | 100.00%
% within Power 37.10% 38.00% | 37.70%
Total Count 116 184 300
% within Resignation | 38.70% 61.30% | 100.00%
% within Power 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 071% 2 0.965
Likelihood Ratio 0.07 2 0.965
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.002 1 0.963
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count [ess than 5. The minimum expected count is 29.39
N . - E 3
The above table does not reflect significant association between Resignation

(Frustration mode — 3) and Power (Quality of Life).

The table reflects that 61.9% of the respondents with high score in power

have high resignation score in power.
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Distribution of percentage of respondents with low, moderate and high
resignation score having low power score is almost equal i.e. 38.2%, 39.6%,

38.1% respectively.

Respondents with low and high score in power with low resignation score

are almost equal i.e. 25% and 25.5% respectively.

Table 154: _ Association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) and Peace of

Mind (Quality of Liife)
Cross-tab
Peace of mind Total
. Low High
Resignation |Low Count 35 41 76

% within Resignation 46.10% | 53.90% | 100.00%
% within Peace of mind | 24.10% | 26.50% | 25.30%
Medium [Count 44 67 111

% within Resignation 39.60% | 60.40% | 100.00%
% within Peace of mind | 30.30% | 43.20% | 37.00%
High Count 66 47 113

% within Resignation 58.40% | 41.60% | 100.00%
% within Peace of mind | 45.50% | 30.30% | 37.70%
Total Count 145 155 300

’ % within Resignation 48.30% | 51.70% 1 100.00%
% within Peace of mind | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%

Chi-square
Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square . 8.110° 2 0.017
Likelihood Ratio N 8.151 2 0.017
Linear-by-Linear Association | 3.723 1 0.054
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 36.73.
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The above table shows that there is significant association between
Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) and Peace of Mind (Quality of Life) at

0.05 level of confidence.

The table also shows that 58.4% of the total respondents with high
reéignation score; have low péace of mind score. 53.9% of the respondents

with low resignation score have high peace of mind score.

Moderate resignation score of 60.4% amongst moderate resignation score

have high peace of mind score which forms a larger group in the category.

Table 155:  Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) & Love and
Affection (Quality of Life)

Cross-tab
Love and affection | Total
Low High

Aggression |Low Count 39 37 76
% within Aggression 51.30% | 48.70% | 100.00%
% within Love and affection| 27.90% | 23.10% | 25.30%

Medium|Count 48 63 111
% within Aggression 43.20% | 56.80% | 100.00%
% within Love and affection| 34.30% | 39.40% | 37.00%

High |Count 53 60 113
% within Aggression 46.90% | 53.10% | 100.00%
: -1% within Love and affection 37.90% 37.50% | 37.70%

Total Count 140 160 300
% within Aggression 46.70% | 53.30% | 100.00%
% within Love and affection| 100.00% |100.00% | 100.00%

Chi-Square Tests

Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.185° 2 0.553

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5 The mimimum expected count is 35.47

332



The table shows that there is no significant association between Aggression

(Frustration mode — 4) and Love and Affection (Quality of Life).

The table also shows that 53.1% of the respondents with high aggression

(frustration mode — 4) score have high love and affection score.

A larger group of respondents is formed having moderate aggression score

i..e 56.8% with high love and affection score.

i

39.&% of the respondents with fhigh love and affection score, have moderate
score in aggression, which is larger than the respondents with high love and

affection score.



Table 156: _ Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) & Friendship

(Quality of Life)
Cross-tab
Friendship Total
Low High
Aggression [Low Count 34 42 76
% within Aggression 44.70% 55.30% | 100.00%
% within Friendship 25.80% 25.00% | 2530%
Medium |Count 45 66 111
% within Aggression 40.50% 59.50% | 100.00%
% within Friendship 34.10% 39.30% | 37.00%
High . - |Count 53 60 113
% within Aggression 46.90% 53.10% | 100.00%
% within Friendship 40.20% 35.70% | 37.70%
Total Count 132 168 300
% within Aggression 44.00% 56.00% | 100.00%
% within Friendship 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square ‘
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .942* 2 0.624
Likelihood Ratio 0.944 2 0.624
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.162 1 0.687
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 33.44.
The above table shows no significant association between Aggression

(Frustration mode — 4) and Friendship (Quality of Life).

The table also reﬂects that 46.9% of the respondents with high aggression

score have low fr1endsh1p score as against 53.1% with high score.
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Respondents with low and high score i.e. 25.8% and 25% respectively with

low aggression score are almost equal.

59.5% of the respoﬁdehts with moderate score in aggression have high

friendship score.

Table 157: _ Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) & Faith
(Quality of Life)
Cross-tab
Faith Total
Low High
Aggression |Low Count 27 49 76
’ % within Aggression 35.50% 64.50% | 100.00%
’ % within Faith 21.60% 28.00% | 25.30%
Medium |{Count 38 73 111
% within Aggression 34.20% 65.80% | 100.00%
% within Faith 30.40% 41.70% | 37.00%
High Count 60 53 113
% within Aggression 53.10% 46.90% | 100.00%
% within Faith 48.00% 30.30% | 37.70%
Total Count 125 175 300
% within Aggression 41.70% 58.30% | 100.00%
% within Faith 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
! Value df |Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 9.776* 2 0.008
Likelihood Ratio 9.749 2 0.008
Linear-by-Linear Association 6.874 1 0.009
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5 The minmmum expected count is 31 67.
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The table above shows that there is significant association between
Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) and Faith (Quality of Life), at 0.01 level

of confidence.

The table also shows that 64.5% of the respondents with low aggression

(frustration mode — 4) score, have high score in faith.

Almost same percentage i.e. 65.8% respondents with moderate aggression

(frustration mode — 4) score have high faith score.

53.1% of the respondents with high aggression score have low faith score.

Table 158:  Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) & Freedom
and Independence (Quality of Life)

Cross-tab
Freedom and Total
Independence
: - - Low High
Aggression [Low Count 31 45 76
% within Aggression 40.80% | 59.20% | 100.00%
" |% within Freedom and Independence | 25.00% | 25.60% | 25.30%
Medium|Count 36 75 111
% within Aggression 32.40% | 67.60% | 100.00%
% within Freedom and Independence | 29.00% | 42.60% | 37.00%
High Count 57 56 113
% within Aggression 50.40% | 49.60% | 100.00%
% within Freedom and Independence | 46.00% | 31.80% | 37.70%
Total Count 124 176 300
% within Aggression 41.30% | 58.70% | 100.00%
BELE % within Freedom and Independence | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df |Asymp. Sig.
. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 7.503% | 2 0.023

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5 The minimum expected count is 31.41
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The chi-square table above shows that there is significant association
between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) and Freedom and Independence

at 0.05 level of confidence.

The table also shows that 50.4% of the respondents with high aggression

score have low freedom and independence score.

67.6% of the respondents with moderate aggression score have high freedom

and independence score.

59.2% of the respondents with low aggression score have high freedom and

independence score.
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Table 159:  Association between Aggression (Frustration mode - 4) & Power

(Quality of Life)

Cross-tab
Power Total
Low High
Aggression (Low Count 29 47 76
% within Aggression | 38.20% 61.80% 100.00%
% within Power 25.00% 25.50% 25.30%
Medium |Count 44 67 111
% within Aggression | 39.60% 60.40% 100.00%
% within Power 37.90% 36.40% 37.00%
High - {Count - 43 - 70 - 113
% within Aggression | 38.10% 61.90% 100.00%
% within Power 37.10% 38.00% 37.70%
Total Count 116 184 300
% within Aggression | 38.70% 61.30% 100.00%
% within Power 100.00% | 100.00% 100.00%
Chi-square
Value| df |Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 071° 2 0.965
Likelihood Ratio — 0.07 2 0.965
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.002 1 0.963
N of Valid Cases 300

a O“cells { 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 29.39,

The above table does not reflect significant association between Aggression

(Frustration mode — 4) and Power (Quality of Life).

The table reflects that 61.8% and 61.9% with low and high aggression score

have high power score are almost equal.

60.4% of the respondents with moderate aggression have high power score.
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Table 160:

Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) & Peace of

Mind (Quality of Life)
Cross-tab
Peace of mind Total
Low High
Aggression Low Count ‘ 35 41 76
% within Aggression 46.10% 53.90% | 100.00%
% within Peace of mind| 24.10% 26.50% | 25.30%
Medium |Count 44 67 111
% within Aggression 39.60% 60.40% | 100.00%
% within Peace of mind| 30.30% 43.20% | 37.00%
High Count 66 47 113
% within Aggression 58.40% 41.60% | 100.00%
% within Peace of mind| 45.50% 3030% | 37.70%
Total Count 145 155 300
% within Aggression 48.30% 51.70% | 100.00%
) % within Pedce of mind| 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.110° 2 0.017
Likelihood Ratio 8.151 2 0.017
Linear-by-Linear Association 3.723 1 0.054
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 36.73

The chi-square analysis from the above shows that there is significant
association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) and Peace of Mind

(Quality of Life), at 0.05 level of confidence.

The table also shows that 53.9% of the respondents with low aggression

)

i

have high peace of mind score.
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39.6% of the respondents with moderate aggression score belongs to high

peace of mind score as against 60.4% with high score.

58.4% of the respondents with high aggression score have low peace of

mind score.
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[F]

PURPOSE IN LIFE : AGGRESSION AND FRUSTRATION

Various parameters of purpose in life viz. life goals and aims, purpose and

meaning in life, joy and satisfaction in life, mission fulfillment in life, clarity

of relationships, control of internal/ external life factors are considered to

examine their association with aggression and frustration.

Table 161:  Association between Aggression, Life Goals and Aims (Purpose in Life)
Cross-tab
Life goals and aims | Total
Low High
Aggression |Low Count 63 37 100
% within Aggression 63.00% | 37.00% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 36.20% | 29.40% | 33.30%
Medium |Count 54 23 77
% within Aggression 70.10% | 29.90% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 31.60% | 18.30% | 25.70%
High Count 57 66 123
% within Aggression 46.30% | 53.70% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 32.80% | 52.40% | 41.00%
Total Count 174 126 300
% within Aggression 58.00% | 42.00% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df |Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 12.540° | 2 0.002
Likelihood Ratio 12.626 0.002
Linear-by-Linear Association 6.917 1 0.009
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells {.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 32 34.
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Referring to the table, it can be seen that the chi-square value is significant at
.01 level of confidence. Hence there is strong association between

Aggression and Life Goals and Aims (Purpose in Life).

Further, it can be interpreted that out of 77 moderate aggression group of
respondents, a big majority of them i.e. 70.1% fall in low life goals and

aims.

Further, the table also reflects that the respondents with high score in

aggression (53.7%) have also high score in life goals and aims (52.4%).

Table 162:  Association between Aggression, Purpose and Meaning in Life
(Purpose in Life)
Cross-tab
Purpose and Total
Meaning in Life
Low High
Aggression |Low Count 47 53 100
% within Aggression 47.00% | 53.00% | 100.00%
% within Purpose and meaning in life | 38.50% | 29.80% | 33.30%
Medium |Count 30 47 77
_|% within Aggression 39.00% | 61.00% | 100.00%
- % within Purpose and meaning in life | 24.60% | 26.40% | 25.70%
High Count 45 78 123
% within Aggression 36.60% | 63.40% | 100.00%
% within Purpose and meaning in life | 36.90% | 43.80% | 41.00%
Total Count 122 178 300
% within Aggression 40.70% | 59.30% | 100.00%
% within Purpoese and meaning in life | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value Df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.604° 2 0.272
Likelihood Ratio 2.593 2 0.274
Linear-by-Linear Association » 2.407 1 0.121
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells { 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 31.31
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As per the table, it can be seen that chi-square value is not significant.

Hence, there is no association between Aggression and Purpose and

Meaning in Life (Purpose in Life).

Majority of the respondents i.e. 63.4% belong to high score group in terms

of aggression and also possess high score in purpose and meaning in life

(43.8%).
Table 163:  Association between Aggression, Joy and Satisfaction in Life (Purpose
o in Life).
Cross-tab
Joy and Satisfaction| Total
in Life
Low High

Aggression [Low Count 65 35 100
% within Aggression 65.00% | 35.00% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life 31.90% | 36.50% | 33.30%

Medium {Count 47 30 77
% within Aggression 61.00% | 39.00% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life | 23.00% | 31.30% | 25.70%
High  |Count 92 31 123

% within Aggression 74.80% | 25.20% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life | 45.10% | 32.30% | 41.00%

Total Count 204 96 300
% within Aggression 68.00% | 32.00% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life | 100.00% |100.00% | 100.00%

Chi-square ,

. Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 4.740° 2 0.094

Likelihood Ratio . 4,791 2 0.091

Linear-by-Linear Association 2.672 1 0.102

N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 24 64



According to the table, it can be observed that chi-square value is not
significant. Therefore, there is no association between Aggression and Joy

and Satisfaction in life (Purpose in Life).

Out of the total respondents, majority (68%) belong to low score group in

above area of purpose in life while 32% had high purpose in life score.

Majority of the respondents (74.8%) having high score in aggression belongs

to low score in joy and satisfaction in life.

It can be seen that majority of the respondents having high score in joy and

satisfaction in life belongs to low aggression score group (74.8%).
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Table 164;

Association between Aggression & Mission Fulfillment in Life

(Puxjpose in Life)

Chi-square
Mission fulfillment | Total
in life
Low High
Aggression |Low Count 67 33 100
% within Aggression 67.00% | 33.00% | 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life | 36.60% | 28.20% | 33.30%
Medium [Count 50 27 77
% within Aggression 64.90% | 35.10% | 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life | 27.30% | 23.10% | 25.70%
High  |Count 66 57 173
% within Aggression 53.70% | 46.30% | 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life | 36.10% | 48.70% | 41.00%
Total Count 183 117 300
% within Aggression 61.00% | 39.00% | 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%

Chi-square

Value df |Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.801° 2 0.091
Likelihood Ratio o ‘4779 2 0.091
Linear-by-Linear Association 4278 1 0.039
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 30.03

The table reflects no significant association between Aggression and

Mission Fulfillment in Life (Purpose in Life).

53.7% of high aggression score group have low score in mission fulfillment

in life while 43.6% have high score.

Majority of the respondents i.e. 36.6% having low score in mission

fulfillment in life belongs to low aggression score group.




48.7% of respondents i.e. majority of the respondents having high score in

mission fulfillment in life belong to high aggression group.

Table 165:  Association between Aggression & Clarify of Relationships (Purpose

in Life)
Cross-tab
Clarity of Total
Relationships
Low High
Aggression |Low Count 57 43 100
% within Aggression 57.00% | 43.00% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships 30.00% | 39.10% | 33.30%
Medium {Count 47 30 77
% within Aggression 61.00% | 39.00% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships 24.70% | 27.30% | 25.70%
High Count 86 37 123
© |% within ' Aggression 69.90% [ 30.10% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships 4530% | 33.60% | 41.00%
Total Count 190 110 300
| % within Aggression 63.30% | 36.70% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df |Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 4,199* 2 0.123
Likelihood Ratio - A4.23 2 0.121
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.041 1 0.044
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected, count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 28.23

Chi-square test shows no significant association between Aggression and

Clarity of Relationships.
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69.9% of the group with high aggression score belongs to low score in

.

clarity of relationships (30.1%).

A group with high score in clarity of relationships (39.1%) belongs to low

aggression group.

Table 166:  Association between Agoression & Control of Internal/ External Life
Factors (Purpose in Life)

Cross-tab
Control of Internal/| Total
External life factors
Low High

Aggression [Low Count 69 31 100
% within Aggression 69.00% | 31.00% | 100.00%
% within Control of internal/ 31.80% | 37.30% | 33.30%
external life factors

Medium [Count 51 26 77
% within Aggression 66.20% | 33.80% | 100.00%
% within Control of 23.50% | 31.30% | 25.70%
internal/external life factors
High Count 97 26 123
% within Aggression 78.90% | 21.10% | 100.00%
ey e % within Control of 44.70% | 31.30% | 41.00%

internal/external life factors

Total Count 217 83 300
% within Aggression 72.30% | 27.70% | 100.00%
% within Control of 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
internal/external life factors

Chi-square

Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 4.606" 2 0.100

Likelihood Ratio 4.685 0.096

Linear-by-Linear Association | 2.907 1 0.088

N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The mmimum expected count is 21.30

L
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According to the above table, chi-square does not reflect association

between Aggression and Control of Internal/ External Life Factors.

72.3% of the total respondents belongs to low control of internal/ external

life factors while 27.7% belongs to high score group.

69% of the respondents having low score in aggression fall with low score

group in control of internal/ external life factors.

21.1% of the respondents having high score in aggression, fall in high score

group of control of internal/ external life factors.

Table 167:  Association between Regression (Frustration mede — 1) & Life Goals
and Aims (Purpose in Life)
Cross-tab
Life goals and aims Total
Low High
Regression [Low  |Count 39 37 76
% within Regression 51.30% 48.70% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 22.40% 29.40% | 25.30%
Medium {Count 70 41 111
% within Regression 63.10% 36.90% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 40.20% 32.50% | 37.00%
High Count 65 48 113
% within Regression 57.50% 42.50% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 37.40% 38.10% | 37.70%
Total Count 174 126 300
) % within Regression 58.00% 42.00% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.573° 2 0.276
Likelihood Ratio 2.572 0.276
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.457 1 0.499
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 31.92
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The chi-square analysis of the above data show no significant relationship
between Regression (Frustration mode — 1) and Life Goals and Aims

(Purpose in Life).

Out of total respondents, 76 fall under low regression count, of which 39 &

37 belong to low and high scores with life, goals and aims respectively.

57.5% amongst the group with high regression score belong to low life goals

and aims group.

Table 168:  Association between Regression (Frustration mode — 1) & Purpose
and Meaping in Life (Purpose in Life)

Cross-tab
+ Purpose and Total
meaning in life
Low High
Regression |{Low Count 34 42 76
% within Regression 44.70% | 55.30% | 100.00%
% within Purpose and meaning in life | 27.90% | 23.60% | 25.30%
Medium |Count 47 64 111
% within Regression 42.30% | 57.70% | 100.00%
SR % within Pg’rp’oée and meaning in life | 38.50% | 36.00% | 37.00%
High Count 41 72 113
% within Regression 36.30% | 63.70% | 100.00%
% within Purpose and meaning in life | 33.60% | 40.40% | 37.70%
Total Count 122 178 300
% within Regression 40.70% | 59.30% | 100.00%
% within Purpose and meaning in life | 100.00% [100.00%] 100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square = . 1.551% | 2 0.461
a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 3. The minmum expected count is 30.91
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No significant association is reflected from the above table between

Regression (Frustration mode — 1) and Purpose and Meaning in Life.

Majority of the respondents i.e. 59.3% belong to high purpose and meaning

in life group while 40.7% have low score.

Majority of the respondents having high score in purpose and meaning in

life (40.4%) falls under high re:gression group.

Majority of the respondents (55.3%) having low score in regression belongs

to high purpose and meaning in life score group.
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Table 169:  Association between Regression (Frustration mode —{
Satisfaction in Life (Purpose in Life)
Cross-tab
Regression [Low Count
% within Regression 63.20% | 36.80% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life | 23.50% | 29.20% | 25.30%
Medium [Count 72 39 111
% within Regression 64.90% | 35.10% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life | 35.30% | 40.60% | 37.00%
High Count 84 29 113
% within Regression 74.30% | 25.70% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life | 41.20% | 30.20% | 37.70%
Total Count 204 96 300
% within Regression 68.00% | 32.00% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life | 100.00% |100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.405° 2 0.182
Likelihood Ratio 3.462 2 0.177
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.918 1 0.088
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 24.32

The -above table reflects, there is no significant association between

Regression (Frustration mode — 1) and Joy and Satisfaction in Life (Purpose

in Life).

68% of the total respondents belong to low joy and satisfaction in life score

group while 32% have high score.
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Majority of the respondents (74.3%) with high regression belong to low joy

and satisfaction in life group.

35.1% of the respondents belonging to moderate regression score group fall

in high joy and satisfaction in life score group.

Table 170:  Association between Regression (Frustration mode — 1) & Mission

Fulfillment in Life (Purpose in Life)

Cross-tab
' Mission fulfiliment in | Total
life
Low High
Regression [Low Count 42 34 76
- % within Regression 55.30% 44.70% | 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life| 23.00% 29.10% | 25.30%
Medium |{Count 73 38 111
% within Regression 65.80% 34.20% | 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life| 39.90% 32.50% | 37.00%
High Count 68 45 113
% within Regression 60.20% 39.80% | 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life| 37.20% 38.50% | 37.70%
Total Count 183 117 300
% within Regression 61.00% 39.00% | 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life| 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.143% 2 0.342
Likelihood Ratio 2.145 2 0.342
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.267 1 0.605
N of Valid Cases 300 :
a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 29.64
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As per the above table, there is no significant association between

Regression (Frustration mode — 1) and Mission Fulfillment in Life (Purpose

in Life).

Table also reflects that only 39% of the total respondents belong to high

mission fulfillment in life score group while 61% belong to low mission

fulfillment in life score group.

Majority of the respondents (65.8%) with moderate regression count

belonged to low mission fulfillment in life score group.

Table 170:  Association between Regression (Frustration mode — 1) & Clarity of

Relationships (Purpose in Life)

Cross-tab
Clarity of Total
- relationships
Low High
Regression {Low Count 47 29 76
% within Regression 61.80% 38.20% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships 24.70% 26.40% | 25.30%
Medium Count 69 42 111
% within Regression 62.20% 37.80% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships 36.30% | 38.20% | 37.00%
High Count 74 39 113
% within Regression 65.50% 34.50% |100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships 38.90% 35.50% | 37.70%
Total Count 190 110 300
% within Regression 63.30% 36.70% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .364° 2 0.834

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 27 87
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No significant association is reflected between Regression (Frustration mode

— 1) and Clarity of Relationships (Purpose in Life) from the above table.

A majority of the total respondents (63.3%) belong to low clarity of
relationships score group whereas 36.7% belong to high clarity of

relationships.

63.5% respondents with high regression score belong to low clarity of

relationships score group.

26.4% respondents with high score in clarity of relationships (purpose in

life) belong to low score in regression.



Table 172:

Association between Regression (Frustration mode — 1) & Control of

Internal/ External Life Factors (Purpose in Life)

Cross-tab
Control of internal/ Total
external life factors
Low High
Regression |Low Count 58 18 76
% within Regression 76.30% 23.70% | 100.00%
% within Control of internal/ 26.70% 21.70% | 25.30%
external life factors
Medium [Count 74 37 111
% within Regression 66.70% 33.30% | 100.00%
% within Control of internal/ 34.10% 44.60% | 37.00%
external life factors
High Count 85 28 113
% within Regression 75.20% 24.80% | 100.00%
% within Control of internal/ 39.20% 33.70% | 37.70%
external life factors
Total Count 217 83 300
%o within Regression 72.30% 27.70% | 100.00%
% within Control of internal/ 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
external life factors
Chi-square
Value df |Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.854% 2 0.24
Likelihood Ratio 2.818 2 0.244
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.002 1 0.969
N of Valid Cases 300

.a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less

4 L

than 5. The minimum expected count is 21 03

According to the table above, chi-square does not reflect significant

association between Regression (Frustration mode — 1) and Control of

Internal/ External Life Factors (Purpose in Life).
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A majority i.e. 72.3% of the total respondents belong to low & 27.7% belong

to high control of internal/ external life factors (purpose in life) score group.

76.3% respondents with low score in regression also had low score in

control of internal/ external life factors. 33.7% of the respondents having

high score in control of internal/ external life factors also had high score in

regression.

While 39.2% of the respondents having low score in control of internal/

external life factors belong to high score in regression.

Table 173:

Association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) & Life Goals and

Aims (Purpose in Life)
Cross-tab
’ Life goals and aims Total
Low High
Fixation Low Count 39 37 76
% within Fixation 51.30% | 48.70% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 22.40% | 29.40% | 25.30%
Medium |Count 70 41 111
% within Fixation 63.10% | 36.90% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 40.20% | 32.50% | 37.00%
High Count 65 48 113
% within Fixation 57.50% | 42.50% | 100.00%
) - {% within Life goals and aims 37.40% | 38.10% | 37.70%
Total Count 174 126 300
% within Fixation 58.00% | 42.00% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 100.00% |100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.573% 2 0.276

a 0 célls (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 31.92
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As per the above table, it can be seen that chi-square value is not significant.

Hence, there is no association between fixation (frustration mode — 2) and

life goals and aims (purpose in life).

So far as life goals and aims score is concerned, 58% respondents belong to

low score and 42% belong to high score.

Majority of the respondents i.e. 48.7% having high score in life goals and

aims belong to low fixation score.

57.5% of the respondents having high score in fixation had low score in life

goals and aims.

Table 174: __ Association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) and Purpose and
Meaning in Life (Purpose in Life)
Cross-tab
Purpose and Total
meaning in life
Low High
Fixation |Low Count 34 42 76
% within Fixation 44.70% | 55.30% |100.00%
) % within Purpose and meaning in life | 27.90% | 23.60% | 25.30%
Medium |{Count 47 64 111
% within Fixation 42.30% | 57.70% |100.00%
% within Purpose and meaning in life | 38.50% | 36.00% | 37.00%
High Count 41 72 113
% within Fixation 36.30% | 63.70% |100.00%
% within Purpose and meaning in life | 33.60% | 40.40% | 37.70%
Total Count 122 178 300
o % within Fixation 40.70% | 59.30% |100.00%
% within Purpose and meaning in life | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square :
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.551% 2 0.461

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 30.91
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Referring to the above table, it can be seen that there is no significant

association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) and Purpose and

Meaning in Life (Purpose in Life).

40.7% of the total respondents belong to low purpose and meaning in life

score group against 59.3% in high score group.

63.7% with high fixation score group have high purpose and meaning in life

SCOre.

A majority of respondents i.e. 55.3% having low score in fixation have high

score in purpose and meaning in life.

Table 175 :  Association between Fixation (Frustration meode — 2) & Jov and

Satisfaction in Life (Parpose in Life)

Cross-tab
Joy and satisfaction in life Total
Low High
Fixation |Low Count 43 28 76
% within Fixation 63.20% 36.80% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life 23.50% 29.20% 25.30%
Medium [Count 72 39 111
% within Fixation 64.90% 35.10% | 100.00%
% within Joy-and satisfaction in life 35.30% 40.60% 37.00%
High _ |Count ‘ 84 29 113
% within Fixation 74.30% 25.70% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life 41.20% 30.20% 37.70%
Total =~ Count 204 96 300
% within Fixation 68.00% 32.00% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life 100.00% 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.405° 2 0.182

'
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As per the above table, no significant association is seen between Fixation

(Frustration mode — 2) and Joy and Satisfaction in Life (Purpose in Life).

68% of the total respondents have low score in joy and satisfaction in life

against 32% with high score.

74.3% respondents with high score in fixation have low score.

40.6%

respondents with high score. in joy & satisfaction in life have moderate

score in fixation.

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 29.64.
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Table 176: _ Association between Fixation (Frustration mede — 2) & Mission
) Fulfillment in Life (Purpose in Life)
Cross-tab
Mission fulfillment | Total
in life
Low High
Fixation |Low Count 42 34 76
% within Fixation 55.30% | 44.70% | 100.00%
oL . % within Mission fulfillment in life 23.00% | 29.10% | 25.30%
Medium [Count 73 38 111
% within Fixation 65.80% | 34.20% | 100.00%
- 4%, within Mission fulfillment in life 39.90% | 32.50% | 37.00%
High Count 68 45 113
% within Fixation 60.20% | 39.80% | 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life 37.20% | 38.50% | 37.70%
Total Count 183 117 300
% within Fixation 61.00% | 39.00% | 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
‘Chi-square' As
Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square . 2.143% 2 0.342




No significant association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) &
Mission Fulfillment in Life (Purpose of Life) is established as per the above

table.

61% of the total respondents have low score in mission fulfillment in life

and 39% have high score.

44.7% respondents with low score in fixation belong to high score in

mission fulfillment in life.

Majority i.e. 39.9% of the respondents with low score in mission fulfillment

in life belong to moderate fixation score.



Table 177:  Association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) & Clarity of

Relationships (Purpose in Life)

Cross-tab
- Clarity of relationships| Total
Low High

Fixation [Low Count 47 29 76
% within Fixation 61.80% 38.20% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships 24.70% 26.40% | 25.30%

Medium |{Count 69 42 111
% within Fixation 62.20% 37.80% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships 36.30% 38.20% | 37.00%
High Count 74 39 113

% within Fixation 65.50% 34.50% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships 38.90% 35.50% | 37.70%

Total Count 190 110 300
% within Fixation 63.30% 36.70% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%

Chi-square

Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 364% 2 0.834

Likelihood Ratio 0.365 2 0.833

Linear-by-Linear Association |  0.296 1 0.586

N of Valid Cases . 300 ’

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 27.87

The table shows that majority of the total respondents i.e 63.3% belong to

low score group in Clarity of Relationships (Purpose in Life) against 36.7%

with high score.

65.5% of the respondents with high score in fixation have low score in

clarity of relationships.

361




24.7% of the respondents belonging to low score in clarity of relationships

have low score in fixation.

Table 178 :  Association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) & Control of
Internal/ External Life Factors (Purpose in Life)
Cross-tab
Control of internal/ Total
external life factors
e Low High
Fixation  [Low  |Count 58 18 76
% within Fixation 76.30% | 23.70% | 100.00%
.| % within Control of internal/ 26.70% 21.70% | 25.30%
external life factors
Medium Count 74 37 111
% within Fixation 66.70% 33.30% | 100.00%
% within Control of internal/ 34.10% 44.60% | 37.00%
external life factors
High Count 85 28 113
% within Fixation 75.20% 24.80% | 100.00%
- % within Control of internal/ 39.20% 33.70% | 37.70%
external life factors
Total Count 217 83 300
% within Fixation 72.30% 27.70% | 100.00%
% within Control of internal/ 100.00% | 100.00% ; 100.00%
external life factors
Chi-square
Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square o, 2.854° 2 0.24
Likelihood Ratio 2.818 2 0.244
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.002 0.969
N of Valid Cases 300 -

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 21.03




Out of a total of 300 respondents, 217 (72.3%) belong to low score in

Control & Internal/ External Life Factors group while 83 (27.7%) belong to

‘high score group.

76.3% of the respondents with low fixation score have low control of

internal/ external life factors score.

44.6% of the respondents with high score in control of internal/ external life

factors have moderate score in fixation which is relatively higher than the

other two groups.

Table 179: __Association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) & Life Goals
& Aims (Purpose in Life)
Cross-tab
Life goals and aims Total
Low High
Resignation |Low Count 39 37 76
% within Resignation 51.30% 48.70% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 22.40% 29.40% | 25.30%
Medium |Count 70 41 111
% within Resignation 63.10% 36.90% | 100.00%
‘ % within Life goals and aims 40.20% 32.50% | 37.00%
4 High  |Count 65 TR 113
% within Resignation 57.50% 42.50% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 37.40% 38.10% | 37.70%
Total Count 174 126 300
% within Resignation 58.00% 42.00% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.573% 2 0.276

.a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 31.92
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No significant association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) and

Life Goals and Aims (Purpose in Life) is established as per the above table.

58% of the total respondents belong to the group having low score in life

goals and aims while 42% have high score.

As many as 63.1% of respondent having moderate resignation mode of

frustration perceived low life'geals and aims.

76 respondents from the low resignation group are more or less equally
distributed in low & high life goals and aims groups i.e. 39 and 37

respectively.
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Table 180:

Association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) & Purpose

and Meaning in Life (Purpose in Life)

Cross-tab
Purpose and Total
meaning in life
Low High
Resignation [Low Count 34 42 76
% within Resignation 44.70% | 55.30% | 100.00%
% within Purpose and meaning in life | 27.90% | 23.60% | 25.30%
Medium |Count 47 64 111
% within Resignation 42.30% | 57.70% | 100.00%
% within Purpose and meaning in life | 38.50% | 36.00% | 37.00%
High Count 41 72 113
% within Resignation 36.30% | 63.70% | 100.00%
% within Purpose and meaning in life | 33.60% | 40.40% |'37.70%
Total Count 122 178 300
a2 % within Resignation 40.70% | 59.30% | 100.00%
% within Purpose and meaning in life | 100.00% |100.00%{100.00%
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.551° 2 0.461
Likelihood Ratio 1.557 2 0.459
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.45 1 0.229
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less thﬁ!“ 5. The minimum expected count is 30.91

Cod.

Chi-square indicated no strong association between resignation mode of

frustration and purpose and meaning in life.

63.7% of the respondents from high purpose and meaning in life also have

high resignation mode of frustration.
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Moderate & low groups of resignation mode of frustration could not indicate

much variation with reference to purpose and meaning in life scores.

N

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 24 32

Table 181:  Association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) & Joy and
Satisfaction in Life (Purpose in Life)
Cross-tab
Joy and Total
satisfaction in life
Low High
Resignation |Low Count 48 28 76
% within Resignation 63.20% |36.80% | 100.00%
- 7o within Joy and satisfaction in life | 23.50% |29.20% | 25.30%
" [Medium [Count | 72| 39 111
% within Resignation 64.90% | 35.10% | 100.00%
_|% within Joy and satisfaction in life | 35.30% |40.60% | 37.00%
High Count 84 29 113
% within Resignation 74.30% | 25.70% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life | 41.20% |30.20% | 37.70%
Total Count 204 96 300
% within Resignation 68.00% |32.00% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life | 100.00% 100.00%| 100.00%
ACh‘i-s‘qualje ‘ _
- - ~Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.405" 2 0.182
Likelihood Ratio 3.462 2 0.177
Linear-by-Linear Association 2918 1 0.088
N of Valid Cases 300

From the above table it could be interpreted that as many as 74.3% of

respondents with high resignation mode of frustration have low joy and

satisfaction in life.
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The other two groups also indicated that lower the score in joy and

satisfaction in life, higher the resignation mode of frustration.

Table 182:  Association beftween Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) & Mission
Fulfillment in Life (Purpose in Life)
Cross-tab
Mission fulfillment in | Total
life
Low High
Resignation |Low Count 42 34 76
' '|% within Resignation 55.30% 44.70% 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life | 23.00% 29.10% 25.30%
Medium |Count 73 38 111
% within Resignation 65.80% 34.20% 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life | 39.90% 32.50% 37.00%
High Count 68 45 113
% within Resignation 60.20% 39.80% 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life | 37.20% 38.50% 37.70% |
Total Count 183 117 300
% within Resignation 61.00% 39.00% 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.143% 2 0.342
Likelihood Ratio 2.145 2 0.342
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.267 1 0.605
N of Valid Cases 51300 )
a 0 cells { 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 29.64

61% of the total respondents have low resignation mode of frustration and

39% have high resignation mode of frustration.
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High score group of resignation also indicated low mission fulfillment in life

(60.2%).

65.8% of respondents from the moderate resignation also

perceived low mission fulfillment in life.

Table 183:  Asseociation between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) & Clarity of
Relationships (Purpose in Life)
Cross-tab
Clarity of Total
relationships
Low High
Resignation [Low Count 47 29 76
% within Resignation 61.80% 38.20% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships| 24.70% 26.40% | 25.30%
Medium |Count 69 42 111
% within Resignation 62.20% 37.80% | 100.00%
1% within Clarity of relationships; 36.30% 38.20% | 37.00%
High Count 74 39 113
% within Resignation 65.50% 34.50% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships; 38.90% 35.50% | 37.70%
Total Count 190 110 300
% within Resignation 63.30% 36.70% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships| 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square - )
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
' (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 364° 2 0.834
Likelihood Ratio 0.365 2 0.833
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.296 0.586
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 27 87

Clarity of Relationships (Purpose in Life) doesn’t form any association with

resignation mode of frustration.
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Majority i.e. 65.5% of the respondents from high resignation fall in low

clarity of relationships group (Group-E). The same trends are indicated by

moderate resignation group of respondents.

Table 184:  Association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) and Control

of Internal/ External Life Factors (Purpose in Life)

Cross-tab
Control of internal/ Total
external life factors
Low High
Resignation |Low Count 58 18 76
' % within Resignation 76.30% 23.70% | 100.00%
% within Control of internal/ 26.70% 21.70% | 25.30%
external life factors
Medium |Count 74 37 111
% within Resignation 66.70% 33.30% | 100.00%
% within Control of internal/ 34.10% 44.60% | 37.00%
external life factors
High Count 85 28 113
% within Resignation 75.20% 24.80% | 100.00%
% within Control of internal/ 39.20% 33.70% | 37.70%
external life factors
Total Count 217 83 300
% within Resignation 72.30% 27.70% | 100.00%
% within Control of internal/ 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
external life factors
Chi-square
Value df Asymp. Sig.
. - (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.854° 2 0.24
Likelihood Ratio 2.818 2 0.244.
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.002 1 0.969
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 21.03
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As many as 75.2% of the respondents with high score in resignation mode of

frustration belong to low control of internal/ external life factors group.

The moderate group also indicated lower the control of internal/ external life

factors higher the score in resignation i.e. 34.1%

Table 185:  Association between Agegression (Frustration mode — 4) & Life Goals
and Aims (Purpose in Life)

Life goals and aims Total
Low High
Aggression |Low Count 39 37 76
% within Aggression 51.30% 48.70% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 22.40% 29.40% | 25.30%
Medium |Count 70 41 111
% within Aggression 63.10% 36.90% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 40.20% 32.50% | 37.00%
High Count 65 48 113
% within Aggression 57.50% 42.50% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 37.40% 38.10% | 37.70%
Total Count 174 126 300
% within Aggression 58.00% 42.00% | 100.00%
% within Life goals and aims 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%

Chi-square ’ o

Value df | Asymp. Sig.

( (2-sided) ~
Pearson Chi-Square ' 2.573% 2 0.276
Likelihood Ratio 2.572 2 0.276
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.457 1 0.499

N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5 The minimum expected count is 31 92

The chi-square test show no significant association between Aggression

(Frustration mode — 4) and Life Goals and Aims (Purpose in Life).
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The table reflects that a majority i.e. 58% have low score in life goals and

aims against 42% with high score.

Amongst the respondents with high score in life, goals and aims i.e. 38.1%

belong to high score in aggression (frustration mode — 4).

Respondents having low score in aggression (frustration mode — 4) i.e. 76
are’ almost equally distributed in groups having low & high score in life

goals and aims 39 and 37 respectively.

Wyt

Tiiblé 186:  Association between Aggression (Frustration mode - 4) and Purpose

and Meaning in Life (Purpose in Life)

Cross-tab
Purpose and Total
Meaning in Life
Low High
Aggression |Low Count 34 42 76
% within Aggression 44.70% | 55.30% | 100.00%
% within Pﬁrpose and meaning in life| 27.90% 23.60% | 25.30%
Medium |Count 47 64 111
) - |% within Aggression 42.30% | 57.70% | 100.00%
% within Purpose and meaning in life| 38.50% | 36.00% | 37.00%
High Count 41 72 113
% within Aggression 36.30% | 63.70% | 100.00%
% within Purpose and meaning in life; 33.60% | 40.40% | 37.70%
Total Count 122 178 300
% within Aggression 40.70% | 59.30% | 100.00%
, % within Burpose and meaning in life; 100.00% {100.00%| 100.00%
Chi-square '
Value df |Asymp. Sig.
e (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.551° 2 0.461

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 30.91
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The above table does not reflect significant association between Aggression

(Frustration mode — 4) and Purpose and Meaning in Life (Purpose in Life).

Out of total 300 respondents, 178 have high score in purpose and meaning

life, while 122 belong to low score group.

63.7% respondents- having high score in aggression (frustration mode — 4)

also have high score in purpose and meaning in life.

Rest of the respondents with high score in purpose and meaning in life are
almost equally distributed within the groups having low score & moderate

score in aggression i.e. 55.3%.& 57.7% respectively.
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Table 187:

Association between Agsression (Frustration mode — 4) and Joy and

Satisfaction in Life (Purpose in Life)

Cr(;ss-tab
Joy and satisfaction| Total
in life
Low High
Aggression |Low Count 48 28 76
% within Aggression 63.20% | 36.80% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life | 23.50% | 29.20% | 25.30%
Medium [Count 72 39 111
% within Aggression 64.90% | 35.10% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life | 35.30% | 40.60% | 37.00%
High  |Count — 87 29 113
% within Aggression 74.30% | 25.70% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life | 41.20% | 30.20% | 37.70%
Total Count 204 96 300
% within Aggression 68.00% | 32.00% | 100.00%
% within Joy and satisfaction in life | 100.00%| 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.405" 2 0.182
Likelihood Ratio 3.462 2 0.177
Linear-by-Linear Association 2918 0.088
N of Valid Cases 300 .

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 13 24.32

No significant association is reflected between Aggression (Frustration

mode — 4) and Joy and Satisfaction in Life (Purpose in Life) from the above

table.

‘Out,of total 300 respondents; 68% & 32% belong to low & high joy and

satisfaction in life score group respectively. 74.3% of the respondents

having high score in aggression (frustration mode — 4) belong to the group of




respondents haviné low score in joy and satisfaction in life which is almost

three times more than the respondents having high score in aggression and

joy and satisfaction in life i.e. 25.7%.

Majority of the respondents having high score in joy and satisfaction in life

(40:6%) belong to moderate aggression (frustration mode — 4) group.
p

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than S. The mmimum expected count is 29.64

Table 188: _ Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) and Mission
. Fulfillment in Life (Purpose in Life)
Cross-tab
Mission fulfillment | Total
in life
Low High
Aggression [Low Count 42 34 76
% within Aggression 55.30% | 44.70% | 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life | 23.00% | 29.10% | 25.30%
Medium [Count 73 38 111
% within Aggression 65.80% | 34.20% | 100.00%
© $|% within Mission fulfillment in life | 39.90% | 32.50% | 37.00%
High Count 68 45 113
% within Aggression 60.20% | 39.80% | 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life | 37.20% | 38.50% | 37.70%
Total Count 183 117 300
% within Aggression 61.00% | 39.00% | 100.00%
% within Mission fulfillment in life | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
'Chi-square T , ‘ .
’ Value df |Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square . 2.143° 2 0342
Likelihood Ratio 2.145 2 0.342
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.267 1 0.605
N of Valid Cases 300




Out of total number of respondents, 61% belong to Low Mission Fulfillment

(Purpose in Life) against 39% with high score.

Out of total 300 respondents, 76 respondents have low aggression

(frustration mode — 4) score while rest of the respondents are almost equally

distributed in the groups with moderate & high aggression (frustration mode

—4)scores i.e. 111 & 113 respectively.

44.7% of the respondents having low score in aggression (frustration mode —

4) belong to high mission fulfillment in life score group.

Table 189:  Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) & Clarity of
Relationships (Purpose in Life)
Cross-tab
Clarity of relationship| Total
Low High
Aggression |Low Count 47 29 76
% within Aggression 61.80% 38.20% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships| 24.70% 26.40% | 25.30%
Medium |Count 69 42 111
% within A;ggréssion' 62.20% 37.80% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships| 36.30% 38.20% | 37.00%
High Count 74 39 113
" “-|% within Aggression 65.50% | 34.50% |100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships; 38.90% 35.50% | 37.70%
Total Count 190 110 300
% within Aggression 63.30% 36.70% | 100.00%
% within Clarity of relationships| 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df | Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3647 2 0.834

a 0 cells (.0%}) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 27.87
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63.3% of the total respondents have low score in Clarity of Relationships

against 36.7% with high score.

65.5% of respondents with high score in aggression (frustration mode — 4)

have low score in clarity of relationships.

Respondents with low & high score in clarity of relationships i.e. 36.3% &

38,;2% respectively belong to moderate aggression (frustration mode — 4)

group.

Tablé' 190:  Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) & Control of

Internal/ External Life Factors (Purpose in Life)

Cross-tab
Control of internal/ | Total
external life factors
Low High
Aggression |Low Count 58 18 76
% within Aggression 76.30% | 23.70% {100.00%
% within Control of internal/ 26.70% | 21.70% | 25.30%
external life factors
Medium |Count 74 37 111
- |% within Aggression 66.70% | 33.30% |100.00%
% within Control of internal/ 34.10% | 44.60% | 37.00%
external life factors
High Count 85 28 113
% within Aggression 75.20% | 24.80% |100.00%
% within Control of internal/ 39.20% | 33.70% | 37.70%
external life factors
Total Count 217 83 300
:f/o within Aggression - 72.30% | 27.70% |100.00%
%% within Control of internal/ 100,00% 1| 100.00% {100.00%
external life factors
Chi-square
: Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.854° 2 0.24

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 21.03
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Chi-square indicated no strong association between Aggression (Frustration

mode — 4) and Control of Internal/ External Life Factors (Purpose in Life).

72.3% of the total respondents belong to low score group of control of

internal/ external life factors against 27.7% with high score.

Respondents belonging to low control of internal/ external life factors group
i.e. 66.7% are double than the respondents with high score in control of
internal/ external life factors i.e. 33.3% within the moderate aggression

(frustration mode — 4) group.

76.3% of the respondents with low score in aggression (frustration mode —

4) belong to low coﬁtrol of internal/ external life factors.
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[G] LIFE STYLE : AGGRESSION AND FRUSTRATION

Various life styles viz. individualistic, exploitive, pampered-spoiled,

resistive,

domineering, confirming, escapist, evasive life styles are

considered to examine their association with aggression and frustration.

Table 191:  Association between Aggression & Individualistic Life Style
Cross-tab
Individualistic
_ Total
Low High
Count 56 44 100
Low % within Aggression 56.00% | 44.00% 100.00%
% within Individualistic| 33.70% | 32.80% |33.30%
Count 40 37 77
Aggression Medium % within Aggression 51.90% | 48.10% {100.00%
% within Individualistic| 24.10% | 27.60% |25.70%
. ) Counti_,. ' 70 53 123
High % within Aggression | 56.90% | 43.10% |100.00%
% within Individualistic| 42.20% | 39.60% |41.00%
Count 166 | 134 | 300
Total % within Aggression 55.30% | 44.70% |100.00%
% within Individualistic | 100.00% |100.00%/100.00%
Chi-square
Value df |Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 4997 2 0.779
Likelihood Ratio < 0.498 2 0.78
Linéar-by-Linear Association 0.03 1 0.864
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5 The minimum expected count is 34.39
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No significant association gets reflected between Aggression and

Individualistic Life Style.

55.3% of the total respondents have low score in individualistic life style

against 44.7% with high score.

56.9% of the respondents with high aggression score have low score in
individualistic life style. While almost same percentage i.e. 56% of the
respondents with low score in aggression have low score in individualistic

life style.

Larger group of 39.6% of the respondents having high score in

individualistic life style have high score in aggression.

Table 192:  Association between Aggression & Explotive Life Style
Cross-tab

Explotive Total
Low High
Count 41 59 100
Low % within Aggression 41.00% | 59.00% |100.00%
% within Explotive 31.10% | 35.10% | 33.30%
Count 32 45 77
Aggression [Medium %o within Aggression 41.60% | 58.40% |100.00%
% within Explotive 24.20% | 26.80% | 25.70%
Count 59 64 123
High % within Aggression 48.00% | 52.00% |100.00%
% within Explotive 44.70% | 38.10% | 41.00%
. |Count 132 168 300
Total %o within Aggression 44.00% | 56.00% [100.00%
% within Explotive 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df Asy“s’ipd'eii)g' @
Pearson Chi-Square 1.337° 2 0.512

a 0 cells { 0%) have expected count less than 5 The minimum expected count is 33.88.
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No significant association is reflected between Aggression & Exploitive Life

Style from the above table.

44% of the total respondents score low in exploitive life style against 56%

with high score.

52% of the respondents with high score in aggression also have high score in

exploitive life style.

59% & 41% of the respondents with low score in aggression have high and

low exploitive life style respectively.

Table 193: _ Association between Aggression and Pampered-Spoiled Life Style
Cross-tab

Pampered - Spoiled| Total
Low High
Count 67 33 100
Low % within Aggression 67.00% | 33.00% [100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled | 35.40% | 29.70% |33.30%
Count 39 38 77
Aggression Medium % within Aggression ' 50.60% | 49.40% 100.00%
a % within I’afnpered - Spoiled | 20.60% | 34.20% |25.70%
Count 83 40 123
High (% within Aggression 67.50% | 32.50% {100.00%
T 1% within Pampered - Spoiled | 43.90% | 36.00% |41.00%
Count 189 111 300
Total %o within Aggression 63.00% | 37.00% {100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled | 100.00% | 100.00% |100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value | df é’_si‘;e d)g
Pearson Chi-Square 6.784" 2 0.034
Likelihood Ratio- ~ * ¥ +:6.647 2 0.036
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.044 1 0.834
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 28.49.
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The chi-square analysis from table reflects significant association at .05 level

of confidence between Aggression and Pampered — Spoiled Life Style.

63% of the total respondents have low score in pampered — spoiled life style

as against 37% with high score.

67.5% of the respondents with high aggression score have low score in

pampered — spoiled life style.

Respondents having moderate aggression are almost equally distributed with

low (50.6%) & high (49.4%) score in pampered — spoiled life style.

Majority of the respondents (67%) having low aggression score have low

3

score in pampered — spoiled life style.



Table 194: Association between Agoression & Resistive Life Style

Cross-tab
Resistive Total
Low High
Count 66 34 100
Low % within Aggression 66.00% | 34.00% [100.00%
% within Resistive 36.10% |29.10% | 33.30%
Count 41 36 77
Aggression Medium % within Aggression 53.20% | 46.80% [100.00%
% within Resistive 22.40% | 30.80% | 25.70%
Count 76 47 123
High % within Aggression 61.80% |38.20% 100.00%
% within Resistive 41.50% | 40.20% | 41.00%
Count 183 117 300
Total % within Aggression 61.00% | 39.00% {100.00%
% within Resistive 100.00% [100.00%100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value | df @-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.029* | 2 0.22
Likelihood Ratio 3.01 2 0.222
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.308 1 0.579
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 30.03
No significant association gets reflected between Aggression and Resistive

Life Style from the above table.

61% of the total respondents have low score in resistive life style as against

39% with high score.

61.8% of the respondents with high score in aggression have low score in

resistive life style.
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66% of the respondents with low aggression score belongs to low resistive
life style score.

Table 195:  Association between Agoression & Domineering Life Stvle
Cross-tab

Domineering Total

Low High
Count 68 32 100
Low % within Aggression 68.00% | 32.00% {100.00%
% within Domineering | 31.90% |36.80% {33.30%
Count 59 18 77

Aggression Medium % within Aggression 76.60% | 23.40% (100.00%
% within Domineering | 27.70% | 20.70% | 25.70%

Count 86 37 123
High % within Aggression 69.90% | 30.10% |100.00%
% within Domineering | 40.40% | 42.50% |41.00%
Count 213 87 300
Total % within Aggression 71.00% | 29.00% {100.00%
% within Domineering | 100.00% {100.00%100.00%
Chi-square '
Asymp. Sig.
| Value Df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.690° | 2 0.43
Likelihood Ratio 1.732 2 0.421
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.061 1 0.805
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 22.33.
There is no significant association between Aggression and Domineering

Life-Style-as reflected by the ‘t/éble.(,

Majority of the total respondents i.e. 71% have low score in domineering life

st};le as against 29% with high score.
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The table also reflects that 69.9% of the respondents with high aggression

score have low score in domineering life style.

While 76.6% of the réspondents with moderate score in aggression also have

low score in domineering life style.

Table 196: Associhtion between Aggression & Confirming Life Style
Cross-tab

Confirming
) Total
Low High
Count 58 42 100
Low % within Aggression 58.00% | 42.00% |100.00%
% within Confirming 35.60% | 30.70% | 33.30%
Gyln el Count ¢ 44 33 77

Aggression Medium % within Aggression 57.10% | 42.90% (100.00%
% within Confirming 27.00% | 24.10% |25.70%

. Count 61 62 123
igh % within Aggression 49.60% | 50.40% {100.00%
lH % within Confirming 37.40% | 45.30% |41.00%
‘Count 163 137 300
Total % within Aggression 54.30% | 45.70% {100.00%
% within Confirming | 100.00% {100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square
f o Asymp. Sig.
Value df @-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.901° 2 0.387
Likelihood Ratio - -~ 1.9 2 0.387
Lil;ear-by-Linear Association 1.637 1 0.201
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 35.16.
There is no significant association between Aggression and Confirming

Style as indicated by the table.
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The table also reflects that 54.3% of the total respondents have low score in

confirming life style as against 45.7% with high score.

Respondents with low and moderate score in aggression are almost equally
distributed having low score in confirming life style i.e. 58% & 57.1%

respectively.

Almost same pattern with the h1gh score group in confirming life style gets
reﬂected in the table. 42% low aggression and 42.9% moderate aggression

which are almost equal.

Table 197: _ Association between Aggression and Escapist Life Style
Cross-tab

Escapist
_ Total
Low High
Count 69 31 100
Low % within Aggression 69.00% | 31.00% {100.00%
% within Escapist 35.60% |29.20% |33.30%
Count 46 31 77
Aggression Medium % within Aggression 59.70% | 40.30% |100.00%
" % within Escapist 23.70% | 29.20% | 25.70%
Count 79 44 123
High % within Aggression 64.20% | 35.80% (100.00%
% within Escapist 40.70% | 41.50% |41.00%
Count 194 106 300
Total % within Aggression 64.70% | 35.30% (100.00%|
% within Escapist 100.00% {100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square ; L -
Asymp. Sig.
Value df 2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.650 2 0.438
Likelihood Ratio o 1.652 2 0.438
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.468 1 0.494
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 27.21.
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No significant association gets reflected from the table between Aggression

and Escapist Life Style.

The table shows that 64.7% of the total respondents have low score in

escépist life style and 35.3% have high score.

64.2% of the respondents with high score in aggression possess low score in
escapist life style. While 41.5% of the respondents with high score in

escapist life style have high score in aggression.

Table 198:  Association between Aggression & Evasive Life Style
Cross-tab

Evasive
; Total
Low High
Count 63 37 100
Low % within Aggression 63.00% | 37.00% [100.00%
% within Evasive 36.40% |29.10% |33.30%
Count 33 44 77
Aggression [Medium % within Aggression 42.90% | 57.10% |100.00%)
% within Evasive 19.10% | 34.60% |25.70%
Count 77 46 123
High % within Aggression 62.60% | 37.40% {100.00%,
% within Evasive 44.50% | 36.20% | 41.00%
Count - 173 127 300-
Total % within Aggression 57.70% | 42.30% (100.00%
% within Evasive 100.00% 1100.00%{100.00%
Chi-square
Value df Ag-fll()legig
Pearson Chi-Square 9.310° 2 0.01
Likelihood Ratio 9.232 2 0.01
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.01 1 0.92
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 32.60.
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The chi-square analysis reflects significant correlation between aggression

and evasi\}e life style at 0.05 level of confidence as reflected by the table.

57.7% of the total respondents have low score in evasive life style as against

42.3% with high score.

62.6% of the respondents with high score in aggression have low score in

evasive life style.

34.6% of the respondents with high score in evasive life style have moderate

aggression score.
L

Table 199:  Association between Regression  (Frustration mode - 1) &

Individualistic Life Style
Cross-tab
Individualistic
Low | High | ‘et
Count 37 39 76
Low % within Regression 48.70% | 51.30% | 100.00%
% within Individualistic | 22.30% | 29.10% | 25.30%
Count 58 53 111
Regression Medium % within Regression 52.30% | 47.70% | 100.00%
% within Individualistic | 34.90% | 39.60% | 37.00%
Count 71 42 113
High % within Regression 62.80% | 37.20% | 100.00%
% within Individualistic | 42.80% | 31.30% | 37.70%
Count 166 134 300
Total % within Regression 55.30% | 44.70% | 100.00%
% within Individualistic | 100.00% |100.00%]| 100.00%
Chi-square
| vame | af Ag _‘;‘i‘;ﬁ;g'
Pearson Chi-Square 4357° 2 0.113
Likelihood Ratio 4.385 2 0.112
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.00 1 0.045
N of Valid Cases . 300

a 0 cells {.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 33.95
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There is no significant association between Regression (Frustration mode —

1) and Individualistic Life Style as reflected from the table.

Distribution of the respondents between low and high score in individualistic

life style is 55.3% & 44.7% respectively.

62.8% respondents with high score in regression have low score in
individualistic life style. While 42.8% of the respondents with low score in

individualistic life style have high score in regression.

Distribution of the respondents with high score in individualistic life style
between low, moderate and high regression score is 29.1%, 39.6% and

RS |
i

:31.3% respectively.
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Table 200:  Association between Regression (Frustration mode —1 ) & Exploitive

Life Style
Cross-tab
Explotive
. Total
Low High
Count 34 42 76
Low % within Regression 44.70% | 55.30% {100.00%
% within Explotive 25.80% |25.00% |25.30%
Count 46 65 111
Regression Medium % within Regression 41.40% | 58.60% {100.00%
% within Explotive 34.80% | 38.70% |37.00%
Count 52 61 113
{High % within Regression 46.00% | 54.00% |100.00%:
% within Explotive 39.40% | 36.30% |37.70%
Count 132 168 300
Total % within Regression 44.00% | 56.00% |100.00%
% within Explotive 100.00% {100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value | df (@2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 498" 2 0.779
Likelihood Ratio 0.499 2 0.779
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.065 1 0.799
N of Valid Cases ,.300

a O-cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 33.44,
No significant association gets established between Regression (Frustration

mode= 1) and Exploitive Life Style as indicated by the table.

54% of the respondents with high regression score have high score in

exploitive life style.
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Almost equal distribution of the respondents with low and high score in
exploitive life style with low regression score ie. 25.8% and 25%

respectively gets reflected from the table.

38.7% of the respondents with high score in exploitive life style have
moderate score in regression which is against a larger group than the other

two categé)ries in regression i.e. low (25%) and high (36.3%).

Table 201:  Association between Regression (Frustration mode — 1) and Pampered

) — Spoiled Life Style
Cross-tab
Pampered - Spoiled
- Total
Low High
Count 50 26 76
Low % within Regression 65.80% | 34.20% | 100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled | 26.50% | 23.40% | 25.30%
Count 63 48 111
Regression Medium |% within Regression 56.80% | 43.20% | 100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled | 33.30% | 43.20% | 37.00%
. |[Count 76 37 113
High " 1% within Regression 67.30% | 32.70% | 100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled | 40.20% | 33.30% | 37.70%
Count 189 111 300
Total % within Regression 63.00% | 37.00% | 100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled | 100.00% |100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value df Asym.p. Sig.
: , (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.988° 2 0.224
Likelihood Ratio 2.97 2 0227
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.168 1 0.682
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells {.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 28.12
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No significant association gets reflected from the table between Regression

(Frustration mode —1) and Pampered — Spoiled life style.

43.2% of the respondents with high score in pampered — spoiled life style
have moderate score in regression as against 23.4% with low regression core

and 33.3% with high regression score.

Larger group of respondents i.e. 40.2% having low score in pampered —
spoiled life style have high score in regression as against 33.3% in moderate

and 26.5% in low regression score.

Table 202: Association between Regression (Frustration mode — 1) & Resistive

Life Style
Cross-tab
Resistive
Low High Total
Count 47 29 76
Low % within Regression 61.80% | 38.20% (100.00%
% within Resistive 25.70% | 24.80% | 25.30%
Count 62 49 111
Regression Medium % within Regression 55.90% | 44.10% |100.00%
% within Resistive 33.90% | 41.90% | 37.00%
Count 74 39 113
. [High . |% within Regression 65.50% | 34.50% {100.00%
% within Resistive 40.40% | 33.30% |37.70%
Count 183 117 300
Total % within Regression 61.00% | 39.00% [100.00%
) " |o% within Resistive 100.00% |100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (%’—sil()le d)g
Pearson Chi-Square 2.214° 2 0.331
Likelihood Ratio 2212 2 0.331
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.446 1 0.504
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 29.64.
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The chi-square analysis does not reflect significant association between

Regression (Frustration mode — 1) and Resistive Life Style.

The table indicates that 65.5% of the respondents with high score in

regression have low score in resistive life style.

Larger group of respondents i.e. 40.4% with low score in resistive life style

have high regression score.

61.8% of the respondents with low regression score have low resistive life

style score.

Table 203: _ Association between Regression (Frustration mode -~ 1) and
Domineering Life Stvie
Cross-tab
Domineering
Low High Total
Count 56 20 76 .
Low % within Regression 73.70% | 26.30% (100.00%
% within Domineering | 26.30% | 23.00% |25.30%
Count 74 37 111
Regression [Medium % within Regression 66.70% | 33.30% (100.00%
% within Domineering | 34.70% | 42.50% {37.00%
Count 83 30 113
High % within Regression 73.50% | 26.50% [100.00%
% within Domineering | 39.00% | 34.50% |37.70%
Count 213 87 300
Total % within Regression 71.00% | 29.00% [100.00%
% within Domineering |100.00% {100.00%100.00%
Chi-square ‘
< Asymp. Sig.
Value | df (g_sil(’ie d)g
Pearson Chi-Square 1.608° | 2 0.448
Likelihood Ratio 1.592 2 0.451
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.014 1 0.906
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 22 04.
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The table indicates that there is no significant association between

Regression (Frustration mode — 1) and Domineering Life Style.

Majority of the respondents i.e. 73.5% with high regression score have low

domineering life style score.

Almost same percentage of the respondents with low regression score i.e.

73.7% have low domineering life style score.

66.7% of the respondents with moderate regression score have low score in
domineering life style.

Table 204: __ Association betweeit Regression (Frustration mede — 1) and Confirming

Life Style
Cross-tab
Confirming
Tow | fign | Lot

Count 41 35 76

Low % within Regression 53.90% | 46.10% [100.00%
% within Confirming 25.20% | 25.50% {25.30%
Count 61 50 111

Regression [Medium % within Regression 55.00% | 45.00% {100.00%:
% within Confirming 37.40% |36.50% |37.00%

Count 61 52 113
High - % within Regression 54.00% | 46.00% |100.00%
. © © ot % within Confirming | 37.40% | 38.00% [37.70%
Count 163 137 300
Total % within Regression 54.30% | 45.70% 100.00%
% within Confirming | 100.00% |100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value | df (g_sige d)g
Pearson Chi-Square 027 2 0.986
Likelihood Ratio 0.027 2 0.986
Linear-by-Linear Association 0 1 0.988
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 34.71

7
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No significant association is indicated by the above table between

R;eé‘ressi’on (Frustration mode - 1) and Conﬁrming Life Style.

54% of the respondents with high score in regression have low score in

confirming life style.

53.9% of the respondents with low regression belongs to low conforming

life style group as against 46.1% with high score.

Distribution of the fésponden{s with high score in confirming life style
belongs to moderate regression score i.e. 36.5% and 38% with high

regression score is almost equal.
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Table 205:  Association between Regression (Frustration mode — 1) and Escapist

Life Style
Cross-tab
Escapist Total
Low High
Count 48 28 76
Low % within Regression 63.20% | 36.80% {100.00%
% within Escapist 24.70% | 26.40% |25.30%
Count 61 50 111
Regression Medium % within Regression 55.00% | 45.00% {100.00%
% within Escapist 31.40% [ 47.20% | 37.00%
Count 85 28 113
[High % within Regression 75.20% | 24.80% {100.00%
% within Escapist 43.80% |26.40% |37.70%
Count 194 106 300
Total % within Regression 64.70% | 35.30% [100.00%
% within Escapist 100.00% {100.00%{100.00%,
Chi-square o
‘Value df Asym.p. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 10.167° | 2 0.006
Likelihood Ratio 10.336 2 0.006
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.042 1 0.044
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 26.85.
The chi-square test analysis from the above table shows significant
association between Regression (Frustration mode — 1) and Escapist Lie

St);le; ét .01 level 6f cbnﬁdenée ..

Majority of the respondents i.e. 75.2% with high score in regression have

low score in escapist life style.
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63.2% of the respondents with low regression score have low score in

escapist life style.

Respondents with high score in escapist life style were equally distributed in

low and high regression score group i.e. 26.4% in each group.

Table 206: _ Association between Regression (Frustration mode — 1) and Evasive

Life Style
Cross-tab
Evasive Total
Low High
Count 43 33 76
Low % within Regression 56.60% | 43.40% |100.00%
% within Evasive 24.90% | 26.00% [25.30%
B Count 61 50 111
Regression [Medium (% within Regression | 55.00% | 45.00% [100.00%
% within Evasive 35.30% | 39.40% [37.00%
Count 69 44 113
High % within Regression 61.10% | 38.90% (100.00%
% within Evasive 39.50% | 34.60% |37.70%
Count 173 127 300
Total % within Regression 57.70% | 42.30% |100.00%,
% within Evasive 100.00% {100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
L ) Value | df 2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .905° 2 0.636
Likelihood Ratio 0.907 2 0.635
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.481 1 0.488
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells { 0%) have expected count less than 5, The minimum expected count is 32.17.
The above table shows that there is no significant association between

Ly
.

Regression (Frustration mode — 1) and Evasive Life Style.
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61.1% of the respondents with high regression score have low evasive life

style score.

26% of the respondents with low regression score have high score in evasive

life style.

Table 207:  Association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) and Individualistic

Life Style
Cross-tab
' Individualistic
] Total
Low High
Count 37 39 76
Low % within Fixation 48.70% | 51.30% {100.00%)
% within Individualistic| 22.30% |29.10% {25.30%
Count 58 53 111
Fixation Medium % within Fixation 52.30% | 47.70% 1100.00%,
% within Individualistic| 34.90% | 39.60% | 37.00%
Count 71 42 113
{High % within Fixation 62.80% | 37.20% {100.00%
L % within Individualistic|{ 42.80% | 31.30% |37.70%
Count 166 134 300
Total % within Fixation 55.30% | 44.70% {100.00%
% within Individualistic| 100.00% [100.00%]|100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (@2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square , (43570 1 2 0.113 )
Likelihood Ratio 4.385 2 0.112
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.00 1 0.045
N of Valid Cases . 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expectéd count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 33.95.
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The table shows that there is no significant association between Fixation

(Frustration mode — 2) and Individualistic Life Style.

“The ‘table also reflects that 42.8% of the respondents with low score in

individualistic life style have high score in fixation.

48.7% of the respondents with low score in individualistic life style have

low score in fixation.

Amongst the respondents with high score in individualistic life style, a larger
group i.e. 39.6% have moderate fixation score.

Table 208: Associatidn betweeil”Fixation (Frustratiofn mode — 2) and Exploiti{fe

Life Style
Cross-tab
Explotive
Low High Total
Count 34 42 76
{Low % within Fixation 44.70% | 55.30% {100.00%:
% within Explotive 25.80% | 25.00% |25.30%
Count 46 65 111
Fixation Medium % within Fixation 41.40% | 58.60% {100.00%
% within Explotive 34.80% | 38.70% {37.00%
Count 52 61 113
High % within Fixation 46.00% | 54.00% {100.00%
% within Explotive 39.40% | 36.30% |37.70%
Count 132 168 300
Total % within Fixation 44.00% | 56.00% {100.00%
% within Explotive 100.00% {100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square
Value df Ag::]l()iei;g
Pearson Chi-Square 498" 2 0.779

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 33.44.
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The table shows no significant association between Fixation (Frustration

mode —2 ) and Exploitive Life Style.

The table also indicates that 54% of the respondents with high score in
fixation have high score in exploitive life style as against 46% with low

score.

A major group (39.4%) of reéﬁondents with low score in exploitive life style

have high fixation score.

55.3% with low score and 54% with high score in fixation have high score in

exploitive life style.
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Table 209: Association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) and Pampered —
Spoiled Life Style

Cross-tab
Pampered -
Spoiled Total
Low High
Count 50 26 76
Low % within Fixation 65.80% | 34.20% 100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled| 26.50% | 23.40% |25.30%
Count 63 48 111
Fixation Medium |% within Fixation 56.80% | 43.20% |100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled| 33.30% | 43.20% | 37.00%
Count 76 37 113
High % within Fixation 67.30% | 32.70% (100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled| 40.20% |33.30% |37.70%
Count 189 111 300
Total o within Fixation 63.00% | 37.00% (100.00%
% within Pampered -~ Spoiled| 100.00% 100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value | df 2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.988" | 2 0.224
Likelihood Ratio 2.970 2 0.227
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.168 1 0.682
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 28.12
Chi-square analysis shows no’ significant association between Fixation

(Frustration mode —2 ) and Pampered-Spoiled Life Style.

The table also shows that majority (67.3%) of the respondents with high

score in fixation have low score in pampered-spoiled life style.
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A larger group (43.2%) with high score in pampered-spoiled life style
belongs to moderate score group of fixation as against 23.4% with low

fixation score and 33.3% with high fixation score.

43.2% of the respondents with moderate fixation score belongs to high score
group of pampered-spoiled life style, while the same percentage i.e. 43.2%
of the respondents with high pampered-spoiled life style score have

moderate fixation score.

Table 210:  Association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) & Resistive Life

Style
Cross-tab
Resistive
Tow | Hgh | o™
Count 47 29 76
Low % within Fixation 61.80% | 38.20% 100.00%
% within Resistive 25.70% | 24.80% | 25.30%
Count 62 49 111
IFixation Medium % within Fixation 55.90% | 44.10% [100.00%
% within Resistive 33.90% | 41.90% | 37.00%
Count 74 39 113
High % within Fixation 65.50% { 34.50% [100.00%)
% within Resistive .1 40.40% | 33.30% | 37.70%
Count 183 117 300
Total % within Fixation 61.00% | 39.00% [100.00%
% within Resistive 100.00% {100.00%{100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (g-si?le d)g
Pearson Chi-Square 2214 | 2 0.331
Likelihood Ratio L2212 2 0.331
Linear-by-Linear Association | ~0.446 1 0.504
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count less than 5. The mmimum expected count is 29.64.
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The table shows that there is no significant association between Fixation

(Frustration mode — 2) and Resistive Life Style.

The table also indicates that 65.5% of the respondents with high fixation

score, have low resistive life style score.

Comparatively a larger grouﬁ of respondents i.e. 41.9% with high resistive
life style score have moderate fixation score, as against 24.8% with low and

33.3% with high fixation score.

61.8% of the respondents with low fixation score have low resistive lie style
score.

Table211:  Association between Fixation (Frustration mode —2) and Domineering

Life Style
Cross-tab
Domineering
Tow | High | !
: Count 56 20 76
Low % within Fixation 73.70% | 26.30% [100.00%
% within Domineering | 26.30% | 23.00% |25.30%
Count 74 37 111
Fixation Medium % within Fixation 66.70% | 33.30% [100.00%
% within Domineering | 34.70% | 42.50% | 37.00%
Count 83 30 113
High % within Fixation 73.50% | 26.50% |100.00%
% within Domineering | 39.00% | 34.50% |37.70%
- Count 213 87 300
Total % within Fixation 71.00% | 29.00% (100.00%
% within Domineering |100.00% [100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square
Value daf Asym.p. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.608" 2 0.448

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 22.04.
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The table does not reflect significant association between Fixation

(Frustration mode — 2) and Domineering Life Style.

The table also shows that a majority of the respondents i.e. 73.5% with high
fixation score have low score in domineering life style. Almost the same
percentage i.e. 73.7% with low fixation score have low score in domineering

life style.

The same type of trend is observed with the respondents with low and high
fixation score i.e. 26.3% and 26.5% have high score in domineering life

style.
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Table 212:

Association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) and Confirming

Life Style
Cross-tab '
Confirming
. Total
Low High
Count 41 35 76
Low % within Fixation 53.90% | 46.10% [{100.00%
% within Confirming 25.20% | 25.50% |25.30%
Count 61 50 111
[Fixation Medium % within Fixation 55.00% | 45.00% [100.00%
% within Confirming 37.40% | 36.50% | 37.00%
Count 61 52 113
High % within Fixation 54.00% | 46.00% (100.00%
% within Confirming 37.40% | 38.00% | 37.70%
Count 163 137 300
Total % within Fixation 54.30% | 45.70% [100.00%
% within Confirming 100.00% [100.00%100.00%
Chi-square
Value df Ag-zlc)lecsl;g
Pearson Chi-Square .027° 2 0.986
Likelihood Ratio 0.027 2 0.986
Linear-by-Linear Association 0 1 0.988
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 34.71.

The table reflects that there is no significant association between Fixation

(Frustration mode —2 ) and Confirming Life Style.

The table also indicates that 54% of the respondents with high fixation score

‘havie lowscore in confirming life style.

46.1%, 45% and 46% of the respondents with low, moderate and high

fixation score, have high score in confirming life style.
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25.2% with low and 25.5% with high conforming life style have low fixation
score.

Table 213:  Association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) and Escapist

. Life Style
Cross-tab
Escapist Total
Low High
Count 48 28 76
Low % within Fixation 63.20% | 36.80% (100.00%

% within Escapist 24.70% | 26.40% |25.30%
Count 61 50 111

Fixation Medium % within Fixation 55.00% | 45.00% {100.00%
% within Escapist 31.40% | 47.20% |37.00%
Count- - - 85 28 113

High % within Fixation 75.20% | 24.80% 100.00%

% within Escapist 43.80% | 26.40% | 37.70%
Count 194 106 300

Total % within Fixation 64.70% | 35.30% {100.00%
% within Escapist 100.00% {100.00%100.00%

Chi-square

Value | df Agj"sig; §;g.

Pearson Chi-Square 10.167° | 2 0.006

Likelihood Ratio 10336 | 2 0.006

Linear-by-Linear Association | 4.042 1 0.044

N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 26.85

Chirsquare analysis from the table shows that there is significant association
between Fixation (Frustration mode —2 ) and Escapist Life Style at 0.01 level

of confidence.

A majority of the respondents i.e. 75.2% with high fixation score have low

esc‘:’é;pistllife style score.
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There is an increase in percentage with low score in escapist life style.
Respondents with a move from low, moderate and high fixation score i.e.

24.7%, 31.4% and 43.8% respectively.

While respondents with high score in escapist life style, distribution of the

percentage is equal in low and high fixation score i.e. 26.4% in each.

Table 214:  Association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) and Evasive Life

Style
Cross-tab
Evasive
. Total
Low High
Count 43 33 76
Low % within Fixation 56.60% | 43.40% {100.00%
ot . : "« % within Evasive 24.90% | 26.00% |25.30%
Count 61 50 111
tl*‘ixation Medium % within Fixation 55.00% | 45.00% 100.00%
% within Evasive 35.30% |39.40% {37.00%
Count 69 44 113
High % within Fixation 61.10% | 38.90% {100.00%)
% within Evasive 39.90% | 34.60% |37.70%
Count 173 127 300
Total % within Fixation 57.70% | 42.30% |{100.00%
% within Evasive 100.00% [100.00%{100.00%
Chi-square I ,
Value | df Asym'p. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 905" | 2 0.636
Likelihood Ratio 0.907 2 0.635
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.481 1 0.488
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 32.17.
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The table indicates that the significant association is not there between

Fixation (Frustration mode ~2) and Evasive Life Style.

The table also shows that 61.1% of the respondents with high fixation score,
have low score in evasive life style, while distribution of the respondents
with low and moderate score in fixation with low score in evasive life style
is almost equal i.e. 56.6% and 55% respectively.

Distribution of the respondents with high evasive life style score is almost
) J

eqliél in low and moderate fixations i.e. 43.4% and 45% respectively.

Table 215:  Association between_Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) and
Individualistic Life Style
Cross-tab -
Individualistic
Low High Total
Count 37 39 76
Low % within Resignation 48.70% | 51.30% (100.00%
% within Individualistic| 22.30% |29.10% | 25.30%
Count 58 53 111

Resignation Medium % within Resignation 52.30% | 47.70% (100.00%
P % within Individualistic| 34.90% | 39.60% |37.00%

Count 71 42 113
High % within Resignation 62.80% | 37.20% [100.00%
o within Individualistic | 42.80% | 31.30% | 37.70%
Count 166 134 300
Total % within Resignation 55.30% | 44.70% {100.00%
% within Individualistic | 100.00% [100.00%(100.00%,
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value | df é’_si‘(’ie d)g
Pearson Chi-Square 4357 | 2 0.113
Likelihooed Ratio .4.385 2 0.112
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.00 1 0.045
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count less than 5. The mmimum expected count is 33.95
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No significant association gets reflected from the above table between

Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) and Individualistic Life Style.

62.8% of the respondents with high resignation score have low score in

individualistic life style.

Yless

A larger group of respondents with low individualistic life style score i.e.

42.8% have high resignation score.

A higher group with 39.6% with high score in individualistic life style have

moderate resignation score.

Table 216:  Association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) and

Exploitive Life Style
Cross-tab
Explotive
Tow | mgn | Lot
Count 34 42 76
Low % within Resignation 44.70% | 55.30% (100.00%:
% within Explotive 25.80% | 25.00% |25.30%
Count 46 65 111
Resignation Medium % within Resignation 41.40% | 58.60% |100.00%
% within Explotive 34.80% | 38.70% |37.00%
Count 52 61 113
igh % within Resignation 46.00% | 54.00% [100.00%
[H % within Explotive 39.40% | 36.30% |37.70%
Count 132 168 300
Total % within Resignation 44.00% | 56.00% {100.00%
e % within Explotive 100.00% {100.00%100.00%
Chi-square
Value af Asym'p. Sig. 2-| ..
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 498" 2 0.779
Likelihood Ratio 0.499 2 0.779
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.065 1 0.799
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells { 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 33.44.
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There is no significant association between Resignation (Frustration mode —

3) and Exploitive Life Style gets reflected from the table.

The table shows that 54% of the respondents with high resignation score

have high exploitive life style as against 46% with low score.

At all the three level of resignation i.e. low, moderate and high, respondents
having high score in exploitive life style forms a larger group i.e. 55.3%,

58.6% and 54% respectively.

Table 217:  Association between Resignation (Frustration mede — 3) and
Pampered-Spoiled Life Style
Cross-tab
Pampered - Spoiled
Low High Total
Count 50 26 76
Low % within Resignation 65.80% | 34.20% | 100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled | 26.50% | 23.40% | 25.30%
Count 63 48 111
Resignation Medium |% within Resignation 56.80% | 43.20% | 100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled | 33.30% | 43.20% | 37.00%
Count . 76 37 113
High % within Resignation 67.30% | 32.70% | 100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled | 40.20% | 33.30% | 37.70%
_Count 189 111 300
Total % within Resignation 63.00% | 37.00% | 100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled [100.00%| 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig. (2-
vale | ar [ si';e d)g ¢
Pearson Chi-Square 2 988" 2 0.224
Likelihood Ratio 2970 2 0.227
Linear-by-Linear Association . 0.168 1 0.682
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 28.12.
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There is no significant association between Resignation (Frustration mode —

3) and Pampered-Spoiled Life Style as indicated by the above table.

The cross table also reflects that 67.3% of the respondents with high

resignation score, have low pampered-spoiled life style score as against

32.7% with high score.

The percentage of the respondents with moderate resignation score having
high score in pampered spoiled life style and respondents with high score in
pampered-spoiled life style with moderate resignation score are equal i.e.

43.2%.

Table 218:  Association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) and Resistive

Life Style
Cross-tab
Resistive
Tow | fign | Lot
Count 47 29 76
Low ‘i i+ |% within Resignation 61.80% | 38.20% {100.00%
% within Resistive 25.70% | 24.80% |25.30%
Count 62 49 111
Resignation Medium % within Resignation 55.90% | 44.10% {100.00%
% within Resistive 33.90% | 41.90% |37.00%
Count 74 39 113
High % within Resignation 65.50% | 34.50% {100.00%
% within Resistive 40.40% | 33.30% {37.70%
Count 183 117 300
Total =~ % within Resignation | 61.00% |39.00% [100.00%
) % within Resistive 100.00% {100.00%{100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value | df é_sige d)g
Pearson Chi-Square 2.214° 2 0.331

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 29.64.
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The significant association is not there between Resignation (Frustration

mode - 3) and Resistive Life Style, as shown by the above table.

The table also shows that 65.5% of the respondents with high resignation

score, have low score in resistive life style, as against 34.5% with'high score.

A tendency to increase is observed from low => moderate => high

resignation score groups with low score in resistive life styles, i.e. 25.7%,

33.9% and 40.4% respectively.

Table 219:  Association between Resignation (Frustration mede — 3) and
Domineering Life Style
Cross-tab ‘
Domineering
Low High | Lot
|Count 56 20 76
Low % within Resignation 73.70% | 26.30% | 100.00%
% within Domineering 26.30% | 23.00% | 25.30%
Count 74 37 111
TResignation Medium % within Resignation 66.70% | 33.30% |100.00%
% within Domineering 34.70% | 42.50% | 37.00%
Count 83 30 113
{High % within Resignation 73.50% | 26.50% | 100.00%
% within Domineering 39.00% | 34.50% | 37.70%
] Count 213 87 300
Total % within Resignation 71.00% | 29.00% | 100.00%
% within Domineering 100.00%. |100.00%{100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value | df é’_sige d)g
Pearson Chi-Square 1.608° 2 0.448
Likelihood Ratio 1.592 2 0.451
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.014 1 0.906
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 22.04.
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The table shows that there is no significant association between Resignation

(Frﬁstration mode —3) and Domineering Life Style.

A majority of the respondents with high resignation score i.e. 73.5% have

low domineering life style score as against 26.5% with high score.

A majority of the respondents with low, moderate and high score in
resignation i.e. 73.7%, 66.7% and 73.5% respectively have low score in
domineéring life style.

Table 220: _ Association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) and

Confirming Life Style

Cross-tab
Confirming
) Total
Low High
Count 41 35 76
Low % within Resignation 53.90% | 46.10% (100.00%
% within Confirming 25.20% | 25.50% {25.30%
Count 61 50 111

[Resignation Medium . % within Resignation 55.00% | 45.00% |100.00%
% within Confirming | 37.40% | 36.50% | 37.00%

Count 61 52 113
High % within Resignation 54.00% | 46.00% {100.00%

% within Confirming 37.40% | 38.00% |37.70%
Count 163 137 300

Total % within Resignation 54.30% | 45.70% 1100.00%
% within Confirming | 100.00% |100.00%]|100.00%,

Chi-square

Asymp. Sig.
| Value | df | =3 sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 027 2 0.986

Likelihood Ratio 0.027 2 0.986

Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.000 1 0.988

N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 34.71.
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There is no significant association between Resignation (Frustration mode —

3) and confirming Life Style gets reflected from the above table.

The table also indicates that 54% of the respondents with high resignation
score have low score in confirming life style as against 46% with high score.
Percentaée of respondents with low and high score in confirming life style
are al}nost equal in moderate and high score in resignation groups i.e.
37.4%, 36.5% (moderate resignation score) and 37.4%, 38% (high

resignation score respectively).

Table 221:  Association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) and Escapist

Life Style
Cross-tab
Escapist
Low High Total
iL Count 48 28 76
ow % within Resignation 63.20% | 36.80% {100.00%
% within Escapist 24.70% | 26.40% |25.30%
Count 61 50 111
fResignation Medium % within Resignation 55.00% | 45.00% |100.00%
% within Escapist 31.40% | 47.20% | 37.00%
Count 85 28 113
High % within Resignation 75.20% | 24.80% {100.00%
% within Escapist 43.80% | 26.40% |37.70%
Count 194 106 300
Total % within Resignation 64.70% | 35.30% {100.00%
% within Escapist 100.00% {100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value | df (g_sige d)g
Pearson Chi-Square. - 10.167° | 2 0.006
Likelihood Ratio 10.336 2 0.006
Linear-by-Linear Association | 4.042 1 0.044
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells {.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 1s 26.85.



The chi-square analysis in the above table shows significant association

between at Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) and Escapist Life Style.

The table also indicates that 75.2% of the respondents with high resignation

score, have low score in escapist life style.

A group of respondents with high escapist life style score makes equal

percentage in the group with low and high resignation i.e. 26.4% in each.

Out of the total (194) respondents with low score in escapist life style
majority i.e. 85 have high resignation score.

Table 222:  Association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) and Evasive

Life Style
Cross-tab
Evasive
Low High Total
Count 43 33 76
Low % within Resignation 56.60% |43.40% [100.00%
% within Evasive 24.90% | 26.00% |25.30%
Count 61 50 111
Resignation [Medium % within Resignation 55.00% | 45.00% [100.00%
G * |% within Evasive 35.30% | 39.40% | 37.00%
Count 69 44 113
High % within Resignation 61.10% | 38.90% {100.00%
-~ 1% within Evasive 39.90% | 34.60% |37.70%
Count 173 127 300
Total % within Resignation 57.70% | 42.30% |100.00%
% within Evasive 100.00% {100.00%{100.00%
Chi-square
Value df Agf;geg;g
Pearson Chi-Square 905" 2 0.636
Likelihood Ratio . 0.907 2 0.635
Linear-by-Linear Association :,.0.481 1 0:488
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 32.17.
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The table shows that there is no significant association between Resignation

(Frustration mode — 3) and Evasive Life Style.

The table also shows that 61.1% of the respondents with high score in

resignation have low score in evasive life style.

39.9% of the respondents with low score in evasive life style have high
resignation score as against 35.3% with moderate and 24.9% with low

resignation score with low score in evasive life style.

Table 223:  Association between Aggression (Frustration mede — 4) and
Individualistic Life Style
Cross-tab
Individualistic
_ Total
Low High
Count 37 39 76
4. Loew . % within Aggression 48.70% | 51.30% {100.00%
) %% within Individualistic | 22.30% | 29.10% | 25.30%
Count 58 53 111

Aggression [Medium % within Aggression 52.30% | 47.70% (100.00%
o % within Individualistic; 34.90% | 39.60% |37.00%

Count 71 42 113
‘High % within Aggression 62.80% | 37.20% [100.00%
% within Individualistic| 42.80% | 31.30% |37.70%
Count 166 134 300
Total % within Aggression 55.30% | 44.70% {100.00%
, %o witl;ip Individualistic | 100.00% {100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square o
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square " -, 4357 2 0.113
Likelihood Ratio 4385 2 0.112
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.000 1 0.045
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 15 33.95.
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There is no significant association between Aggression (Frustration mode —

4) and Individualistic Life Style, as reflected by the above table.

The-table also reflects that 62.8% of the respondents with high aggression
(frustration mode — 4) have low score in individualistic life style, as against

37.2% with high score.

A larger group of respondents with highs score in individualistic life style

i.e. 39.6% have moderate aggression (frustration mode — 4) score.

Table 224: _ Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) and Exploitive

‘ Life Style
Cross-tab -
Explotive
Tow | High | ot
Count 34 42 76
Low % within Aggression 44.70% | 55.30% {100.00%
% within Explotive 25.80% | 25.00% |25.30%
Count 46 65 111
Aggression Medium % within Aggression 41.40% | 58.60% |100.00%
% within Explotive 34.80% | 38.70% | 37.00%
Count 52 61 113
High % within Aggression 46.00% | 54.00% {100.00%,
% within Explotive 39.40% | 36.30% {37.70%
Count ’ 132 168 300
Total % within Aggression 44.00% | 56.00% {100.00%
% within Explotive 100.00% |100.00%]|100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 498" 2 0.779
Likelihood Ratio 0.499 2 0.779
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.065 1 0.799
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 33.44
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The above table reflects no- significant association between Aggression

(Frustration mode — 4) and Exploitive Life Style.

The table also indicates that 39.4% of the respondents with low score in

exploitive life style have high aggression (frustration mode — 4) score.

A larger group with 38.7% with high score in exploitive life style have

moderate aggression (frustration mode — 4) score.

A

Table 225: Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) and Pampered —

Spoiled Life Style
Cross-tab
Pampered - Spf)lled Total
Low High
Count 50 26 76
Low % within Aggression 65.80% 3420% | 100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled | 26.50% | 23.40% | 25.30%
Count 63 48 111
Aggression Medium % within Aggression 56.80% 43.20% | 100.00%
‘ % within Pampered - Spoiled | 33.30% | 43.20% | 37.00%
Count 76 37 113
High % within Aggression 67.30% | 32.70% | 100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled | 40.20% 33.30% | 37.70%
Count 189 111 300
Total % within Aggression 63.00% 37.00% | 100.00%
% within Pampered - Spoiled | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df | 3YmP- Sig.
' (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 7,088 | 2 0.224
Likelihood Ratio 2.97 2 0.227
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.168 1 0.682

N of Valid Cases

300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 28.12.
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The table does not reflect the significant association between Aggression

(Frustration mode — 4) and Pampered — Spoiled Life Style.

The cross table also reflects that 67.3% of the respondents with high
‘aggression (frustration mode —.4) score have low score in pampered-spoiled

life style.

65.8% of the respondents with low aggression (frustration mode — 4) score

have low score in pampered-spoiled life style.

40.2% of the respondents with low score in pampered-spoiled life style have
high score in aggression (frustration mode — 4) as against 33.3% with

moderate and 26.5% low score.
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Table 226:  Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) and Resistive

Life Style
Cross-tab
Resistive
_ Total
Low High
Count 47 29 76
Low % within Aggression 61.80% | 38.20% |100.00%
% within Resistive 25.70% | 24.80% |25.30%
Count 62 49 111
Aggression Medium % within Aggression 55.90% | 44.10% {100.00%
% within Resistive 33.90% | 41.90% |37.00%
Count 74 1 39 113
o High % within Aggression 65.50% | 34.50% {100.00%
’ % within Resistive 40.40% |33.30% | 37.70%
Count 183 117 300
Total % within Aggression 61.00% | 39.00% [100.00%
% within Resistive 100.00% {100.00%{100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2214 | 2 0.331
Likelihood Ratio 2.212 2 0.331
Linear-by-Linear Association | 9.446 1 0.504
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 29.64
There is no significant association between Aggression (Frustration mode —

4) and Resistive Life Style, appears in the table above.

The table also shows that 65.5% of the respondents with high aggression

(frustration mode — 4) score, have low score in resistive life style.

e
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61.8% of the respondents with low aggression (frustration mode — 4) score

have low score in resistive life style.

41.9% of the respondents, which is larger group than the other two low
(24.8%) and high aggression (frustration mode - 4) (33.3%) with high score

in resistive life style.

Table 227:  Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) and
- Domineering Life Style

Cross-tab
Domineering
. Total

Low High

Count 56 20 76
Low % within Aggression 73.70% | 26.30% {100.00%

% within Domineering | 26.30% {23.00% {25.30%
Count 74 37 111

Aggression Medium % within Aggression 66.70% | 33.30% [100.00%
% within Domineering | 34.70% | 42.50% |37.00%

22 \Count 83 30 113
High % within Aggression 73.50% | 26.50% {100.00%
% within Domineering | 39.00% | 34.50% |37.70%
Count 213 87 300
Total % within Aggression 71.00% {29.00% {100.00%
% within Domineering |100.00% |100.00%{100.00%
Chi-square
Value | ap | AYmP-Sie
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.608" 2 0.448
Likelihood Ratio -, 1.592 2 0.451
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.014 1 0.906
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 22.04.
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The table shows that there is no significant association between Aggression

(Frustration mode — 4) and Domineering Life Style.

Table also shows that a majority of the respondents with high aggression
(frustration mode — 4) score i.e. 73.5% have low score in domineering life
style. Almost same percentage i.e. 73.7% with low aggression (frustration

mode — 4) score have low score in domineering life style.

The respondents with low and high score in aggression (frustration mode —
4) having high score in domineering life style are almost equal i.e. 26.3%
and-26.5% respectively.

Table 228:  Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) and Confirming

Life Style
Cross-tab
Confirming
Total
Tow | High | ™
iL Count 41 35 76
oW % within Aggression 53.90% | 46.10% |100.00%

% within Confirming 25.20% | 25.50% | 25.30%
Count . 61 50 111

Aggression [Medium % within Aggression 55.00% | 45.00% {100.00%
% within Confirming 37.40% | 36.50% | 37.00%

Count 61 52 113
High " |% within Aggression 54.00% | 46.00% [100.00%

% within Confirming 37.40% | 38.00% | 37.70%

Count 163 137 300
Total % within Aggression 54.30% | 45.70% |100.00%

% within Confirming |100.00% [100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 10277 2 0.986

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 34.71.
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There is no significant association between Aggression (Frustration mode —

4) and Confirming Life Style as shows in the table.

The table also further shows that 54% of the respondents with high
aggression (frustration mode — 4) have low score in confirming life style.
Aggin these percentage are almost equal to the percentage with moderate
and low aggression (frustration mode — 4) score i.e. 55% and 53.9%

respectively, which also Belongs to low score group of confirming life style.

Table 229:  Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) and Escapist

Life Style
Cross-tab
Escapist
Low High Total
Count 48 28 76
Low % within Aggression 63.20% | 36.80% {100.00%
% within Escapist 24.70% | 26.40% | 25.30%
Count 61 50 111
Aggression Medium ~ % within Aggression 55.00% | 45.00% {100.00%
% within Escapist 31.40% | 47.20% | 37.00%
Count 85 28 113
High % within Aggression 75.20% | 24.80% {100.00%,
% within Escapist 43.80% | 26.40% | 37.70%
Count 194 106 300
Total % within Aggression 64.70% | 35.30% {100.00%
% within Escapist 100.00% [100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square : P o T
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (;—si?ie d)g
Pearson Chi-Square , 10.167% 2 0.006
Likelihood Ratio 10.336 2 0.006
Linear-by-Linear Association | 4.042 1 0.044
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 26.85
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The chi-square analysis from the table shows that there is significant
association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) and Escapist Life

Style at 0‘.01 level of confidence.

The table also reflects that majority of the respondents i.e. 75.2% with high

aggression (frustration mode — 4) score have low score in escapist life style.

26.4% of the respondents with low score in escapist life style have low score
in aggression (frustration mode — 4) and the equal percentage of respondents
(26.4%) with high escapist lie style score have high aggression (frustration

mode — 4) score.

Table 230 :  Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) and Evasive

Life Style
Cross-tab
Evasive
Low | mgh | L@
Count 43 33 76
Low % within Aggression 56.60% | 43.40% |100.00%
% within Evasive 24.90% | 26.00% |25.30%
Count 61 50 111
Aggression Medium % within Aggression 55.00% | 45.00% |100.00%
W % within Evasive 35.30% | 39.40% {37.00%
Count 69 44 113
High % within Aggression 61.10% | 38.90% (100.00%
% within Evasive 39.90% | 34.60% |37.70%
Count 173 127 | 300
Total % within Aggression 57.70% | 42.30% (100.00%
% within Evasive 100.00% {100.00%(100.00%
Chi-square
Value df Ag-x:iglei;g.
Pearson Chi-Square ‘ 905" 2 0.636

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less thaér} 5. The minimum expected count is 32.17
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at

No significant association gets reflected through the table between

Aggression (Frustration mode - 4) and Evasive Life Stylé.

The table also reflects that 61.1% with high score in aggression (frustration
mode — 4) and 55% with moderate and 56.6% with low aggression

(frustration mode — 4) score have low evasive life style score.

There is an increase in the percentage with the respondents having low score
in evasive life style from low => moderate => high score in aggression i.e.

24.9%, 35.3% and 39.9% respectively.
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[H] LIFE SATISFACTION: AGGRESSION AND FRUSTRATION

Life satisfaction and its association with aggression and frustration are
examined.

Table 231:  Association between Aggression & Life Satisfaction
Cross-tab

Life Satisfaction Total
Low High
Count 56 44 100
Low % within Aggression 56.00% [44.00% {100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 31.30% |36.40% |33.30%
Count 49 28 77
Aggression |Medium % within Aggression 63.60% |36.40% (100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 27.40% |23.10% [25.70%
Count 74 49 123
High % within Aggression 60.20% |39.80% |100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 41.30% |40.50% |41.00%
- - .. [Count. . 179 121 300
Total % within Aggression 59.70% {40.30% |100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 100.00% {100.00%]100.00%
Chi-square
Value df Asym.p. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.075% 2 0.584
Likelihood Ratio 1.077 2 0.584
Linear-by-Linear Association | 0.342 1 0.558
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 31.06

{

Chi-square analysis in the table shows no significant association between

Aggression and Life-Satisfaction.

Out of total respondents 59.7% show low life satisfaction as against 40.3%

with high life satisfaction.
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The table also reflects that majority of the respondents (60.2%) with high
aggression possess low life satisfaction. Respondents with low aggression
score — 36.4% have high life satisfaction and 31.3% have low life

satisfaction.

Table 232: Association between Regression (Frustration mode — 1) & Life
Satisfaction

Cross-tab
Life Satisfaction Total
Low High
e Count 42 34 76
Low % within Regression 55.30% |44.70% {100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 23.50% |28.10%]25.30%
' Count 64 47 111
Regression Medium % within Regression 57.70% |42.30% {100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 35.80% |38.80% |37.00%
Count 73 40 113
High % within Regression 64.60% |35.40% 100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 40.80% |33.10% |37.70%
Count 179 121 300
Total %o within Regression 59.70% |40.30% (100.00%
‘ - % within Life Satisfaction | 100.00% [100.00%|100.00%
Chi-square
Value | af | ASYmP-Sig. |
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.9427 2 0.379
Likelihood Ratio 1.952 2 0.377
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.788 1 0.181
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5 The minimum expected count 1s 30 65.
No significant association gets reflected through the above table between
- ' - i

Life Satisfaction and Regression (Frustration mode — 1).
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The table further shows that 64.6% respondents with high regression score

have low life satisfaction.

The group of respondents with low life satisfaction from low => moderate
=> high regression score shows increase in the percentage i.e. 23.5%, 35.8%
and 40.8% respectively. Amongst high life satisfaction group, 38.8% of the
respondents have moderate regression (frustration mode — 1) score which is
higher than both the other groups i.e. low regression (28.1%) and high
reéression (33.1%).

Table 233: Association between Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) & Life Satisfaction
Cross-tab

Life Satisfaction
; Total
Low High
Count 42 34 76
Low % within Fixation 55.30% | 44.70% [100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 23.50% [28.10% {25.30%
Count 64 47 111
Fixation Medium % within Fixation 57.70% 142.30% {100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 35.80% |38.80% |37.00%
Count 73 40 113
High % within Fixation 64.60% |35.40% {100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 40.80% [33.10%|37.70%
Count 179 121 300
Total =~ : % within Fixation 59.70% | 40.30% 100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 100.00% {100.00%]|100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.942° 2 0.379
Likelihood Ratio 1.952 2 0.377
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.788 1 0.181
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 30.65
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There is no significant association as chi-square analysis gets reflected in the
table. The table also shows that 55.3% of the respondents with low score in
Fixation (Frustration mode — 3) have low life satisfaction. 38.8% women

respondents with high life satisfaction have moderate score in fixation.

Table 234:  Association between Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) & Life

Satisfaction
Cross-tab
Life Satisfaction
_ Total
Low High
J Count | i ( 42 34 76
Low % within Resignation 55.30% |44.70% {100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 23.50% [28.10% [25.30%
Count 64 47 111

Resignation Mediufn‘ % within Resignation 57.70% |42.30% {100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 35.80% |38.80%|37.00%

Count 73 40 113
High % within Resignation 64.60% |35.40% {100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 40.80% |33.10% |37.70%
Count 179 121 300
Total o within Resignation 59.70% |40.30% (100.00%
" " % within Life Satisfaction| 100:00% [100.00%[100.00%
Chi-square
Value | af |SYmP-Sie
) (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.942° 2 0.379
Likelihood Ratio 1.952 2 0.377
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.788 1 0.181
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 30.65
No ' significant association between Life Satisfaction and Resignation

(Frustration mode — 4) shows ‘by the above table.
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It also shows that percentage increases from low => moderate => high
resignation score i.e. 23.5%, 35.8% and 40.8% respectively of the

respondents with low life satisfaction.

Tale 235: Association between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) and Life
Satisfaction
Cross-tab
Life Satisfaction
_ Total
Low High
Count 42 34 76
Low % within Aggression 55.30% | 44.70% {100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 23.50% [28.10%25.30%
Count 64 47 111
Aggression |Medium % within Aggression 57.70% |42.30% {100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 35.80% ;38.80% |37.00%
Count 73 40 113
High % within Aggression 64.60% 1{35.40% (100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 40.80% |33.10% |37.70%
Count - T79 | 121 | 300
Total % within Aggression 59.70% |40.30% 100.00%
% within Life Satisfaction| 100.00% {100.00%100.00%,
Chi-square
Value | af |2SymP-Sie.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.942% | 2 0.379
Likelihood Ratio 1.952 2 0.377
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.788 1 0.181
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 30.65. !
There is no significant association between Aggression (Frustration mode —

4) and Life Satisfaction, as the table shows.
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The table also reflects that 33.1% of the respondents with high life

satisfaction have high aggression (frustration mode — 4) score while 40.8%

with low life satisfaction respondents have high score in aggression

(frustration mode — 4).

SEX TYPE: AGGRESSION AND FRUSTRATION

m

3 sex-types viz. feminine, masculine and undifferentiated are considered to

examine their association with aggression and frustration.

Table 236:  Association between Aggression & Sex-Type

3

‘é‘-i

Cross-tab
Sex-type
Feminine | Masculine Und.iffere»- Total
ntiated
Count 63 30 7 100
Low % within Aggression | 63.00% | 30.00% 7.00% 100.00%
% within Sex-type 37.30% | 32.60% 17.90% 33.30%
Count 34 22 21 77
Aggression Medium (% within Aggression | 44.20% | 28.60% 27.30% 100.00%
% within Sex-type 20.10% | 23.90% 53.80% 25.70%
JCount 72 40 11 123
[High  |% within Aggression | 58.50% | 32.50% 8.90% 100.00%
% within Sex-type 42.60% | 43.50% 28.20% 41.00%
Count 169 92 39 300
Total % within Aggression | 56.30% | 30.70% 13.00% 100.00%
% within Sex-type 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% 100.00%
Chi-square
Asymp. Sig.
| Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 19.577° 4 0.001
Likelihood Ratio . 17.541 4 0.002
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.22 1 0.639
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 10.01.
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Chi-square analysis from the above table reflects significant coordination

between Aggression and Sex type at 0.01 level of confidence.

The table also shows that 56.3% of the total respondents have feminine sex
type, while 30.7% i..e almost half than that have masculine and 13% have

undifferentiated sex type.

58.5% of the respondents having high score in aggression have feminine sex

tyﬁél

63% of the respondents with low score in aggression belong to feminine sex

type.

Respondents with moderate aggression count are almost equally distributed
with masculine and undifferentiated sex-type ie. 28.6% and 27.3%

respectively.
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Table 237:

Association between Regression (Frustration mode — 1) and Sex Type

Cross-tab
Sex-type
Feminine | Masculine Undiffer- | Total
entiated
Count 53 17 6 76
Low % within Regression | 69.70% | 22.40% 7.90% | 100.00%
% within Sex-type 31.40% 18.50% 15.40% | 25.30%
Count 54 44 13 111
Regression [Medium |% within Regression | 48.60% | 39.60% 11.70% | 100.00%
% within Sex-type 32.00% | 47.80% 33.30% | 37.00%
) Count 62 31 20 113
High % within Regression | 54.90% | 27.40% 17.70% | 100.00%
% within Sex-type 36.70% | 33.70% 51.30% | 37.70%
Count 169 92 39 300
Total % within Regression | 56.30% 30.70% 13.00% | 100.00%
% within Sex-type 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
| Asymp. Sig.
\ Value df 2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 12.221° 4 0.016
Likelihood Ratio 12.110 4 0.017
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.729 1 0.03
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells ( 0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 9.88.

Chi-square in above table reflects significant association between Sex-Type

and Regression (Frustration mode — 1) at 0.05 level of confidence.

The table also shows that respondents with high score in regression i.e.

54.9% have feminine sex-type, while 27.4% have masculine sex-type.
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Respondents with moderate regression score are almost equally distributed

between feminine (32%) and undifferentiated (33.3%) sex type group of

respondents.
Table 238: _Association between Sex-Type and Fixation (Frustration mode — 2)
Cross-tab
Sex-type
Feminine | Masculine Und.ifferen- Total
tiated
Count 53 17 6 76
Low % within Fixation 69.70% 22.40% 7.90% 100.00%
% within Sex-type 31.40% 18.50% '15.40%. - 25.30%
Count 54 44 13 111
[Fixation Medium |% within Fixation 48.60% 39.60% 11.70% | 100.00%
% within Sex-type 32.00% 47.80% 33.30% 37.00%
Count 62 31 20 113
High % within Fixation 54.90% 27.40% 17.70% | 100.00%
% within Sex-type 36.70% 33.70% 51.30% | 37.70%
Count 169 92 39 300
Total % within Fixation 56.30% 30.70% 13.00% | 100.00%
% within Sex-type 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square \
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square. 12221 | 4 0.016
Likelihood Ratio 12.110 4 0.017
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.729 1 0.03
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 1s 9.88.

The above table shows significant association between Sex-Type and

Fixation (Frustration mode — 2) at 0.05 level of confidence.
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The table also reflects that 27.4% of the respondents with high score in
fixation belongs to masculine sex-type. Almost double of it (54.9%) belong

to feminine sex-type.
69.7% of the respondents with low score in fixation have feminine sex-type.

A group of respondents having moderate fixation in feminine sex-type is
almost four times more (48.6%) than the group with undifferentiated sex-
type (11.7%).

Table 239:  Association between Sex-Type and Resignation (Frustration mode ~2)
Cross-tab

Sex-type
Feminine | Masculine Und.xffere- Total
ntiated
Count 53 17 6 76
- Low % within Resignation 69.70% 22.40% 7.90% | 100.00%
% within Sex-type 31.40% 18.50% 15.40% | 25.30%
Count 54 44 13 111
Resignation Medium (% within Resignation 48.60% 39.60% 11.70% | 100.00%
% within Sex-type 32.00% 47.80% 33.30% | 37.00%
Count 62 31 20 113
High % within Resignation 54.90% 27.40% 17.70% | 100.00%
% within Sex-type 36.70% 33.70% 51.30% | 37.70%
Count 169 92 39 300
Total % within Resignation 56.30% 30.70% 13.00% | 100.00%
. o within Sex-type 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% |100.00%
Chi-square ‘
| Value df Ag o 3;3‘
Pearson Chi-Square * * 12.221° 4 0.016
Likelihood Ratio 12.110 4 0.017
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.729 1 0.03
N of Valid Cases 300

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 15 9.88
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Significant association gets reflected through the above table between Sex-

Type and Resignation (Frustration mode — 3) at .05 level of confidence.

Table also shows that a groui) of respondents with feminine sex-type are

almost equally distributed between low resignation and moderate resignation

group of respondents i.e. 31.4% and 32.0% respectively.

47.8% of the respondents with masculine sex-type have moderate score in

resignation while 33.7% have high score in resignation.

Table 240: Association between Sex-Type and Aggression (Frustration mode — 4)

Cross-tab
Sex-type
Feminine | Masculine Und.lffere— Total
nfiated
Count 53 17 6 76
L‘ow % within Aggression 69.70% 22.40% 7.90% |100.00%
% within sex type 31.40% 18.50% 15.40% | 25.30%
Count 54 44 13 111
Aggression Medium (% within Aggression 48.60% 39.60% | 11.70% |100.00%
% within sex type 32.00% 47.80% | 33.30% | 37.00%
vie . : Count ‘.. P62 ¢ 31 220 . 113
[High % within sex type 54.90% 27.40% 17.70% | 100.00%
% within 36.70% 33.70% | 51.30% | 37.70%
Count 169 92 39 300
Total % within Aggression 56.30% 30.70% | 13.00% |100.00%
% within sex type 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Chi-square
Value | df Asy“s‘geﬁl)g‘ @
Pearson Chi-Square 12.221° | 4 0.016
Likelihood Ratio 12.11 4 0.017
Linear-by-Linear Assocxatmn 4,729 1 0.03
N of Valid Cases N © 300

a 0 cells {.0%) have expected count Iess than 5. The minimum expected count is 9.88.
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Significant association at 0.05 level of confidence gets reflected from the

above table between Aggression (Frustration mode — 4) and Sex-Type.

The table also shows that with the group of respondents with
undifferentiated sex-type, percentage increases in low => moderate => high
=> aggression (frustration mode - 4) score group of respondents i.e. 15.4%,

33.3% and 51.3% respectively.

The feminine sex-type group also shows increase in percentage from low =>
moderate => high score group of respondents in aggression (frustration

mode — 4) i.e. 31.4%, 32% and 36.4% respectively.

If we look at feminine-masculine groups of respondents, undifferentiated
‘with high score in aggression (frustration mode — 4), the percentage

decreases i.e. 54.9%, 27.4%, 17.7% respectively.
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[J] CORRELATION BETWEEN AGGRESSION AND FRUSTRATION

Table 241: Correlation between Agoression and Frustration

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N

Aggression 2.0767 .8602 300

Frustration 2.1233 7854 300

Correlations

‘ Aggression | Frustration

Pearson Correlation 1.000 -1.8799
Sig. (2-tailed) .001

Aggression Sum of Squares and Cross-products 221.237 -37.837
Covariance 740 -.127
N 300 300
Pearson Correlation - 187%* 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .001

Frustration | Sum of Squares and Cross-products -37.837 184.437
Covariance -.127 617
N 300 300

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

From the above mentioned table, it can be seen that correlation between

Aggression and,Frﬁstration is significant.
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