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TABLB XVI

CORRELATION BETWEEN CONGRUENCE OP PERCEIVED SELF ACCEPTANCE 
AND IDEAL SELF ACCEPTANCE, IN TERMS OF PEARSON r*s AND FISHER 
z1 s FOR EACH ZOROASTRIAN SUBJECT

Girls r z Boys r z

1 -.166 -.171 31 .000 .000
2 .470 .510 32 .803 1.099
3 .372 .389 33 .617 .725
4 .274 .277 34 .882 1.376
5 .304 .309 35 .500 .549

6 .794 1.071 36 .450 .485
7 .323 .332 37 .245 .256
8 .353 .366 38 .490 .549
9 .323 .332 39 .450 .485

to .637 .758 40 .784 1.045

11 .421 .448 41 .578 .663

12 .294 .299 42 .284 .288
13 .480 .523 43 .186 .192
14 .049 .050 44 .264 .266
15 .588 .678 45 .774 1.020
16 .705 .887 46 .705 .887
17 .764 .996 47 .274 .277
18 .343 .354 48 .323 .332
19 .029 .030 49 .509 .563

20 .882 1.376 50 .058 .060
21 .588 .648 51 .411 .436

22 .470 .510 52 .656 .793
23 .049 .050 53 .353 .366
24 .284 .288 54 .343 .354
25 .156 .161 55 .255 .256
26 .117 .121 56 .078 .080
27 .225 .234 57 .049 .050
28 .725 .908 58 .558 .633
29 .784 1.045 59 .578 .663
30 -.280 -.288 60 .656 .793

M * .45 M = .49

cr = .34 <t = .35
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TABLE XVII
CORRELATION BETWEEN CONGRUENCE OF PERCEIVED SELF ACCEPTANCE 
AND IDEAL SELF ACCEPTANCE, IN TERMS OF PEARSON r's AND FISHER

z's FOR EACH HINDU SUBJECT

Girls r z Boys r z

1 .509 .563 31 .656 .793
2 .705 .887 32 .598 .693
3 .480 .523 33 .147 .151
4 .539 .604 34 .088 .090
5 .549 .618 35 .343 .354
6 .304 .309 36 .245 .256
7 • 441 .472 37 .245 .256
8 .225 .234 38 .284 .288
9 .382 .400 39 .500 .549

10 .176 .181 40 .372 .389
11 .274 .277 41 -.166 -.172
12 .215 . 224 42 .294 .299
13 .235 .245 43 .823 1.157
14 .617 .725 44 .421 .448
15 .441 .472 45 .421 .448
16 .421 .448 46 .549 .618
17 .598 .693 47 .509 .563
18 .333 .343 48 .588 .678
19 .156 .161 49 .656 .793
20 .382 .400 50 .372 .389
21 .147 .151 51 .666 .811
22 .421 .448 52 .294 .299
23 .666 .811 53 .529 .590
24 .137 .141 54 .411 .436
25 .568 .648 55 .794 1.071
26 .196 .203 56 -.009 -.010
27 -.250 -.256 57 .656 .793
28 .500 .549 58 .578 .663
29 .078 .080 59 .656 .793
30 .607 .709 60 .088 .090

i

M a* .42 M = .446 
cr = .26 <x = .272
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TABLE XVIII

CORRELATION BETWEEN CONGRUENCE OF PERCEIVED SEIF ACCEPTANCE 
AND ttomt. self ACCEPTANCE, IN TERMS OF PEARSON r's AND FISHER

z*s FOR EACH CATHOLIC SUBJECT

Girls r z Boys r z

1 -.107 -.110 31 .470 .510
2 .598 ,693 32 .088 .090
3 .460 .497 33 .735 .950
4 .333 .343 34 -.009 -.010
5 .156 .161 35 .382 .400
6 -.529 -.590 36 .490 .549
7 .039 .040 37 .039 .040
8 .441 .472 38 .156 .161
9 .049 .050 39 .813 1.127
10 .088 .090 40 .745 .973
11 -.029 -.030 41 .460 .497
12 -.039 -.040 42 .147 .151
13 .372 .400 43 .274 .288
14 .058 .090 44 -.058 -.060
15 .205 .214 45 .245 .256
16 .058 .060 46 -.147 -.151
17 .049 .050 47 .107 .110
18 .529 .590 48 .156 .161
19 .568 .648 49 .098 .100
20 .245 .256 50 .490 .536
21 .225 .234 51 .450 .485
22 .058 .060 52 .117 .121
23 .078 .080 53 .264 .266
24 .107 .110 54 .441 .472
25 -.205 -.214 55 .460 .497
26 -.058 -.060 56 .627 ,741
27 .750 .973 57 .646 .775
28 .431 .460 58 .598 .693
29 .823 1.157 59 -.098 -.100
30 .186 .192 60 .107 .110

K = .28 M » .292
<t = .35 <r * .367
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TABLE XIX

CORRELATION BETWEEN CONGRUENCE OF PERCEIVED SELF ACCEPTANCE 
AND IDEAL SELF ACCEPTANCE, IN TERMS OF PEARSON r's AND FISHER

z’s FOR EACH MUSLIM SUBJECT

Girls r z Boys r z

1 .333 .343 31 .264 .266
2 .588 .678 32 .794 1.071
3 .617 .725 33 .441 .472
4 .333 .343 34 .519 .577
5 .019 .020 35 .774 1.020
6 -.117 -.121 36 .441 .472
7 .578 .663 37 .274 .277
8 .176 .181 38 .549 .618
9 .372 .389 39 .147 .151

10 .255 .266 40 .117 .121
11 .764 .996 41 .441 .472
12 .196 .203 42 .058 .060
13 .117 .121 43 -.029 -.030
14 .696 .867 44 .598 .693
15 .705 .887 45 .186 .192
16 .617 .725 46 .509 .563
17 .500 .549 47 .333 .343
18 .294 .299 48 .460 .497
19 .098 .100 49 .049 .050
20 .676 .829 50 -.019 -.020
21 .558 .633 51 .402 .424
22 .039 .040 52 .656 *793
23 .137 .141 53 .450 .485
24 .509 .563 54 .098 .100
25 .539 .604 55 .500 .549
26 -.058 -.060 56 .304 .309
27 .098 .100 57 >274 .277
28 .127 .131 58 -.225 -.234
29 .627 .741 59 .509 .563
30 .460 .497 60 .078 .090

M « .38 M a .402
cr = .28 cr « .294
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TABLE XX
AGE and scores op acceptance op others for each zoroasthianSUBJECT.

Girls Age Scores Boys Age Scores

1 19 128 31 17 101
2 21 160 32 17 136
3 19 149 33 19 145
4 21 124 34 17 160
5 20 128 35 17 142
6 19 156 36 17 133
7 21 154 37 17 123
S 19 146 38 16 159
9 19 151 39 19 136

10 19 134 40 18 136
11 19 154 41 18 129
12 20 150 42 18 111
13 19 128 43 18 141
14 18 136 44 18 120
15 20 140 45 20 156
16 20 138 46 20 136
17 20 172 47 21 148
18 21 117 48 20 142
19 20 112 49 19 156
20 18 155 5§ 19 121
21 19 H3 51 18 142
22 21 152 52 19 146
23 18 128 53 19 142
24 21 118 54 18 146
25 18 131 55 22 126
26 20 118 56 17 124
27 19 113 57 17 132
28 20 153 58 24 131
29 20 157 59 18 148
30 20 131 60 21 146

M = 19.1 M a 138.16
cr = 1.47 o- = 14.66
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IABLE XII

AGS AND SCORES OF ACCEPTANCE OF OTHERS FOR EACH HINDU SUBJECT

Girls Age Scores Boys Age Scores

1 18 148 31 20 146
2 19 147 32 19 126
3 19 136 33 20 120
4 18 135 34 19 143
5 20 165 35 21 159
6 20 154 36 20 133
7 18 158 37 22 145
8 20 141 38 20 137
9 18 155 39 30 125

10 20 134 40 15 119
11 20 141 41 18 144
12 19 135 42 17 132
13 18 135 43 19 161
14 19 139 44 17 116
15 20 157 45 21 139
16 19 146 46 17 167
17 19 144 47 19 144
18 21 136 48 22 162
19 18 102 49 16 160
20 19 146 50 20 149
21 19 166 51 19 136
22 21 144 52 22 124
23 17 129 53 15 124
24 21 144 54 17 131
25 18 149 55 18 168
26 18 150 56 17 132
27 19 136 57 19 132
28 20 132 58 19 136
29 19 127 59 19 118
30 20 151 60 17 123

M =. 19.1 M = 140.55
<r = 2.0 <r = 13.91
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f ABLE XIII

AGE AND SCORES 0? ACCEPTANCE OP OTHERS FOR BACH CATHOLIC SUBJECT

Girls Age Scores Boys Age Scores

1 20 138 31 17 128
2 18 135 32 17 134
3 19 127 33 18 128
4 20 143 34 22 126

5 19 166 35 20 124
6 18 126 36 21 119

7 20 116 37 20 128
8 19 141 38 19 124
9 20 134 39 18 129

10 19 138 40 20 134
11 19 135 41 18 118
12 20 125 42 18 122
15 21 156 43 26 140
14 19 110 44 20 124
15 18 124 45 20 138
16 21 148 46 21 130
17 18 106 47 23 123
18 20 120 48 17 129
19 18 120 49 17 133
20 17 138 50 21 128
21 18 124 51 19 132
22 18 150 52 21 149
23 18 145 53 20 129
24 18 126 54 20 117
25 18 138 55 16 144
26 19 140 56 23 111
27 20 136 57 18 141
28 18 127 58 17 130
29 18 153 59 19 112
30

a----------- ;—
27 170 60 17 118

M « 19.3 M = 131.51 
cr = 2.00 O- a 12.68
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TABLE mil
AGE AND SCORES OF ACCEPTANCE OF OTHERS FOR EACH MUSLIM SUBJECT

©iris Age Scores Boys Age Scores

1 22 157 31 19 156
2 18 131 32 20 138
3 18 142 33 16 140
4 19 146 34 18 131
5 19 126 35 21 115
6 19 IfO 36 20 108
7 18 135 37 18 139
8 19 140 38 18 137
9 22 169 39 20 103

10 20 165 40 19 121
11 20 144 41 20 141
12 19 142 42 18 146
13 20 146 43 21 154
14 18 135 44 18 169
15 18 137 45 17 141
16 20 135 46 22 128
17 18 149 47 22 126
18 20 138 48 21 138
19 24 158 49 19 129
20 19 158 50 18 132
21 21 149 51 17 128
22 19 141 52 21 149
23 20 136 53 . 18 124
24 20 155 54 20 134
25 20 143 55 18 143
26 20 140 56 17 136
27 20 117 57 20 134
28 20 133 58 19 117
29 19 158 59 19 157
30 20 138 60 21 152

M = 19.4 M a» 139*40

<T ss 1,46 O' a 13.56


