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CHAPTER IV
STATISTICAT ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

In analysing the data of the present study, we shall first
deal with the first hypothesis viz,, "congruence betweenAperceived
gelf-acceptance and ideal self-acceptance varies directly with
objegtive accepbance of others",

The Q-sort method ﬁsed for this hypothesls was this: each
éﬁ the 240 subjects made two appraisalsvﬁitthhe gample’of 49
statements, namely: (1) a dggcgiptigniof‘himself as. he actually
perceived himself, and’(z) a description of hinself as he would
mbsf’iike t0 be. These appraisals wargzmadg by placing the state-
ments in 7 different categories as rapq#teq on Table II, Accord- {
'inéi&, the statements receivéd differént’scores, Thus %there were B
4§'statemént§ with tﬁo.distributionsfof scores, These distributions
ﬁere‘tﬁen correlated by the ?earson ﬁro&uct-moment coefficient of
bérfelétion and an 1 was obtained for each subject. Thus a disiri-
ﬂution of 60 r's was obtaine@ for each of the four communities.
Thééa r's Were‘conyefted to Fisher's z's, and the mean z for each

community was obtained and conyerted back to an T. See Table III.
PABLE IT1 ‘

CEARACTERISTICS OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF r's REFERRING TO THE CONGRUENCE
OF PERGCEIVED SELF ACCEPTANCE & IDFAL SELP ACCEPTANCE FOR BACH COMMUNITY,

Tistritutions Mean ‘Standard "~ Rang®
- ' ‘ doviation
. quoaatriu ‘ +46 234 -28 to .88
Hindus 42 +27 . -s25 o 082
Catholic. ) 29 35 -s53 -to .82
’ m:ﬂ.ﬂﬂ 038 029 -, 22 to 079
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a) Yor the Zoroagiriang, these rt's were all positive values
ranging from .00 to .88 except in two cases where they were -.16
and -.28 for subjects 1 and 30, both girls. The distribution of
the 2z equivalents had a standard deviaiion of .354 and a mean of
«494. This mean converted back to an r score was .46. See Table
XVI in the Appendix;

Since for an N of 49, correlations above .273 and below

-.273 are significantly different from zero at the five per cent
level of confidence, and corralationé above .550 and below -~.350
are significantly different from zero at the one per cent level
of confidence, it was found that 33 correlations (15 girls & 18
boys) were significant at the .01 level, and 11 correlations
(7 girls & 4 boys) were significant at the ;05 level, and one was~
signitiéanﬁ at the .05 levél on the negative side, -.28 for sub-
jeet 30, )

b) For the Hindus, the r's were all positive values ranging

from .08 to .823 except in three cases where they were -.166,
-.009 and -.250 for subjects 11, 26 and 57, two girls and one
boy. The distributlion of the z equivalents had a standard devia-
tion of .272 and a mean of .446. This mean converted back to an
r score was .42. See Table XVII in the Appendix.

It was found that 36 correlations (19 girls & 17 boys) |
were significant at the .01 level of confidence, and 7 correla-
tions (4 girls & 3 boys) were significant at the .05 level, and

none vas significant on the negatlive gide.



¢) For the Catholics, 50 r's were positive values and 10

‘r's were negative values (6 girls & 4 boys). The positive r's
ranged from .039 to .823;‘and the negative r's from -.529 to -
~.009. The distribution of the z equivaleﬁts had a standard
deviation of .367 and a mean of .292. This mean converted back
to an r score was .29. See Table XVIII.in the Appendix;
It was found that 23 correlations (9 girls & 14 boys)

were significant at the .01 iévéi,‘and 2 correlations (1 girl
& 1 boy) were significant at*éﬁé .05 level. On the negative side,
only cne correlation (a girl) was signifieant, and that at the
01 1eve1. ‘ , o

d) For the Hnslims, the r's were all positive values rang-

ling from .019 to .794 except in five cases where they were -.117,
-.058, =.029, -.019 and -.225 for subjects 5, 27, 43, 50 and 58,
+two. girls. and three boys. The dlstribution of the z equivalents
“had-a standerd deviation ot .294 ana a mean of .402. This mean
converted back to an T scere wasg .38 See Table XIX.

" It was found that 30 correlations (15 girls & 15 boys)
were significant at the .01 level of confidence, and 7 correla—
~ tions (3 girls & 4 boys) were significant at the »05 level, and

. none was signlticant on the negatmve side.
TABLE IV © -

CHARACTERTSTICS OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF.SCORES OF ACCEPTANCE: OF OTERS
. FOR BACH COMMUNITY

Meomn " Standard
devistion

Bistributicn Range

Zoroastriens
. Hindus
Catholios

- 138,16

140.55

‘ 131.51- l ‘ ’
l!!}llm 129.40 13.50 '!02 to 162'

. 14.66
13.97
’2- 69

101
102
106

to
to
to

172
167
170
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In ordef to measure "acceptance of others", the subjects

were asked to describe themselves in terms of the scales of accept-
ance of others as has been explained in Chapter III. But before
the administration of these scales, a measure of their reliéb%}ity
was obtained thus: 20 Junior B.A. students; boys and girls, who
had not taken part in the testing programme of the present study,
were administered the above scales. Two days later, the same sub-
jects repeated the same operation. The scores were correlated and
a)reliability coefficient of .84 was obtained. Then the scales
were administered to the‘auhjects of the present study.

See Table IV for the characteristics of the distributions
of scores of acceptance of others for each community.

: ~ The total scores for each Zoroastrian subject dn the scales
of acceptance of others is givén in Téble XX ;n the Appendix. The
mean Zoroastrian score was 138.16 gnd the:standard deviation was
14.66. | |

| ﬁhe total scores for each Hindu suhject on the scales of

acceptance of othars is given in Table XXI in the Appendix. The .
mean Hindu score was 140.55, and the standard deviation was 13. 91&\

The total score for each Catholic subject on the scales of
‘aceeptance of others is given in Table XXII in the Appendix. The
mean Catholic score was 131, 51, and the standard deviation was ‘
12.69.

The ﬁotal scores for each Muslim subject on the scales of
acceptance of others is given in Table XXIII in the Appendix.
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The mean Muslim score was 139.40, and the standard deviation was
13.50. ‘

To test the hypothesis in each community separately, the
z's of the congruence of perceived self-acceptance and ideal ‘se\J:fa-
acceptance of each community were correlated (Pearson r) with th\e\“
total score of acceptance of others of the same communi'éy. Since
for an N of 60, correlations above .325 and below -.325 were sig-
nificantly different from. zero at the one per cent level of con-
fidence, it was found that the resulting r of .40 of the Zoroast-
rians was significant at the .0f level. And éince for ’a:n‘ N of 60,
correlations above .250 and below -.250 are significantly different
from éero at the five per cent level of confidence, it was found
that the resulting r of .29 of the Hindus was significant at the
.05 level, The resulting r of .05 of the Catholics, and the r of
~.13 of the Muslims, falled 'bo\ reach significance. Jee Table V.

maBLE ¥ |

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN CORGRUENCE OF'PERO‘EIVED SELF ACCEPTANCE AKD IDEAL
SELF ACCEPTANCE AND SCORES ON THE SCALES OF AGGEP‘I‘A‘NGE OF OTHERS FOR

EACH COMMUNITY .
Commnitios r Sig.
Zoroastrians : «40 R | 1% level
Hindus - S 29 \ 5% level
Catholios . «0D - Not sig.
Huslims o913 "

]



Part I1

The second hypothesis states that, "the relationship ...
is a function of various psychological factors as found 1n\
Indian College Student Communities". ’~\\\

From the results as explained in Part I, it is clear \
that the hypothesis came true in two communities only viz.,
Zoroastrian and Hindu; and that the degree of significance
was high in the Zoroastrian community, while it was consider-
ably lower in the Hindu community. A further study was made
%o find out the various psychological factors responsible
for these findings and for Zoroastrian:and Hindu differences.

To this purpose it was decided to select thg eight Zoroastrians
with the highest correlation of congruence between self-ideal
acceptance, and to compare them with the sight Hindus who
stood highest in the same correlation. That is, a comparative
stgdy between the best representatives of each community.

It will be remombered that, these subjects made a
gelf-appraisal on 49 Q-sorts expressing self-acceptance.

Thns a variate was obtained for each person of his perceived
self-acceptance. Eight Zoroastrian variates were then cor-
related with eight Hindu variates to investigate in what
measure self-acceptance was shared by Zoroagtrians and

Hindus, and what it meant in terms of psychological factors.
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Table VI presents the reliability\?bef?iciant og’gp
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i
person. These persons' self-appraisals ‘fe at 13860, ané

a&}x

each case a reliability coefficient was ob ‘iggﬂ,byTrﬁpaatw S
ing the self-appraisals a few days later. The re;;its showed
a sat;sfactory reliability for the present study, although
subject No. 16 had a remarkably low coefficient of .752 com-
pared to the others. |

~ The coefficient range for Zoroastrians was from .872
to .960 with an average of .916. The Hindu range was from
.T52 to .95t with an average of .874..
| This Table reports a slight difference in reliability

between Zoroastrians and Hindus. .

TABLE VI

RELIABILITY COEFFIGIEHT’OF EACH ZOROASTRIAN (1 to 8) AND OF
EACH HINDU (9 to 16) FOR THE TEST. ON PERCEIVED SELF ACCEPT-
ANCE.

W
Subjects

Zoroastrians 1 2 3 4 5 6 T 8

.932 | .902}.960 | .902[.902 |.902{.960].872
Hindus 9 10 | 11 12 {13 {14 | 15 | 16

»951 1.9121.872 | .9221.803 [.9401.840{.752
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B. Intercorrelastions

‘Bight Zoroastrian wvariates of subjects 1 to 8, and
eight Hindu variates of subjects 9 to 16 were correlated :
with one another, and a correlations matrix was formed. ~
Table VII shows the Pearson product moment correlations
between Zoroastrians and Hindus, for their perceived self-
acceptance appraisals. I+ may be noted that all the co-
efficients are positive. Zoroastrian coefficients are all
significant at the .01 level. The coefficient range is
from .41 to .73, with a mean r of .551. Hindu coefficients
are considerably lower; of these 10 coefficients reach the
.01 level, 5 are significant at the .05 level, and 15 fail
to be significant. Their rénge lies between .08 and .68,
with a mean r of .33%6. The "cross-correlations" between
Zoroastrians and Hindus are all positive also; of these 41
reach the .01 level, and 8 the .05. Their average is .438.
This correlation table reports that Zoroastrians correlate
highly among themselves and Hindus corresiate poorly among
thengelves.

The mean correlations were computed after converting

the correlation coefficienté into Fisher's z's.
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TABLE VI

CORRELATTIONS BETWEEN 16 STUDENTS FOR Ne4Q SELF REFERENT STATEMENTS ASSESSED FOR SELP-APPRAISAL. EIGHT
ARE ZOROASTRIANS (1 to 8) AND EIGHT HINDUS (9 to 16)

e e e bt e e et 4 b e VA b & = i e

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8ho 10 .1 S22 33 14 15 16—}

1- 55 o5gv 57+ 5g% 6% 5T« 59 Rjow 6o 48%  4B% 12 61*  41%. 16
2 CBTR 53%  45% 6T 41 44% f52*  43% 3% 52v- 38 52 38 - 16
3 T3%  52%. 63 47* 42 foer  66% . 4o T 56 26 SO 34w 24
4 <L - 5A* 5T* 55% --46% Jé6  S9% - 41* 59 14 5% 29%* 25
5 . | o - AT*  4B% 58 g5g  41% G4% 21 3 G 49* 21
6 | L 51 51 Mgex T 53%  45% 23 0% 45% 33
7 L 6o Js6* 3w 450 44 11 - 54r 30w 02
8 N 20 ar 3% 10 66r 3¢ 27
m

, _59% © 5B% . 55% 08 - 68% - 47% 3t
1 - ST N 33 28ex 18 59" 20 17
11 o , 1 - 26 19 1% 45% 28w
2 . . 16 3om 17 26
13 / , o | S . 09 08 24
14 ﬁ 48% 20
15 , , ‘ 35+
16 _ o N ,
Cross—correlation range .02 to .71 3 Zoroastrian range .41 to .73 w Hindu range .08 to .68
Cross-correlation mean .43 3 Zoroasirian mean «55 3 Hindu mean «34

* P Lot , %% P L,05 Decimal points nre omitted in all cases

e e




5l
C. Centroid Factor Ané.lxsis
The correlation matrix reported in TableVIIwas subjected

to a centroid factor analysis by the Thurstone technique. It is
difficult to agree upon a criterion for discontinuing factor;g?.-
tlion. ‘In the present study, however, HcNemar"s criterion (3) was\
used to decide on sufficlent factors. This criterion rests on
the comparison of the estimated standard deviations of the remain-
ing partial correlations after the extraction of the nth factor,
with -l;,he standard error of a zero correlation. T}zus it is possible
to defermi_ne vhen the remaining variance in the residual correla-
tion matrix can be attributed to chance errors. Table VIII shows
the standard deviations of the partial correla;'bions after Factor
I and II wére extracted.

TABLE VIII

ESTIMATED STANDARD DEYI&TIdNS OF RESIDUAL PARTIAL
CORRELATIONS AFTER EXTRACTION OF FACTORS I AND II

Factors 1 II

O res <163 .106 \
Standard |
Error of 143 143

Zero -~ T

Wﬁ
As T res after extraction of Factor II was smaller than

the standard error of zero-r, its variance could be atitributed

to chance errors, and hence Factor III was not considered.
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To test tﬁe significance of Pactor II, Guilford and Lacey's
test (1) was used. It consists in multiplying the two highest
factor loadings for a given factor regardleas of sign. In the
present case they were .364 and .348. If their produet is higher
‘than the standard error of a zero correlation, the factor is
deemed significant. As the product of the above fa_ctc;r loadings
was .1%28, that is, lower than .14% as shown in Table VIII, then
Factor 11 was considered non-significant.

TABLE I

CENTROID FACTOR MATRIX FOR EACH ZOROASTRIAN, AND FOR EACH HINDU,
FOR PERCEIVED SELF ACCEPTANCE, TOGETHER WITH COMMON SPECIFIC &
 BRROR VARIANCES

igoazz" I h s 8 g&g‘ I h 8 e
1 784 .615 ,317 .068| 9 | .838 .702 .249 .049
2 .707 .500 .402 .098 | 10 | .661 .437 .475 .088
3 171 .594 .366 .040 | 11 | .651 .424 .448 .128
4 .765 .585 .317 .098| 12 | .576 .332 .590 .078
5 737 .543 .359 .098| 13 | .287 .085 .720 .197
6 .822 .676 .226 .098 | 14 | .7T78 .605 .335 .060
7 .654 .428 .532 .0401] 15 .540 - .291 .549 .160
8 692 .479 .393 .128| 16 | .365 .133 .619 .248)
{
Z a? .552 .552 .364 .084 376 376 .498 .126 i
n

Table IX. shows the :Eaétor matrix of Zoroastrians and Hindus
together w:l.th the communality, specificity, and error variance for
each person. The communalities were obtained by squaring the
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common factor loadings for each person; each person's specificity
wag computéd by substracting the communality of each psrson from
their respective reliability coefficients; and the error vgriance
was obtained by substracting the reliability coefficient of each
person from unity. This table shows also the proportion of the

total variance atiributable to common, specific, and error factors
(_Z_a%). '

n

In order to atudy.the different psychological factors as
foupd in Zoroéstrians and in Hindus under investigation, this pro-
cedure will be followed:

(1) error varlances, specificities, and communalities will
be compared; (2) Zoroastrian and Hindu contributions of Factor I,
and differences in its nature will be examined; (3) differences
between Zoroast;ians and Hindus in the nature of Factor I will be
iﬁterpreted in terms of a Factor Array of the statements of tha
Q-technique sample used, in rank order of their’faotor—scores,.as
suggested by Stephenson (4, p. 174). |

Reference to Table 1X:" reveals a difference between Zoroas-
trians and Hindus in their respective amounts of common, specific
and error variances in the self-appraisals for perceived self-~ ‘
acceptance. '

Since a slight difference was found in the reliability co-
efficients of Zoroastrians and Hindus, it follows that some dis-

crepancy would show up also in their respective error variance.
In fact, the proportion of total error variance accounted for by
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Hindus is 59.4% while 40.5% is the Zorcastrian contribution.
Another difference was found between Zoroastrians and Hindus

with re,gard to their specificity. Hindus account for 57% of the

total amount of specificity in the 16 persons under study, while

the Zoroastrian contribution was 42%. Hence it appears that E:Lndué

have more specific factors which make them shére less in the com-

mon variance with Zoroastrians. The true variance of a person

contains both his communality and his specificity. Zoroasirian

and Hindu differences appea:; again in this that, ‘Zo;'oéstrian

~ communality is high, and Hindu communaiity is ‘consideraisly lower.
Considering the sizg of PFactor I in Table IX, it appears

that Pactor I nearly exhauat:ed the common varianca" in the correla-

tion ma'br:!.x It was found that. the proportion of ccmmon variance

accounted :fo:r by Pactor I was 86% A glance at ’Iable IX revesls

that. Zoroastrian Factor I loadings eluster together ranging

from .654 to .822; while Hindu Pactor I loadings soatter over a

wide rangs from .287 to .838. Comparing the size of Pactor I in

Zoroastrians and Hindus, it was fomﬁ that Zoroastrians had a

. much 1arger general faetor than Hindus. Zoroaatrian !‘actor I

took up -59.4% of ‘the common variance, wbile the propar‘bion of

common variance of Factor I was 40.5% for Hindus.

-

-D. Desting for Homogeneity of Variance ‘
Zoroas‘brian and Hindu differences in the nature of Factor
I may be studied more significantly by testing rpr_ Homogeneity
of Variance tﬁe variances of Zoroastrian Factor loadings and
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of Hindu Factor loaéings. If the difference between Zoroastrian

variance and Hindu variance were not significant, then these two

groups might be said to be samples of the same population. But

if the obtained difference is significant, it shows that Zoroas-

trians and Hindus belong to two different populations. '
Fisher's method and Snedecor's Tables were used. An F of

11.6 was obtained, which is significant at the 2% level of con-

fidence.
TABLE X
ZOROASTRTAN AND HINDU VARIANCES IN FAGTOR‘ LOADINGS TOGETHBR
WITH F VALUB '
Persons &° B N Sig.
Zoroastrians ' .003 N
“ 11.6 2% level

In terms of the hypothesis of the present study, the
above findings indicate that a significant difference exists

in the ﬁaL‘bure of Factor I between Zoroasirians and Hindus.

The Zoroastrian Factor loadings, having a small varlance, tend

1;0 dluéter together round a pattern; while the Hindu PFactor

19ac_1:!ngs, with a much larger variance, scafter over a wide

range. These differences will be interpreted later in the

factor-array.
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E. Factor-Array Method

Differences in Factor loadings will be interpreted by a
Factor-Array Method as explained by Stephenson (4, p. 174), /
and will be labelled in terms of the contents of the Q-sorts
that stood highest and of those which stood lowest in the array.

| Stephenson says:

"FPactor-arrays consist of all the statements or the like
of a Q-technique sample, arrayed in rank order of their
factor scores. The statement which gains the highest
score for a fasctor is placed at the head of the list
and that scoring least is placed at the bottom. In this
way all the statements are laid out before us; we can
then look them over, much as we might look down a list
of the names of students who have been ranked in order .
of their achievement at school".

The eight Zoroastrian arrays and the elght Hindu arrays
have the same mean, and the same standard deﬂation. But as
each person had a différent "weight" with regard to Factor I
loadiggs, a method is devised to obtain an arrsy which will
‘have the‘ best approximation to Factor I. The following formula
will be used:

2

oo Tl oT e
R 2
¥ rqa (1 -2 Pa)

If two persons have loadings p and ¢, respectively,
in factor g; the "weigh;bs" would be in proportion to éaeh other
a3 above. Here - Toa and Toa 2T the factor loadings of the-
person P and Q in factor a, and the required "weights" are

wp and wq.‘
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The working of this method will appear more clearly when

differences in Factor loadings will be interpreted in Chapter
¥, Part II.
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Part IIT
Item Analysis on Objeetive Acceptance of Others
This third part is a contimmation of the study of Zoroas-
trian and Hindu differences. Just as in Part II eight Zoroastrians
and eight Hindus were compared on ﬁhei: perceived self-acceptance,..
thus in this ?art.III Zoroastrian:and Hindu subjects will be
compared on obtained scores on the scales for gcceptance of others.
The study in Part II revealed some psychologlcal factors
vwhich were responsible for the Zoroastrian-Hindu differences in
pa:ceived self-acceptance. It was thought that a similar study
on‘obtainsd‘acoras on acceptance of others would confirm these
differences or reveal new ones. @his study was done not by Fac~
tor Analysis as in Part II, but by an Item.Analysis.
In order Yo test the discriminative power of eaeh individual
item of the scales, an Item Analysis was made. It was thought f
that Zoroastrian-Eindu differences could be interpreted more
objectively in terms of the contents that those significeut  °
individual items 6ontained. The Itenm Analysis was made first on
+the reaponses of the Zoroastrian high and low grbups. The Chi
Square test was used, as explaine& by Guilibrd (2, p. 425):
52 - ¥ (Pu~ D)2 ‘
4 pq - )
It was found that items Nos. 22, 24 and 37 obtained a

X% value of 4.27, 3.98 and 4.27 which are significant at the
.05 level of confidence. Items Nos. 5, 8 and 11 had a
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digceriminative power which is significant at the .06, .06 and
.09 levels fespebtively. |

The same procedure was followed with regard to the res-~
. ponses of the Hindu high and low groups. Here it was found that
no item difference reached the .05 level of significance, but
items Nos. 6 and 10 obtained an X° value of 3.58 and 2.91 res-
pectively, which are significant at the .06 and .09 levels of
ccnfidgnce respectively.

?The difference between the Hindu high group and the
Zoroastrian low group was tested also by the same Chi Square
test; It was found that items Nos. 22, 24 and 23 with X? values
of 4.87, 4.87 and 3.95 respectively, showed a difference which
is aﬂétietical;y significant at the .05 level of confidence.

A fhese Chi Square test reéults show that thé seales used
in the present study to measure acceptance of othars have a
high diseriminative power with regard to gome individual itens.
' TABLE XI

ITEM ANALYSIS OF ZOROASTRIAN-HINDU DIFFERENCES. Chi SQUARE
TEST RESULTS OF SOME ITENMS OF THE SCALES OF ACCEPTANCE OF

OTHERS
W
Items : X? values Sig.
a1 1.39 o ot sig.
12 1.5 B "
2 ’ 761 .
13 +678 . "
17 .615 "
21 .558 "
e e e e et P et et e e et et e e
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Now, in order to situdy objectively Zoroastrian-Hindu
differences on the scales of acceptance of others, the 30
Zorogsirians and the 30 Hindus who stood highest in the scores
pf acceptance of others were compared. The individual scores
of each of the 30 Zoroastrians were asdded up Zor each of the
38 items of the scales, a2nd the same procedure was fbilowed
for the 30 Hindus. Thus two columns of scores were obtained
for the %8 items of the scales. Them, to test the significance
of the difference between Zoroastrian scores and Hindu scoras
for sach item, the Chi Square tost was used.

These were the results: no individual item showad a
difference which is significant at the .05 level of confidence.
Thercfore, in terms of statistical significance, the individual
items of the scales canmnot be used for interpreting Zoroastrian~
Hindu differences. Items Nos. 27 and 12 obiained an X? value
of 1.39 and 1.15 reospectively; and items Nos. 2, 13, 17 and
21 obtained an.x? value of .T6%1, .678, .615 and .558 resgectively
as reporied in Téble XI. )
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