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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTICN

Many cross-cultural stulies have been fdone in the field of psychelogy,
sociology, and anthropology to throw light on the Jdifferences between cultures.
These differences refar to many aspeots of life, such as differences in tastes,
in ways of living, in attitudes and religious life, etc. In a similar way, the
crogs~cultural technique cafild be used to assess tha disposition of a certain
culture toward crime., If certain cultural features fostor the devalopment of
certain criminal behavior, those features should be found preponderently in a
soclety with a high freguency of thela*crimaa. Also, Pactors which inhibit
certain crimes should be found largely in socleties which are low in those
cxines. As Brasol {1931) puts it, “crime being a soclal phenomenon, is
certainly not aexenpt from the general laws governing the life of soclety.

Henve the elemants which go to make up the aociologic backgrown! of delin-
quency must either have a direct or indirect bearing upon the actiology of

the individual crinminel propension, be it in the way of fagilitating and

accelarating its growth or by conveying to 4t a specific form of expression.”

In gunnary therefore, the primary purpose of this study is to relate the
perceived seriocusness of crimes in American and Indian cultures. It is
possible that this perceived seriousness of crimes may alsc throw light on

the determinants of crimes. The orous-cultural method for exploring the




pousible determinante of crimes has its own valuc. All sociologists and
cximinologists accept the idea that culture in its wider ramifications and
cultural conflict in particular provide the matrix out of which much of the
modern crime problem emerges. Thus, for example we recognise that race, class,
national oricins and the varving cultural patterns of social behavior provide

important sources of cultural conflict and resultant antisocial bhehavior,

Traditionally, many factorxs have been identified leading to the etiology
of cxime, such as mal-economlics, poor heredity, lack of inhibitions or too much
of them, bad education, a faulty industrial set up, etc. Delinquents more
often than non-delinquents came from homes brokan by death, divorce or
desertion, or howmes lacking in understanding, self-raspact, stabiliey,
affection and moral standards. Frequently their homes are sconomically as
wall as enotionally deprived. However hexa we are not interested in the
investigation of the causes leading to crimes; but granted that these causes
exist, they should be reflected in the values of a society, which are re-
flacted in the estimates of the seriocusness of crimes by the people of that

soclety.

The present study is prompted by an interest in the frequency of crimes
in the United States and India, Pursly from obgervation. it appears that the
United States had a relatively higher rate of violent crimes as compared to
India, which has a relatively hicher frequency of crimes connected with theft.
This can be substantisted by the available statistics compiled by the Ministry
of Home Affairs, govermment of India, "If the totality of crime is treated as

100, the percentage of twelve major heads of crime would be: murder 1.6,




kidnapping and abduction 1.0, dacoity 0.6, robbary 1.1, housebreaking 1i8.9,
cattle theft 3.3, ordinary thefts 34.4, riots 4.4, criminal breach of trust
2.8, cheating 1.3, counterfeiting 0.1 and miscellaneous 20.3 percent.” Also
in the words of Coloman (1964), "rthe incidance of crimes in tis United States
is high in comparison with that in many other countries and is still on the
increasa. Statistics compiled by tho FPederal Bureau of Investigation reveal
that thexe were 2,048,370 serious orimas reported in 1962, This reprasents

a newv high in robbery. forcible rape, aggravated assault and other felonies;
a major ¢rime was committed every 15 seconds...During the past five years the

crime rate has increased four times as fast as the general population.”™

The present study will irvestigate the difforences botween India and the
United States in their raspuctive estimates of sericusncss of crimas. Tha
differences in thesce cstimations will also be examined iatraculturaliy be
comparing males with females. The males and Temales will not only be compared
within a culture but comparisons will also be e botween Indian wales and

American males and between Indian females and Amerlcan females.




CHAPTER IX

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

There does not seem to be much literature relevant to the present research.
Research, no doubt has been done on crimes but without particular reference to
cultures of different countries, thelr value system, and how this value systewn
affects the perceived seriocusness of crimes. Literature in this area of crimes
usually pertains to the sociolcogical factors leading to the committing of
crimes; factors like broken homes, sex identification problems, poverty, a

slum neighborhood, etc.

A great number of theories of crimes have been proposed since antiquity.
The present research does not require going into these theories. However one
thing that can be said without any reservation is that most of the theories,
including the current ones, show a great weakness which liea in their inability
to grasp the significance of the deeper meaning of why the condemned behavior
davelops and why it occurs with a particular fregquency. These theories often
give explanations in terms of the criminal beiny a deprived person, a sick
individual or a social psychopath. But the fect remains that many in fact
break the law simply because they are normal. The explanation might be
simplier than it is ever presented with the result that all the elaborate
attempts at reducing the incidence of crime may in the main sense be of little

avail.

The investigation of crimes goes back to the beginning of organized
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. 5
socliety. If any meaning is to be gained from a view of culture and crime, it

would indicate that the type, the character and the frequency of crimes within
a given society reflects its historic conditions, its psychological and
cultural characteristics, its aspirations and its objectives. Crimes in dif-
ferent parts of the world and in different types of societies mirror the most
basic values of a people and the means which society has developed for the

fulfillment and realization of such values.

Crosa-~cultural research allows psychological znalysis of the similarities
and differences among several cultures and the validation of psychological
concepts and instruments in various cultures. Bauer {(1964) foels that, "Such
studies illustrate research possibilities fior generating and testing hypotheses

of delinquency causation.”

Criminal behavior and the nature of social conditions are intimately
related. Certain kinds of societies produce certain kinds of crimes which
appear to be characteristic. However this should in no way give the impression
that heredity has rno role to play in the cormitting of crimes. The born
criminal has not ta be overloocked. Baeccaria (1738) and Bentham (1748)
recognized the importance of circumstances, envirmmental as well as inherited,
and tharefora based the severity of punishment taking into account both of
these factors. Lombroso (1836) concluded from his intensive studies that the
criminal was a distinct anthropological typre possessing definite physical

stigmata.

Bloch (1958) contends that societies differ In the priorities they accord

to different values and in the values they esteem. “Violence in Britain is




: 6
[played in a very minor key when compared with the horrific activities of the

America's so-called 'kill-for'thrill kids', who do not stop at torture of
people who have not harmed them nor even at murder, apparently in order to
gratify their lust for excitement.” Crimes are invariably reflective of and
responsive to a given soclial order and cultural organization at a given period
in their historic development. Crimes of a certain type are only possible in
terms of a given sociocultural matrix. In this sense the soclocultural
organization plays a basic determining role in indicating the nature and
distribution of the offenses which will take place. *‘The complex of different
values held in high regard by vast segments of the people of the subcontinent
of India might be found to differ sharply in many respects from the values held
in veneration by subjects of Great Britain, inhabitants of the Soviet Union,
French citizens and the citizens of the United States.” These values are
closely tied to the types of behavior outlawed by a society and to the types
and amount of crime committed within it. The character of the sociological
organization will tend to elicit certain forms of responses from certain
vulnerable segments of the social order. Those who respond may be regarded as
predisposed toward a certain type of criminal behavior on the basis of social
psychological factors determining the character of role performance within a

given class structure.

Wallace (1965) while describing the patterns of violence in San Juan,
Puerto Rico, expressed that violent behavior reflects the social and cultural
environment of a society. Who commits the assault, who gets taken to the
hospital, who witnessed the event and the reaction of the community reflects

in part how a society is socially structured and what that society considers




important. Like other types of behavior, violence does not take place in a
vacuum but owes its birth as well as its expression to a number of social and

cultural influences.

Sykes (1956) used the concept of cultural variations in the toleration of
violence to axplain the marked regional differences in the rates of crimes
against the person. The criminal may indeed be different from the man who
obeys the law. But Sykes suggests that instead of lookiny for devils in the
Tnind and stigmas of the body, the search for differences which are causally
linked to the criminal behavior should be in the direction of ever-changing
relationships between the individual and to the social group to which he
[pelongs. According to Pine (1965}, there in no significant relationship
between social class status and delinquent hehavior. His major conclusion is
that delinquency 1s less a function of the class an individual is in than of

the class to which he aspires or to which he is moving.

The Scandinavian studies of criminology are rich with crime statistics.
These studies are full of facts. Fowever, they have little, if any, relevance
Jto the present study. They are interested in things like which acts should be
degsignated as crimes or how the official system of control actually operates
Lat the stage of implementing the sanctions and with what sorts of consequences,
Fetc. Studies of social control are a topic of paramount importance in the

rabove mentioned studies.

Jones (1965) observes that in Britain, at any rate, adult crimes against
E:Tmmrty tend to rise and fall in sympathy with the rate of unemployment -- the

re the unemployment, the more the crimes against property and vice versa.
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According to studies carried out during the same period, there is also reason
to believe that among offenders in penal institutions, the rate of unemployment
at the time they committed the offenses for which they were sentenced was
higher than that in the community at large; However one is amazed at the
paradoxical report given recently by the United Nations to the effect that
juvenile delinquency has tended to increase most in those countries of Europe
in which the standard of living is highest. However, in the poorer countries
of Southern Europe, it has increased hardly at all. Hartung (1965) contends
that crime and delinquency are explained as being the result of the breakdown
of society as a whole or of specific institutions in particular. Also,
delinquents more often than non-delinquents come from homes broken by death,
divorce or desertion, oxr home lacking in understanding, self-respect, stability
affection and moral standards. Frequently their homes are economically as well

as emotionally deprived.

Most of the modern sociologists and criminologists accept the idea that
culture in its wider ramifications and cultural conflict in particular, provide
the matrix out of which much of the modern crime problem emerges. We recognize
that race, class, national origins and the varying cultural patterns of social
behavior provide important sources of cultural conflict and resultant anti-
social behavior. The cultural differences of national groups are evidenced in
many ways, but none is more striking than the patterns of criminal behavior in
the various countries. Everyone who has travelled in the Orient or the Soviet
Union, can testify to the peculiar character of stealing there. The average
American railroad passenger gives little thought to the safety of his luggage

and virtually none at all if he travels by pullman. Luggage in Russia, India,




as well ag in many other Asian countries, on the other hand, is never con-
sidered safe unlegs one more or less literally sits on it. 1In America the
culture complex is equally evident in our peculiar crime patterns. An auto-
mobile has become the varjtable index to the American standard of 1living. The
urge to own a car and other evidences of a high standard of living have un-
questionably been a spur to economic crimes of serious nature. In short, what-
ever the given culture, moral concepts of honesty, decency, suitable relation-
ships between the sexes, and being a good neighbor, are factors which determine
the limits of human conduct. Out of his background of training and experience,
man builds up his pattern of living, his life organization, the things he will
and will not do. Because of its customs, ideas, and practices, the community
may be sald to generate crime, tolerate crime, and in turn be organized by
crime. So based on the fact that there are certain relations between crime and
culture, we may therefore summarige; 1) Cultural norms of group behavior are
conducive to peculiar aspects of crime in a particular cosmunity. 2) Crime is
related to the particular type of social organization in a given society.

3) A differential pattern of crime tends to exist within the various cultural
groups in a community. 4) Social disorganization and confuaion with reference

to basic social values are accompanied by a high crime rate.

Bloch and Geis (1962) show a peculiar insight into the whole matter of
crime. They approach the problem of crime in a given culture from the point of
view of population structure. According to them, the relationship between the
population structure and overall rate of crime in a particular culture con-
stitutes one of the nogt frultful areas for the study of criminal trends. Such

an analysis should be properly concerned not only with the changing size of the
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population, but with the changing age and sex composition of the population as

well.

Bacon (1966) points to the fact that crime occurs mostly in men, and "We
have no reason to doubt that this sex difference characterizes most societies.”
Ferdinand (1964) observes that 'Male and female delinquents tend to differ

principally in the frequency with which they elect offenses against property.”

Crimes by women as they appear in officlal statistics are, comparitively
speaking, small in number. There can be little doubt concerning the over-
whelmning disproportion of men annually involved in reported crime as compared
to women. Bloch (1958) observed that with the exception of prostitution and
commercialized vice, there is no category in which women commit more crimes
than men. Becuase of the nature of familial and social controls over women,
and the cultural definitions of permissive role behavior, a large number of
criminal activities, beginning with early delinquent episcdes, are not so

likely to be found among women.

The striking fact which criminal statistics reveal is that crime is pre-
dominently a masculine activity. There are many more men criminals than women
criminals and there are more boy delinquents than girl delinquents. Barron
Mays' (1963) observation is that this remarkable differentiation between crime
rates of sexeg is constant over the years and quite unaffected by eny changes
in the social structure. The phenomenon is world wide. As Sutherland (1337)
says, "The male zex has a great excess of crimes in all nations, all com-
munities within a nation, all age groups, all periods of history, for which

organized statistics are available, and all types of crimes except those which
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are somewhat intimately related to the female sex, such as abortion and
infanticide.” This is because there are important cultural distinctions in
nearly all known societies which define the male and female roles in markedly
different terms. Also the fact remains that they are made different. Thus it
would seam that the difference in the frequency of crimes between men and women
in almost all societies would be related to a difference between the sexes in
thelir value system; their whole make up as well as in thelr whole outlook on

life in its different aspects.

There is also some literature available to the contrary. FElliott (1952)
mentions Pollak's (1950) contention to the effect that it is not the whole
truth to say that men are nmore criminal than women. Pollak purports to shatter
this accepted notion and he concludes that women, because they are deceitful,
merely conceal thelr crimes more frequently than do men. Women being more
deceitful because of thelr passivity, makes it easy for a wife to deceive her
husband and this biological fact conditions a woman's ability to mask her
offenges. Pollak aleo believes women commit a much larger number of secret,
presumably undiscovered, murders, since they could poison people without being
suspected. However there must be some reason for the apparent discrepancy in
criminality. ke goes on to explain this disparity of crime rates between men
and women by saying that it is due to special characteristics of their re-
spective cultures. Men and women live in different worlds. Some of the crimes
women commit grow out of this fact. The average women is more gullible and
naive than the average man, perhaps because she lives in a private world in
which the virtues of honesty, faith and trust form the web, woof and pattern of

responsible family life. Crime, Sutherland (1937) continually insisted, is the




result of a person and a situation, Situations in which women find tﬁemsel;gi
are apparently not as conducive to crimes as are situations men face. Despite
the sc-called ewmancipation of women, the average women spends her life and
fulfills her purposes in the home. A furthaer reason for there kheing fewer
criminals among women is that the average women experiences less conflict
between her ethical values and the achievement of her goals than does the
average man. On the other hand, home represents only a seqment of a man's
interest. Wwhen the average man leaves the house in the morning, he leaves a
private culture dominated by personal athics for a public culture dominated
by struggle for econ&mic success and financial reward. Competition in the
market place, in the office or at his profession is frequently a battle of
wits, a matter of outwitting one's contemporaries, without any desire for the

welfare of all.

Thus in summary it could be said that in view of the interest of the
present study, the cited literature is relevant. The experts in the area
consider values or value systems dependent on various causes of crimes which
~which are socioclogical an? psychological in nature and hence the values will
be reflected in the estimaticn of the seriousness of crimes. Or it could be
speculated that the estimation of the sericusness of crimes is a part of the
value system itself. At any rate if cultural determinants of crime affect
value systems, different cultures should show different estimations of the
seriousness of various crimes and hence the partinence of the present study.

Also, literature shows it necessary to consider men sevarately from woman.




CHAPTER IIT

PROCEDURE

kanple of Subjects

Two groups of 100 subjects each were used for this study. One group
consisted of Indian college students and the other of the American college
Istudents. The average age of the subjects was about 21 years. The Indian
group consisted of 50 students from Wilson College in Bombay and 50 students
from K.M4. College in Delhi. The Indian students were predominantly Hindus,
coming from the middle class. The American group was composed of 100 students
from Loyola University, Chicago. The majority of them were Catholics. For
the sake of brevity, the groups will be designated as Indians and Americans

throughout the text. In each sample there were 56 males and 44 females.

Description of Stimuli

Thirty criminal offenses were used for this study (see appendix). The
majority were borrowed from Sellin's (1964) study "Measurement of Delinquency",
in which he used Philadelphia crime code offenses. The remainder of the
offenses in the present study were selected specifically so that they would be
moxre meaningful to the Indian sample. Also an attempt was made to eliminate

any reference to the offender. The main focus was on the criminal act.

Degign and Testing Procedure
One examiner tested all the subjects in groups of 20. The testing
material was presented in English to both the samples. Since the Indian

13
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college students have their training in English, they experienced no dif-
ficulties in understanding the subject matter. The order of presentation of
the stimuli was identical for all the subjects: first the instruction card
and then 30 cards, with one offense listed on each card. The subject was
instructed to read all the cards carefully in the order in which they appeared
in the deck of 30 cards and then shuffle them. After this the subject was
pregsented with a booklet. The booklet had two parts, A and B, referring to
the two ways in which the subject was to rate the 30 offenses. Both parts A
and B contained apecific instructions telling the subjects exactly how to rate
the offenses. For part A, the category scaling, the subhjects were given the
following instructions: “Fach of the cards in this deck refers to a violation
of the law; each viclation is different. Your task is to show how serious you
think each wviolation is, not what the law says or how the courts or judges

might act.

"For each violation you will be asked to check a number from 1 to 11,
depending on how serious you consider the violation to be. 1If the violation is
not very serious you will check a low number, if it is verv serious you will
check a high number. PFor instance, 1 is the least serious and 1l is the most
serious. In this scale of seriousness of violations, é is more serious than
5 or 4 or any number lower than 6. Also, 9 is more sBerious than 8 but less
serious than 10 or 1l. Use number )l only if you consider the violation toc be

very mild and number 11 if it is very serious.

"Now take cards as they appear in the deck one by one and check the

category in which you feél the statement shouid be placed. If the first card
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in the deck happens to be card 9, go to the corresponding number 9 on the

following page and check the numpber (1, 2, 3...11) yvou think best fits this
violation. When you are finished placing all the statements in the categories,

reshuffle the cards.

"Do not spend too much time on any one violation but be sure to check them
all. Do not turn back to what you have already done. Remeimber this is not a

test. The important thing is how you feel about each violation.”

The instructions also included two examples. Part A was scaled using
Thurstone's method of successive intervals. This method was developed
originally by caffir (1939) and later modified and generalized by Rimoldi and
Hormaeche (1955) to eliminate the rather questionable assumption that the
variability of the items is uniform over the entire scale. The determination

of the interval limits was done using Rimoldi's technique (1960).

In part 3, the magnitude scaliny, the sukjects were given the following
instructions:

"Each of the cards in this deck refers to a violation of the law; each
vioclation is different. Your task is to show how serious you think each

viclation ia, not what the law says or how the courts or judges might act.

"Por each violation, you will be asked to give a score. You would arrive
at this score by comparing this particular viclation on the card to the
standard violation which has already been given a certain score. The score
you give will reflect how serious each violation seems to you in relation to

the standard violation which has leen selected as a standard and has been
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assigned a score of 10."

"The offender steals $100 from a bank.”

"Mow using this violation as a standard, every other violation on each
card should be scored. For example if any violation seems 10 times as serious
as the standard violation, assign a score of 100. If the violation seems 4
times as serious as the standard, assign a score of 40. 1I1f the violation seems
half as serious as the standard, assign a score of 5. You may use any whole or
fractional number that is greater than 0, no matter how large or small it is,
as long as it represents how serious the violation is compared to the standard

violation.

"Now take cards from the deck one by one and score them. If the first
card happens to be card number 7, go to number 7 on the appropriate answer
sheet and assign the score you think best compares it with the standard at
this place. After you have finished comparing all the carde and assigning

the scores, please reshuffle the cards.

"Take your time. Every violation should have a score assigned to it. Do
not turn back to what you have already finished. Remember this is not a test.
The important thinc is how you feel about each violation." The instructions

included two examples.

Magnitude scale values were obtained by getting the geometric mean of all

the responses for a particular stimulus.

Parts A and B were randomly assigned as first and second so that the same
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number of subjects would get each part first. After finishing the first part

of the task, the subject reshuffled the deck.

The results were analyzed to see if the concave downward trend between
magnitude and category scale that has been found in some other psychological
scaling is also present in this type of data. Sellin (1964) has already
demonstrated that the concave downward relationship holds for an American
sample. However it has not been shown whether this relationship also holds

for the Indian group.

Begides the above-mentioned theoretical issue, the study investigated
whether the offenses considered most serious by the American sample are also
considered most serious by the Indian sample. Similar analysis was done for
the offenses considered least serious by both the samples. The data was also
examined to see if the¥e were differences between sexes --.i.a., if the offenseT
considered most serious by the males are the ones considered most serious by
the females too. All these differences were examined using the category scale

values as well as the magnitude scale values.

Appropriate statistical technique were employed to explore cross-cultural
and sex differences in terms of a tendency toward overall high and low ratings
and the range of responses chosen. This was done in terms of the means,

standard deviations, skewness and kurtosis of the category means.

Discriminal dispersions for the 30 stimull were computed for the purpose
of making several comparisons: 1) agreement or disagreement among Indians,
among Americans and between the two groups; 2) agreement among and between

males and females in the two cultures.
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These same comparisons between cultures and between sexes were also made

using the coefficient of correlation.




CHAPTER 1V

RESULTS

Since the rationale and the computations used in arriving at the category
scales have already been described at length by Rimoldi and Hormaeche (195%),
this will not bhe discussed here. The category means as distinguished from the
category scale values refer to an average over all the responses given to a
single stimulus. 1In tables 1 and 2 the category scale values and the category
means are presented. Figqures 1 and 2 show the category scale values when
plotted against the category means. The linear correlation between the two
sets of values is .99 for both the Indian and the American groups. This
indicates that in all likelihood the unscaled judgements were approximately

normally distributed (Rimold4, 1960).

Sellin (1964) in his study “The Measurement of Delinquency", demonstrated
that when the magnitude scales are plotted against the category scales, a
concave downward trend is witnessed. That is, the two scales are logarith-
mically related. A part of his sample consisted of American college students.
Figures 3 and 4 demonstrate the same relationship for the Indian college
students as well as for the American college students. Table 3 presents the

magnitude scale values for both the samples.

Tables 4 and 5 list the most serious and the least serious crimes along
with their respective category scale values. “able 4 refers to the American

group and Table 5 to the Indian group. In these tables, the samples are also
19
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divided into males and females. The most serious crimes were defined as those
falling zbove the 80th percentile and the least serious were defined as tuose
falling below the 20th percentile. 2Similarly Tables 6 and 7 list the most

serious and least serious crimes with their respective magnitude scale values.

Table 6 refers to the American group and Table 7 to the Indian group.

Tables 8, 9, 10 and 1l present the meang, standard deviations, skewness
and Kurtosis of the distributions of the category mean# for all the groups.
Figure 5 presents graphically the distributions of the category means over each
of the 11 intervals for all the groups. The sign test was euployed to see if
there was any significant difference between the category ratings among the
different groups. Table 12 shows the results of the sign test. lNone of the

comparisons were significant.

The results were further analyzed in terms of discriminal dispersions
which were used as an index of group agreement on the seriousness of various
crimes. tliowever it should be noted that this refers primarily to the
consensus on scale values and not on actual seriocusness perceived. Table 13
shows the discriminal dispersions of all the groups. Figures 6, 7, 8, ¢ and
10 present graphically the resulte when the American group was plotted against
the Indian group (Pigure 6), the American males against the Indian nmales
(PFigure 7), the American females zgainst the Indian females (Figure 3), the
American males against the American females (Figure 9), and the Indian males
against the Indian females (Figure 10). Note that a line bisects the graphs.
This line indicates that there is no difference between the two groups either

in terms of agreemeant among themselves or disagreement among themselves as to
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the seriousness of crimes. The numbers below the line refer to those crimes
for which the group on the x-axis disagrees and the group on the y-axis agrees.
The numbers above the line refer to those crimes for which the group on the

x-axls agrees and the group on the y-axis disagrees.

Pinally group comparisons in terms of cultures and sexes were made using
the coefficient of correlation as an index. The results of thase comparisons

are presanted in Table 14,
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TAELE 3

MAGRITUDE SCALE VALUES

FOR AMERICAN AXND IRDIAN GROUPS

Am, Ind.
1 167 84.3 16
2 95.5 71.9 17
3 51.7 42.6 18
4 4.31 8.86 1%
5 3.41 17.33 20
6 2.78 12.9 21
7 88.1 40.93 22
8 4.18 B.68 23
9 5.32 19.7 24
10 5.37 9.68 25
11 21.8 12.05 26
12 6.44 10.1 27
13 3.08 5.89 28
14 64.7 69.3 29
15 1.75 6.94 30

26

Am. Ind.
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12.6 9.76
44.0 46.7
47.1 56.1
1.28 4.59
15.7 31.6
37.7 30.65
8.78 12.23
21.5 39.3
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TABLE 4%

THE CATEGORY SCALES OF Tu: MOST AWND THE LeAST

SERIOUS CRIMES AMONG THE AMERICAN COLLEGE STUDENTS

Mogt Serious

Crime i 1 2 7 | 1w | 18
Whole Group
Scale Value 2.513 1.394 1.229 1.029 1.695

e o S iAot o e b . = e im0 e v JCURU N AP },.,,-, SBPST S b by i v o et

Crime 1 2 7

Male
Scale vValue 3.087

e i b B Al o s i ESPUSUTRIUT USRI SRR VI PTIPURF VO S

Crm; L 5 .3 7. 13

Female

Scale Value ! 1.947 1.327 1.122 1.148 1.884

vt e A o, R A R A s 1 S 1 vt - - SO, o Carvm i 3 o abme i s o ARt .

v e e e o e 1% i e i  Ahs A S et s e i e i A oS A 3 e % o o e e st v s 8 e U e ar e S e e 4y e oo e s e A ——

lL.east Serious

Crive | 6 L 13 15 io22 30

Whole Group
Scale Value -1.262

R e b o e o - et e el o o [IODARS WEPmIS—— IRV

-1.650 {1.723 |-1.239
Crime 5 6 15 22 30

3

Scale Value -1.374 -1.806

PSR PN PN S

1.536 ~-1.236

Crine 6 Lo13 15 22 30

Female

Scale Value -1.313  -1.234 %-1.538 42.049 {-1.195

*The list of all the 30 crimes with their numbers is given in the Appendix
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TABLE 5%
THE CATEGORY SCALES OF THE MOST AND THE LEAST SERIOUS

CRIMES AMONG THE INDIAN COLLEGE STUDENTS

Most Serious

Crime 1 2 14 20 21

Whole Group
Scale Value

1.296 1.127 1.513 .577 .902

T Y (U SV URPUINPR S SOOI A et et

%
-

Crime { 1 2 14 18 21
&

Male 1

Scala Value %

1.352 .753 1.342 .606 .833

it s o e« it it enrach s A B rama o e e o <l e e 4 RO .

Crime

Female

Scale © 1.106 | 1.569 |  1.696 .972 .845

Least Serious

crime T4 13 s 16 22

Whole Group
Scale Value -.576 -.608 -1.053 -.756 ~1.688

et At 7 b 3 [T UURI SIS (SPOIIURSNISU TR SRR TSSO S PRI S S [—

Crime 12 13 15 16 22

Male Scale Value -.602 | -.643 |-~1.080 |-.766 -1.667

et e 4 b g NI GUIYUISRpIE NP VORE ST WP - IO

‘Crime 4 8 15 16 22

Female

Scale Value , -.726 | -.771 | ~1.059 .805 -1.679

*The list of all the 30 crimes with their numbers is given in the Appendix.
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TABLE 6%

THE MAGNITUDE SCALES OF THE MOST AND THE LEAST

SERIOUS CRIMES AMONG THE AMERICAN COLLEGE STUDENTS

Most Serious

Crime oy 2 14 18
: _

Whole Group : ;

Scale Value | 167 95.5 | 88.1 . 64.7 127

!
o et e .t A A A i S i S it A Bam s s e e sy s i o vt ea A e tam i e b ,....T, e s o e e e rt s w2 eyt i [
;
!
§

Crime ! 1 < { 7 14 : 18

Males ; |
Scale Value 177 9z.9 96.2 | 64.7 131

e s e o 8 2 o it o e . < e e e s e s i« e st 2 b et e e e e e o v et i

Crime g 1 2 7 P14 .18

Scale Value 152.5! 94.2 | 178.7 ' 8.0 122.0

Females

Least Serious

Ccrime 6 13 . 15 22 ¢ 30

whole Group
Scale Value 2.78 3.28 1.75 l.z8 2.75

e e et v e wnam ¢ A e ei7 i msmanos o s s B 1w e s vamr L e e nrin mn wan = e g A e e e n e e et e o 5 v i v Gorbrn e e g oo imas ek

Males
Scale Value 2.49 2.42 1.58 1.4 3.01

Crime L6 13 15 22 30

Females i

Scale Value | 3.14 3.12 211 | 1.4 | 2.45

#*The list of all the 30 crimes with their numbers is given in the Appendix.
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TABLE 7%

THE MAGNITUDE SCALES QOF TIE MOST AND THE L7AST

SERINUS CRIMES AMONG THE INDYAN COLLEGE STUDENTS

Most Serious

Crime ? 1 : 2 14 20 § 21

Whole Group ? é ;
Scale Value : 84.3 71.9 69.3 46.7 58.1

|
B
s . e 5 e st £ b1 e ot o €~ Tl e ) e 0 s e < 1 i aof = o e s 4 I et . RS o e bt <08 ot + s . o a2 s vt s ]
!
2
}
?

Crime 1 2 14 18 21

IMales , :
Scale Value 73.95 ! 51.2 68.3 37.0 44.5

00 NP OV U S PSP U GG SNV U HPS P S PO ..-4.-‘ v Uy PRSI ST ——

Crime ‘ 1 { 2 20 ! 21 29

Females

Scale Value ' 99.50 = 86.95 70.8  74.35 | 66.4

st e e e s iy e e R A e A Al 4 9 i o et it et 4 tinrm %Lt o Ao neiess e St a1ty i S S s At =t 7 o A S A £ S 1 AR o 4R brmgs b o R4 Aev et i

Least Serious

Crime o4 g 8 15 | 16 22

wh G :
ole Group Scale Value . B.8€ 8.63 6.94 7.83 4.59

S S UV GO VR DI SR [PURPE S S RSN U SN v o e

Crime ©12 13 15 16 22

Males :
Scale Value i 7.84 3.58 5.52 6.75 . 4.12

e A b e g o R e o 0 00Ul UG4S ORI U S0V SO OSSO e S . e b

Females
Scale Value 7.66 6.93  8.74 | 8.87 5.45

*The list of all the 30 crimes with their numbers ie given in the Appendix.




TABLE 8
THZ MPTANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, SKEWNESS

AND XURTOSIS FOR AMERICANS AND INDIANS

33

Americans Indians

Means | 5.45 i
Standard Deviations i 2,10 {

Skewness

Kurtosis

** F Ratio: 1.70

TABLE 9

THE MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, SKEWNESS

AND KURTOSIS FOR THE MALES AND FEMALES

5.75

1,.68%%

. o Ao o ot ST ek

Malas Pemales
o " et et S e e
Means 5.54 % 5.65
i
Standard Deviations 1.85 % 1.9¢
i
Skewness .25 : .23
Kurtosis § -.8415 -1.1887*

*p < .05
** p < .00l




TABLE 10
THE MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, SKEWNESS

AND KURTOSIS FOR TIE AMERICAN AND INDIAN MALES

34

** P Ratio: 2.06

TABLE 11
THE MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, SKEWNESS

AND XURTOSIS FOR THE AMERICAN AND IKDIAN FEMALLS

American Males Indian Males
Means 5.47 5.61
standard Deviations 2.24%w 1.56%%
Skewness .15 .26
Kurtosis -1.02 ~-.33

Axnerican Fenales Indian Ferales

Means 5.42

Standard Deviations 2.14

Skewness .25

Kurtosis -1.04

e

** p < ,001

5.89

l.01

.25

-1.19
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14
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TABLE 13

THE DISCRIMINAL DISPERSIONS FOR THE DIFFERENT GROUPS

1.483 .886

1.021 1.11

1,352 1.11

744 915

.929 1.064

1.005 729

.857 .339

.816 .882

1.464 1.263

.753 .953

.924 .845

.929 .862

.839 1.038

1.071 1.308

1.070 1.158

Americans Indians American ¥ales

1.44;
1.233
1.270
.730
.820
.848
.910
.757
1.478
.731
.850
.860
.665
1.054

1.010
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23

24

25

26

27

29

30

33

TARLE 13 (CONTINUID)

THE DISCRIMINAL DISPERSIONS FOR THE DIFFTCRENT GROUPS

Americans Indians American Males

1.176 .924 1.241
.709 .955 797
.837 .884 .961
.807 .800 .732

1.000 .862 | 1.095

1.137 .960 1.1923

1.026 1.240 .824

1.042 1.108 1.057

1.057 .385% 1.000
.826 .208 .8€5

1.257 1.225 1.2238
.959 1.010 1.034
.860 1.091 L9%1

1.051 1.020 1.075

.9%4 1.181 .921
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TABLE 13

THE DISCRIMINAL DISPERBIONS

..

FOR THE DIFFERENT

(CONTINUED)

GROUPS

Indian Males

.953

. 264

791

.882

.896

1.204

.298

.770

.838

1.0z28

1.21¢

1.212

Arerican Females

1.197

.B61

1.37C

. 688

.870

1.237

.878

.870

1.396

.821

897

.972

1.9356

1.001

1.291

.841

1.086

1.065

.930

.24}

.$55

.818

.861

1.367

1.006

l‘ 014

.954

.965

e e e e a4 A me e e s meseamn i -]

Indian Females
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TARLE 13 (CONTINUED)

THE DISCRIMINAL DISPERSIONS FOR THE DIFFERENT GROUPS

D e 2 8 0 At b i AAARTAER. & S 17 o o812 e % T % vt 4 S g e o e ma ke e een e N

Indian Males American Pemales

16 . 986 .2139
17 .916 . 598
18 1.115 1.353
1e .917 .842
20 .782 . 867
21 .946 1.023
22 1.089 1.314
23 .998 .979
24 1.039 1.000
25 L0212 B39
26 1.439 1.219
27 .975 .788
28 . 941 . 669
29 1.035 1.017

30 1.196 1.073

b oorn o e e e e o e e [P e 4 - e % Sk s P ot T o e A 3 e £ 8

.949

.965

.713

.308

.867

.865

1.220

1.196

.746

.833

1.074

1.100

1.104

. 790

1.239

e e e e o emomin s e < = in baen et 1 oo | e e e 485 s e o ¥ e o SR O e R . i %y A e s 3 v s i 7

Indian Females
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TABLE 14

THE COEFPICIENTS OF CORRELATION FOR DIFFERENT GROUPS

Anmn. Am.
Male Femnale

v.h‘m.
ALl
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o Male
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All
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
In reviewing the results of this study, several important findings are

noted. Let us first look at the crimes percelved as most sericus and least
serious in terms of the category scale values. Observe that when the subjects
rate under category instructions, they are told to use the first catecory £6r
the least seriocus offense and the last category for the most sericus. The
subjects are therefore limited to the range of values they can assigyn. The
only way in which they can vary their assignment of category values to the
different offenses 1s by varying the relative spacing of the categories they

use.

The crimes which are perceived most serious by the American sample (1, 2,
7. 14 and 13) refer to two sex offenses (2, 14) and three offenges connected
with killin~ (1, 7, 18). It is curlous that the szex crimes labeled most
serious (see Appendix) should not include higamy and adultery, hut things like
rape (2) or intercourse with stepdauvghter (14) which could ke considered iden-
tical with adultery. The only legitimate conclusion seems to be that for the
Americans those sex crimes (Table 4) are most serious in which there is a lack
of mutual consent. Offenses like rape and intercourse with stepdaughter imply
lack of consent. Americans rate killing undér any circumstances as a very
serious crime (Table 4) although suicide is not a very serious crime for them.
It seems paradoxical that in a society where the frequency of killing

{(Introduction) is relatively high, people should consider such a c¢rime

47
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s0 serious or is it that the frequency of crimes is not related to how people
perceive crimes? However it could be that frequency alone is not a function of
perceived seriousness. It should be remembered that the subjects of this study
are not criminals; perhaps criminals would rate the seriousness of these

crimes differently.

For American males the most serious crimes included adultery by the wife
(21) and excluded intercourse with a stepdaughter (14). The inclusion of 21
is understandable for the males, however adultery by the husband (20) is not
a serious crime for them, and neither is intercourse with a stepdaughter (14).
Apparently there is a double standard involved. For the American females, 14
and 21 are not among the most serious, being replaced by illegal abortion (3).
It is hard to say whether the American female considered abortion a serious
crime because it is illegal or because abortion involves her emotionally. The
exclustion of 21 (adultery by the wife) is consistent with the exclusion of
20 (adultery by the husband) that is, there is apparently no double standard

for the women, who consider themselves equal to men in this respect.

For the Indians (Table 5), four of the five most serious crimes refer to
sex offenses (2, 14, 20, 21), and one to killing (l). As mentioned earlier,
the Americans' list of most serious crimes included two sex offenses and three
connected with killing (Table 4), Also, as opposed to the Americans, the
Indians consider adultery either by male or female among the most serious
crimes. All four of these sex crimes (2, 14, 20, 21) refer to extramarital
sex relations. This is understandable in terms of the Indian philosophy and
ideclogy. As a whole, then, Indians are apparently more concerned with social

and family life, whereas Americans seem to be more preoccupied with life and




death.

The Indian males, in place of adultery by the males (20), considered
killing (18) more serious. It is indeed very interesting that the Indian
females should rate adultery by women (21) and prostitution (29) among the
most serious crimes. Prostitution has always been and is at most places still
legal in India. 1In spite of this it is still considered a serious crime, which
makes one wonder whether the perceived seriousness of crimes does not have

several dimensions, such as legal, moral, religious, and emotional.

In summary, there are cultural as well as sex differences in rating
seriousness of crimes, with the Indians considering more sex crimes as serious

and Americans considering more crimes connected with killing as serious.

Por the Americans (Table 4) the majority of the least serious crimes (6,
13, 15, 22, 30) imply some sort of inappropriate behavior. It refers to scome
breaking of a social rule, the type which is supposed to be more implicit than
explicit. This is true of the American group as a whole and also of the males

and females separately.

In general terms, the same thing could also be said about the Indians as
far as the least serious crimes are considered (4, 13, 15, 16, 22). However
for the Indians there seems to be a preponderance of offenses connected with
stealing. The Indian and American males generally agree on the type of crimes
which are least serious (Tables 4 and 5). The Indian females mostly perceive
crimes connected with stealing as least serious. wWhat is strange is that

torturing a cat (16) is perceived as a least serious crime by the Indians as a




least serious crime by the Indians as a whole, the Indian males and'the Indigg
females (Table 5). This is not readily explained; in fact it is rather curious
The majority of the Indian sample consisted of Hindus. The Hindu relicion has
inherently the element of nonviolence in it. Eesides this, torturing a cat is
specifically considered a wrong thirg. 1In view of thig, it is surprising that
thig statement was rated go low. Perhaps it could be seen as a reaction

against strict religious proncuncements.

In summary, concerning the crimes perceived as least serious, there are
no sex differences in the American group but there are differences in the
Indian group. Pew cultural differences are observed between the two groups
of malea. There are differences for the females only. The Indian females
perceived stealing as least serious and the American females considered lack

of proper behavior as least serious.

On the whole, in terms of category scale values, it is the most seriocus
crimes which differentiate the two cultures better, and it is the least seriouﬁ

crimes which differentiate the sexes bhatter.

Now let us review the resulis when crimes are perceived as most serious
and least sericus in terms of magnitude scale values (Talkles € and 7). Note
that in this type of scaling, the subject is free to use any positive numbers
that he chooses, therefore the relative sariousness of the offenses can range
over an indefinite domain of numbers. So the subject is not restricted as he
was when he was rating crimes in terms of equally spaced categories.
Curiously, the American group as a whole, the American males and the American

females have a perfect homogeniety in what they perceive as the most serious
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crimes (1, 2, 7, 14 and 18). It seems a bit strange that the sex differences

should emerge only when the subjects are experimentally restricted in what
they are allowed to do (Table 4). Or is it that there are no profound :ex
differences but they emerge only as an artifact of the restriction. Of course
one has to remember that in the ratio type of scaling, much more is demanded
of the subject than in the interval type of scaling. The process in the former

case is much more complex than in the latter.

As opposed to the American sample, the Indian samples seem cquite con-
sistent in their ratings in terms of the magnitude and category scale values.
The Indian group as a whole and the Indian males rated exactly the same crimes
as most sericus in terms of the magnitude and the category scales. The only
difference is in the case of the Indian females who excluded 14 and included
20 (Table 8) as serious crimes, both of which are sex offenses. It would
appear that for the Indians, the type of scaling made no difference in their

perceived seriousness of crimes.

Let us now examine those crimes which are perceived least serious by the
American sw.le (Table 7). Surprisingly, the least serious crimes in terms
of magnitude scale values are identical with the least serious crimes in terms
of the category scale values. This is true of the American group as a whole,
the American males and the American females. All these crimes refer to some
breach of social behavier. From this it could be said that the American group
can do hetter with the least serious crimes in a situation when they have no

experimental restriction.

In case of the Indian group as a whole, the majority of the least serious
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crimee are the same as in the previous case of category scale values (Tables

5 and 7). The only change is that instead of 8, the group included 13 as one
of the least serious crimes which means a majority of offenses were connacted
with stealing. Stealing seems to be such a minor offense in India. Again

the ratings of the Indian males were very similar to those of the American
males. They both consider the breach of social customs as least serious
crimes. 1t seems to be a male characteristic not to give too much value to
social customs and rules. FEvidently things like disturbing other people or
making obscene remarks are not exactly what they consider serious. The

Indian females are different. Stealing is considered as the least serious
crime by them. Of cormse all these offenses connected with stealing do not
involve any assault or physical attack. Usually these are stealing littla
things (Appendix) like $5.00 or stealing little supplies or food, etc. Perhaps
due to the fact that it is the woman who faces more material deprivation at
home, it seems to her that stealing is nothing compared to what her family
suffers and so siue justifies herself. Of course this explanation is only
speculation and may not prove to be a legitimate reason why the Indian females
congider stealing as a minor crime. Again, 10 is perceived as one of the least
seriousg crimes. why torturing a cat should be perceived as such a minor
offense is strange. It could be that though it might be sinful, it is not

considered criminal.

In short, it can be said that the cultural differences emerge much more
clearly for the most serious crimes, and the sex differences are evident in
terms of the least serious crimes. There are little gsex differences for the

American samnle in terms of the category scales and none in terms of magnitude
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scales. However the sex differences are always present for the Indian sample
whether the crimes are rated in terms of magnitude scales or in terms of

category scales.

When the results are examined in terms of the category means, it is
noticed that the means for the Indian sample are higher than means for the
American sample (Tables 8, 10, 11). This is true not only when the groups are
compared as a whole but even when they are divided into males and females.
Larger means indicate a tendency to rate the crimes higher or more serious.
Therefore it can be said that the Indlans as compared with the Americans tend
to rate the crimes as more serious. FPurther when the two samplaes (Americans
and Indians) are split into total males and total females, it is observed that
the mean-for the females is higher than for the males (Takle 9). Therefore,
the females show a tendency to rate crimes as more serious. lowever there is
no statistically significant difference between any of the groups, as the

results of the sign teat indicate (Table 12).

The magnitude of the standard deviations imply homogeniety of the groups
in their use of the continuum on which they rate crimes. A larger standard
deviation indicates usinc more of the range. The standard daviations for the
Indian group as a whole, for the Indian males and for the Indian females are
smaller than the standard deviations for the American group as a whole, for
the American males and for the American females (Tables 8, 10, 11). Therefore
the Indians are more restricted in their judgements. This implies that the
Indians are more homogeneous than the Americans. Whereas Indians tend to

rate crimes as higher, the Americans tend to use more of the continuum.
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Further when the two samples are split into males and females, the females are

less homogeneous than the males, though they tend to rate the crimes higher,
actually they use less of the continuum (1 to 11) than the males. However the
F ratios for testing the homogeniety of varlance are significant only when the
American group is compared with the Indian group and the American males are
compared with the Indian males. In summary then, the American group as a whole
and the American males are less homogeneous than the Indians as a whole and the

Indian males.

The distributions of the category means for all the groups were symmet-
rical, and in none of the cases the skewness differed significantly from zero
(Tables &, 9, 10, 11). In terms of the Kurtosis, some significant departures
from zero were observed. This was true in case of the total American sample
and the total female sample (Tables 8 and 9). The negative kurtosis points to

the fact that these distributions are flat at their peak.

The rasults based on discriminal dispersions will be examined by taking

two groups at a time.

American Versus Indians (Figure 6):

Suicide (26) and prostitution (29) are the only crimes on which the
Americans and the Indians show disagreement among themselves. In other words
both groups have high discriminal dispersions for these two crimes. Both the
groups agree on the seriousness of killing by automqbile accident (7),
administering drugs (11), making obscene phone calls (12), killing in anger
(18) and refusing to pay the rent (19). However, killing by stabbing (1),
illegal abortion (3), being drunk in public (6), premarital sex (9), torturing

an animal (16), adultery (20, 21), and bigamy (24) are the crimes for which
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the Americans show lack of agreement while the Indians show agreement. On the
other hand stealing (4, 10, 17), disturbing the peace (13), having sexual
relationship with the stepdaughkter (14) and destroying a library book (30) are
the crimes on which the Americans agree and the Indians disagree among them-

selves.

It is quite evident that the majority of the crimes (3, 9, 20, 21, 24) on
which the Americans disagree among themselves and the Indians agree among themw
selves pertain to sex. On the other hand, the majority of the crimes (4, 10,
17) on which Indians disagree and Americans agree are connected with stealing.

Suicide and prostitution seem to be dgbatable izsues in both the cultures.

American Males Versus Indian Males (Figure 7):

Exhibitionism (23}, bigamy (24), stealing from a house of worship (27),
assaulting the teacher in class (28) and prostitution (29) seem to be the
crimes which are controversial among the Indian males as well as among the
American males. They all agree on the seriousness of getting drunk in public
{6), killing by automobile accident (7), administering drugs (11) and making
obscene phone calls (12). The American males show disagreement of opinion on
killing by stabbing (1, rape (2), abortion (3), premarital sex (9), torturing
an animal (16) and adultery (20, 21) on which Indian males have consensus 6£
opinion. However the Indian males show lack of agreement on the seriousness
of stealing (4, 10, 22), firing a xifle without a permit (5), disturbing the
peace (13), having sexual intercourse with stepdaughter (14), rlaying hookey
from school (15), killing in anger (18), refusing to pay the rent (19),

suicide (26) and destroying a library book (30), and these are the offenses
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for which the American males show relatively more agreement. Prom this one can
safely say that there are more sex cximes on which the American males disagree
than the Indian males (2, 3, 9, 20, 21). Indian males disagree primarily on
stealing (4, 10, 20) and they also disagree on offenses against appropriate
behavicr or etiquette (5, 13, 15, 19, 30). Etiquette in India is to a great
extent determined by the social class to which a person belongs, and therefore
there is likely to be little agreement oh it. For some people in India,
stealing is no crime, especially if the person who steals is a deprived one
and if stealing involves no physical harm. These considerations may explain

the fact that there i3 so little agreement on the seriousnass of stealing.

American Females Versus Indian Females (Pigure 8):

Premarital sex relations (%), playing hookey (15), stealing food for the
starving family (22) are the offenses on which American females as well as
Indian females show lack of agreement among themselves. However they both
agree on the perceived seriocusness of stealing supplies (8), stealing tires
from an automobile (25), killing by automobile accidsnt (7), making obsmcene
phone calls {(12), torxturing an animal (16), refusing to pay the rent (19),
and husband committing adultery (20). American females show disagreement on
the seriousness of crimes connected with sex (3, 21, 24, 29), stabbing to
death (1) and being drunk in public (6), and Indian females show agreement on
these. On the other hand Indian females disagree on stealing offenses (4, 10,
17, 27), rape (2) and assaulting a teacher in class (28), while the American
females agree on these. It therefore seems that the American females dis-
agree mostly on sex crimes (3, 21, 24, 29) and the Indian females disagree on

offenses connhected with stealing (4, 10, 17, 27). They both agree on stealing
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little supplies from school (3) and stealing the tires of an automobile (25).

However the Indian females are not in agreement on stealing from a private
hone, store, museum or a holy place (4, 10, 17, 27). This ia understandable
because there seem to be more issues involved in these types of stealing (4,
10, 17, 27) than in the former ones (8, 25). There 1s fear of greater
punishment or perhaps fear of God involved in the latter offenses more than

in the former ones even though all of them involve stealing.

American Males Versus American Females (Figure 9):

American males and females show great disagreement among themselves on
abortion (3), premarital sex (9), bigamy (24), suicide (26), intercourse with
stepdaughter (14), exhibitionism (23) and prostitution (29). =ut thay both
agree among themselves on the perceived seriousness of stealing from a store
(4), firing a rifle without a license (3), Xilling by raeckless driving (7),
administering drugs (11) and stealing tires from an automobile (25). The males
disagree among themselves whersas the females agree among themselves ag to
the seriousness of stabbing to death (1), xape (2), stealing from a museum
(17), adultery (20, 21), stealing from a holy place (27) and assaulting a
teacher in class (28). On the other hand females disagree and males agree
on the seriousness of getting drunk in public (6), stealing supplies frowm a
school (8), stealing from a private residence (10), making an obscene phone
call (12), disturbing the peace (13), playing hookey from school (15),
killing in angexr (18), refusing to pay the rent for the apartment (1%9) and
stealing to survive (22). There seem to be more offenses of gex on which the
females agraee and more offenses asgainst proper behavior on which the males

agree.
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Indian Malcs Versus Indian Females (Figure 10):

Playing hookey from school (15), exhibitionism (23) and destroying a
library book (30) seem to ba controversial among the Indian males as well as
fenales. They both agree on the seriousness of killing by reckless driving
(7), stealing school supplies (3), torturing a cat (16), stealing from a
puseun (17), and wife committing adultery (21). The Indian males show lack
of agreement on killing in anger (18), higamy (24), suicide (26) and prosti-
tution (29) and Indian females agree on these. On the other hand, the Indian
famales disagree among themselves as to how serious zre rape (2), abortion (3),
getting druok in public (6), premarital sex (9), administering drugs (11),
sexual intercourse with stepdaughter (14), stealing for survival (22), stealing]
from a holy place (27) and assaulting a teacher in class (28). These are the
Indian males agree, There seems to be no crimes typical of female or male

agreement as far as the Indian sample is concerned.

In suwmmary it can be said that there are very clear differences across
cultures vhen crimes are examined on the basis 6f agreement and disagreement.
The Americans for the most part seem to disagree among themselves on the
perceived seriocusness of sex crimes and the Indians ssem to disagree among
themselves on the seriousness of stealing as appropriate behavior. Among the
Americans the disagreement about sex crimes might be due to the fact that this
culture is composed of two extreme groups of people -~ those of the strict
Judaeo~Christian tradition and those of the so-called new reformed liberal
outlook. This controversy could also be an expression of the high individuality

that this culture believes in.
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The disagreement about stealing in India has already been discussed in
this section and in the previcus one. In short it is probably due to the
exigtent dilemma of poverty and deprivation in India on the one hand and the
ethical issues involved in stealing on the other hand. It arises from the

fact that no doubt some, but not all stealing can be justified.

The coefficlent of correlation can also be used to asses group agreements
and disagreements, Therefore let me now examine the intercorrelation of the

various groups.

The correlation between the category means for the Americans and Indians
is .89; Letween the American males and the Indian males, .88; and between the
anerican females and the Indian femalss, .87. This shows that there are dif-
ferences among males and females as well as across cultures. However the
correlation between American males and American females iz almost perfect
£.98). This indicates a very high agreement between American males and
females. The Indian males do not correlaté that highly (.89) with Indian
femalas, indicating that the agreement between them does not reach perfection.
%his pattern of correlations is understandavle in the light of other results
because there are more sex differences in the Indian culture than in the

American.




CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY

The present research was designed to study crimes with reference to
cultures of India and America and their respective value systems. The under-
lying assumption was that perceived seriousnass of crimes in different parts of
the world and in different types of societiee mirror the most basic values of
a people and the means which society has developed for the fulfillment and
realization of these values. A further assumption was that thae frequency of
crimes in a given society can be related to the dispositions of the people
toward crine in that society. That is, the possibility was examined that the
people in a society with a higher frequency of particular crimes do not
consider those crimes so serious as do people in a soclety where there are
fewer crimes. The study also intended to investigate sex differences in the
dispositions toward different crimes. For the purpose of such investigation 30
criminal offenses of varying degrees of seriousness were selected. These 30
offenses were administered to 100 American college students and 100 Indian
college students. The subjects were asked to rate the crimes on (1) an interv+1
type of scale and (2) a ratio scale. The instructions explicitly asked the
subjects to rate the crimes according to how serious they thought them to Le,
rather than what the law said or how the courts or judges might act on these

crimes. The results were analyzed in several ways.

It was observed that the Indians consider crimes connected with sex as

most serious and the Americans rated crimes connected with killing as most
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serious. There were not many sex Jdifferences in the American sample in terms
of cither the most gserious and the least serious offenses, but the Indian

sanple demonstrated definite sex differances.

Further, the Indians tended to rate crimes higher overall and the range
of thelr ratings was more restricted. The Americans were less homogenious
than the Indians. Also there were more sex crimes on which the Americans dis-
agreed amony themsgelves, and there were more crimes of gstealing on which the
Indians disagreed awong themselves. On the whole, it can be said that Indians
tend to agree more on serious crimes and Americans tend to agree wmore on mild
crimes. Finally, there is more agreement between gexes in the American group

than in the Indian group.
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Appendix

Instruction statement: FPlease read over these 30 statements carefully., Yyou

would be asked to make certain judgements about these stateients latexr on.

After reading over all these cards, reshuffle them.

1.

10.

il.

12.

i3.

14.

15.

l6.

17.

i8.

The offender stabs a person to death.
The offender forces a female to submit to sexual intercourse.
The offender performs an {liegal abortion.

The offender breaks into a department store and steals merchandise
worth $5.00.

The offender is found firing a rifle for which he has no permit.

The coffendar is intoxicated in public.

The offender kills a person by reckless driving of an automobile.

The offender breaks into a schoel and steals $5.00 worth of supplies.
An unmarried couple willingly have sexual intercourse.

The offender breaks into a reaidence, forces open a cash box and
steals $5.00.

The offender administoers heroin to himsgelfl.

The offender makes an obscene phone call.

The offender disturbs the neighborhood with loud noisy behavior.
The offerdder has sexual intercourse with his step daughter.
Juvenile plays hookey from school.

The offender tortures a cat.

The offender steals a famous work of art frowm a museun.

The offender having heen greatly cheated by the store cwner, kills hia.




{Appendix (cont'd.)

19.

20.

231.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

The offender refuses to pay the rent for his apartment.
The husband commits adultexy.

The wife commits adultery.

A gtarving man steals food for his fanily.

The offender exposes his genitals in publie.

The of fender commits bligamy.

The offender steals tires from an automcbile.

The offender makes an attempt at suicide.

The offendar steals a religious cbject from a house of
The offender assaults bis teacher in class.

The offender practices prostitution.

The offender destroys a library book.

woxship.
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