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CHAPTER ONE
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Recently a highly documented relationship between gender and
criminal acitvity has gained serious attention among scholars of devi-
ance and social control. Over diverse measures of deviance, from offi-
cial crime rates to self-reported survey data, females are found toc con-
form more than males (Tittle, 1980; Tittle and Rowe, 1973; Sistrunk and
McDavid, 1971; Williams and Gold, 1972). It has been suggested that
specification of the processes involved in this relationship can provide
additional insight into criminal behavior, as well as challenge tradi-
tional theories of conformity and deviance (Millman, 1975; Smart, 1977).

A specific concern of students of the gender difference in
crime and deviance has been the controversy surrounding charges that the
rates and patterns of female criminal activity have changed over the
past two decades. Several theorists have argued that there has been a
serious increase in female criminality and increased similarity of males'
and females' patterns of crime (Adler, 1975). Others maintain that the
“new female criminal is more of a social invention than an empirical
reality" (Steffensmeier, 1978). However, most note that, at least for

some types of crime, females' participation is increasing; the debate
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concerns the extent and cause of that increase.

Those researchers who have considered the causes of a closing
gap in female and male criminality generally focus on one of two types
of explanations. The first contends that the structural position of
males in some way produces greater criminality. As women enter posi-
tions which have generally been considered "mascuiine" (e.g., labor
force positions), they will begin to resemble males in their criminality.
Thus, location in the social structure helps explain criminal behavior.
Following this argument, it is suspected that major increases in female
crime will occur for econcmic types of crime.

The second argument is a cultural one. This explanation of the
rising criminality among females posits that the gender role expecta-
tions of males and females are related to their rates of crime. The
traits associated with masculinity, such as aggressiveness, bravery, and
independence, are the types of traits consistent with nonconforming
behavior. The socialized "feminine" traits such as passivity, conven-
tionality, and depandence, are inconsistent with criminality. Thus, as
females abandon the traditional feminine traits in exchange for masculine
ones, similar behavior among males and females should result, inciuding
criminal behavior. Following this argument, the increases for females
should occur for expressive types of crime.

Both these explanations of increasing criminality among women
imply that changing roles and positions for women produce greater female
criminality. Underlying these explanations of changing crime, is the as-

sumption that it is these roles and positions that produce criminality.



Thus, following this logic, one should discover that those nontradition-
al women who currently occupy the roles and positions resembling males'
should commit more crime than those women who do not. In fact, they
should resemble males in criminality. Women who continue to occupy tra-
ditional female roles and positions should reveal lower levels of crime
than do males or nontraditional females.

Previous analyses of these two arguements generally entailed
examination of changes in women's roles that could produce a new climate
for women's criminality. Aggregate analysis of women's positions in
society and official crime rates are compared to speculate on the rela-
tion between the two. Researchers rarely examine individuals and com-
pare conforming women to nonconforming women in terms of their positions
in the social structure or gender rcles expectations. Such research
would use self-report data of individuals to help specify the causes of
the female-male crime gap. One could expect that the relationship be-
tween gender and crime can be clarified when account is taken of subcat-
egories of females (traditional versus nontraditional). The relation-
ship between gender and deviance should hold only for traditional females.
Nontraditional females should resemble males in their rates of criminal-
ity.

This research examines the selif-reported illegal behavior of
males, traditional females and nontraditional females. The distinction
between traditionalism and nontraditionalism is made following both
structural definition and cultural definition. The structural definition

of traditionalism/nontraditionalism uses employment status. The cultural



definition uses attitudes toward traditional female gender role expecta-
tions. Following the arguments above, it was suspected that the women
who were currently employed should report more illegal behavior than
those women who were not employed. Similarly, women who hoTd nontradi-
tional attitudes concerning the female role should commit more crime
than those who hold traditional attitudes.

Thus, this research is concerned with the positions and roles
of males and females which produce greater crime among males. Having
suggested that male gender expectations and positions in the social
structure present greater possibilities for crime, the next step is to
determine "why." Several theoretically meaningful options have been
suggested. One is that opportunities for criminal activity have been
different for males and females. According to this perspective the
change in opportunities for women, legitimate or illegitimate, produces
a rise in females' criminal activity (cf. Adler, 1975; Simon, 1975). Oth-
ers have suggested that motivations for deviant behavior have varied for
females and males, and that these are beginning to approach on another
(Hilbert and Hilbert, 1980; Bowker, 1981). Still others link the gap
between females' and males' crime rates to differences in relations to
agents or mechanisms of social control (Shover, et al., 1979; Steffens-
meier, 1978).

This research follows a control theory perspective to specify
further the conditions involved in social control which have relevance
for the gender/conformity relationship. Although theorists have frequent-

1y searched for reasons why people break rules, control theorists have



asked "why do people obey rules?" Deviance is taken for granted, con-
formity must be explained (Hirschi, 1969). This perspective on deviance
has led to a body of research concerned with the inhibitors that control
members of society and produce conformity. It is a sociological continu-
ation of the Hobbesian quesiton of how order is possible.

For control theorists, the issue of gender and devinace becomes,
"why are females more likely to conform to society's rules than are
males?" It is, therefore, necessary to specify the relationships between
gender and the inhibitors of deviance, and to clarify the meaning various
inhibitors have for females and males as members of a particular social
structure.

There are many mechanisms by which deviance may be inhibited.
Generally three types of processes that work to restrain deviance and
compel individuals to conform are analyzed, "guilt feelings,” "fear of
social stigma" and "fear of formal sanctions." "A large body of 1itera-
ture has developed to specify the nature of these factors, the conditions
under which each is predictive of rule-breaking, and the extent to which
these are independent inhibitors of deviance.

Noting the effect of these inhibitors on deviance and the effect
of gender on deviance, detailed analysis of the possible relationships
between the two is imperative. This research seeks to continue precise
analysis of the relationship of gender and deviance by examining the in-
hibitory variables of guilt feelings, social stigma, and formal sanctions
as possible intervening variables accounting for the gender-crime rela-

tionship. More importantly, the analysis will be conducted in terms of



subcategories of females. It is suspected that "traditional" females,
defined in terms of either attitudes or location in the social structure,
will perceive a higher threat of sanctions than either males of "nontra-
ditional" femaies. Furthermore, it i$s expected that traditional females
are more influenced, or deterred, by the sanctions they perceive than
are either males or nontraditional females. As a result of these rela-
tionships, traditional females should be less involved in illegal behav-
jor than males.

Nontraditional females, on the other hand, are expected to be
similar to males in their perception of sanctions and in the influence
these perceptions have on their behavior. Consequently, nontraditional
females should not differ significantly from males in their involvement
in crime. The implication of this argument is that the apparent gender-
crime relationship occurs because traditional females commit fewer crimes
than mates and this happens because of differences between males and
traditional females in perceptions of sanctions and the influence of
sanction threats on their behavior.

The hypotheses which are stated in rudimentary form above will
be developed in detail and then tested in the present research. Chapter
Two reviews the Titerature on gender and crime, and considers explana-
tions of the gender-crime relationship which have been presented by
previous writers. Chapter Three begins by reviewing the literature on
deterrence which leads to the development of an argument which attempts
to account for the gender-crime relationship in terms of deterrence. In

Chapter Four, the argument is refined into a set of specific hypotheses,



and these hypotheses are then translated into predictions about coeffi-
cients in multivariate analysis.

Chapter Five discusses the methods used to test the hypotheses.
The data are from a survey of 353 adults in Oklahoma City in which self-
reports of minor law violations were obtained. The tests of the hypoth-
eses, which involve both multiple regression and logit analysis, are
presented in Chapter Six. Chapter Seven reports the major conclusions

and suggestions for future research,



CHAPTER TWO

GENDER AND CRIME

This chapter presents a review of the literature of the rela-
tionship between gender and crime. It discusses the analyses of in-
creases of female criminality and presents explanations of the current
crime gap. The details of the structural and cultural arguments are
disclosed, which provide insight into the reasons for distinguishing be-

tween traditional and nontraditional females in analyses of female crime.

Increases in Female Criminal Behavior

A great deal of inconsistency and controversy has surrounded
the debate over whether the relative gap between temale and male crimin-
ality is decreasing. Some writers indicate that, due to the changing
structural and cultural positions of women in society, women are begin-
ning to resemble men in the amount and patterns of crime they commit
(Adler, 1975; Oakley, 19723 Noblit and Burcart, 1976; Veder and Somer-
ville, 1970). Others maintain that relative increases in female crimin-
ality are merely statistical illusions or social myths (Crites, 1976;
Heidensohn, 1968; Steffensmeier, 1978).

Frequently, official arrest rates are utilized to acknowledge a



change in women's criminality, however, many of these studies suffer
from misinterpretation of the official arrest rates (Steffensmeier,
1978). Gross arrest figures and percentage changes are reported to show
that women are arrested more frequently than in the past. This type of
analysis can be misleading in that variations in population size may
produce absolute increases. Furthermore, only comparisons of relative
increases between females and males can determine the extent to which
the two sexes are converging in their patterns and rates.

Steffensmeier (1978, 1980) considers the population changes and
relative increases for females as compared to males. He found that the
relative gap in violent crime for females remained the same between 1960-
1975, but that there were changes in property crime. The property crime
rates for females have increased substantially, and there has been a
gradual increase in the percent of total arrests for property crime con-
tributed by females. Specifically, Steffensmeier indicates that most of
the increase in serious crime can be attributed to increases in the lar-
ceny category, primarily to arrests in shoplifting. Although the abso-
lute differences between males and females are large and females continue
to lag far behind, he concludes there have been relative increases in the
petty types of property crime for females.

Official arrest rates are frequently the only data available for
analysis of changes in criminality over time. Yet changes in official
statistics indicate social factors other than the actual amount of crime,
such as reporting procedures (Smith and Visher, 1980; Henson, 1980;

Simon, 1976). Efforts at self-report studies also reveal inconsistencies



10

in the type and patterns of changes in female criminality, however (Gior-
dano and Cerndovich, 1979; Datesman, et al., 1975; Jensen and Eve, 1976).
Smith and Visher (1980) have noted that the findings of various studies
may he attributed to the characteristics of the subjects analyzed, the
methodologies of the studies, and the types of offenses included in the
study. After a review of forty-four studies of the relationship between
gender and crime, Smith and Visher (1980) conclude that the relationship
between gender and crime is decreasing. They state, however, that it is
difficult to define precisely the gender-deviance relationship because
it varies with the type of crime, the sample used, and the method of
study. After the review of these studies, however, they do conclude
that women are narrowing the gap in offenses of youth, personal, and
property crime.

Given this controversy, it is not clear specifically how women's
criminality is changing. There does seem to be evidente, that at least
for certain types of criminality, women are approaching men in patterns
and rates, although the absolute differences remain substantial. For
some types of property crimes, there is agreement that the proportion of
acts committed by women is increasing relative to men. The causes and
consequences of the increase are not generally agreed upon, however (c.f.

Steffensmeier, 1978, 1980).

Explanations of Gender Differences in Crime and Deviancy

No other variable has as great a statistical importance in dif-
ferentiating criminals from non-criminals as does gender (Sutheriand and

Cressey, 1966). Scholars of deviance have recognized that, due to the
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predictive power of the sex variable, further clarification is needed to
fully understand its significance for conformity. Sociologists general-
1y have rejected biological explanations of the gender-crime relationship
and have focused on the dimensions of gender roles and their accompany-
ing experiences. It is not the state of being male that is important in
the causation of crime, but only insofar as it indicates social posi-
tions, expectations, and relations.

Two major theoretical links that provide insight into the rela-
tionship between gender roles and nonconformity have been acknowledged.
These may be categorized as "structural" dimensiorns and "cultural" dimen-
sions. The structural dimensions of the masculine gender role feature
the social positions that generally are occupied by males. These posi-
tions usually are characterized by greater economic participation,
independence, and authority than are the positions traditionally occupied
by females. This school of thought suggests that the rates of crime for
females are increasing relative to males' because of structural changes
in females' social Tocaticns. To the extent women now are entering posi-
tions traditiecnally held by males .(e.g., labor force positions) they are
incurring the same opportunities and motivations for law~breaking.
Frequently, theorists who relate the gender-crime relationship to struc-
tural factors focus on the opportunities that males have had to commit
rule-breaking behavior. The males' traditional position in the labor
force, for example, presents opporutnities for job-related crime that
are not available to women who remain outside the work force. Moreover,

males' relatively external position to the home provides opportunities
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to encounter illegitimate opportunities, such as gambling, alcoholism,
etc. In these instances it is the social position of males that presents
the opporutnity for criminal behavior. Women also have a different rela-
tion to the positions of authority than do men. Therefore, the struc-
tural argument also suggests that social control mechanisms may affect
women differently. Because of their lower autonomy, women may experience
formal or informal controls differently than men.

The other school of thought focuses on the cultural meanings
assigned to gender roles and the accompanying behavioral expectations.
Cultural theorists stress the components of masculinity, such as aggres-
sion, achievement, and bravery, that are thought to be consistent with
devinace. The feminine gender role, on the other hand, presents expecta-
tions of passivity, gentleness, and nurturance that would be inconsistent
with criminal behavior.

Thus, the cultural perspective contends that attitudes and
expectations associated with gender roles are the most Tikely cause of
change. There are shifts in the self perceptions and expectations of
women. As women's attachment to the traditional feminine gender role
decreases, they will be more 1ikely to resemble males in criminality.

These two perspectives have been analyzed and debated in rela-
tion to the explanations of the gender-crime correlation, and explana-

tions of changing female criminality are based on these assumpitons.

Cultural Explanations
Adler (1975) suggests that females are becoming more male-like

in their expectations and behaviors, and that these changing expectations
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account for the rising criminality among women. According to Adler, the
motivations and attitudes associated with the traditional masculine role
lead to the competitive and aggressive behavior that is associated with
criminal activity. To the extent that males 4re socialized into this
masculine role, they adopt the characteristics that would be most likely
to lead to criminal behavior.

Oakley (1972:72) posits a cultural argument for the sex and
crime relationship:

Criminality and masculinity are linked becasue the sort of

acts associated with each have much in common. The demonstra-
tion of physical strength, a certain aggressiveness, visible
and external "proof" of achievement, whether legal or illegal--
these are the facets of the ideal male personality and also
much of criminal behavior. Both male and criminal are valued
by their peers for these qualities. Thus, the dividing line
between what is masculine and what is criminal may at times

be a thin one.

A small body of empirical research has analyzed the relationship
between gender role expectations and criminal behavior. Norland et al.
(1981), using attitude and personality traits, indicate little support
for the "masculinity" hypothesis that masculine traits and deviant behav-
ior are directly related. It had been suggested that the sex-deviance
relationship could be accounted for by the relationship between masculine
characteristics and criminal characteristics. Consequently, masculine
males or masculine females would be more Tikely to commit certain types
of crime than would feminine females or feminine males. Sex and deviance
would be related only insofar as males tend to prescribe to masculine
gender roles more than do females. The findings did not reveal a direct

relationship between masculine characteristics and self-reported deviance

for the adolescents ﬁsed in this study.



Most frequently, the studies of the "masculinity hypothesis"
have considered only the male role as important in the sex-deviance rela-
tionship. Very little has been done to examine the feminine role and its
possible link to crime. It is assumed that masculine persons are not
feminine because masculinity and femininity are opposite ends of the same
continuum. This assumption is not acceptable (see Constantinople, 1973).
It is possible for a person to score high on both masculinity and femi-
ninity or to have any combination of these traits. Any tests of the gen-
der role relationship with deviance should not ignore the feminine role,
therefore. In fact, since the conformity of females is the issue to be
resolved, it may be more important to examine the expectations of the
feminine role that have implications for low rates of rule-breaking.

Several studies have addressed females' expectations directly.
Miller (1979) found girls who held nontraditional attitudes to be more
involved in delinquent behavior. Eve and Edmonds (1979), however, found
no relationship between law violations and nontraditional attitudes among
college students. Giordano and Cernkovich (1979) note that the sex role
is a multidimensional variable and that nontraditionality is more than
" the acceptance of masculine characteristics by females. Their findings
indicate that some aspects of the gender role repertoire are not related
to delinquent behavior but others are. They demonstrated that those
girls who "are more delinquent have more liberated attitudes concerning
what constitutes appropriate female behavior" (1979:479). They maintain
that "more delinquent girls are more autonomous in their behavior gener-
ally than their less delinquent counterparts" (1979:479).

It is important to note that these studies of the importance of
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gender role expectations and deviance have primarily relied on samples of
youth and students. There is reason to suspect that adult criminality

and its relation to gender role expectations may be different.

Structural Explanations

In contrast to studizs that emphasize the cultural components of
the gender role, those who stress the structural components of the sex-
deviance relationship emphasize socioeconomic and political factors (c.f.)
Smart, 1977; Steffensmeier, 1978; Simon, 1981). Most of these studies
examine aggregate data on the social positions of women over time and
correlate them with an increasing crime rate. It is frequently noted
that the major increases are in property crime (Simon, 1981). This is
consistent with the aroumznt that the structural social positions of fe-
‘males are the major reasons for more conformity among females. When op-
portunities change, as indicated by increasing labor toice participation
among women, women's criminality begins to approach men's. Simon (1981)
notes that holding a full-time job and change in legal status contribute
to opportunities and propensities that women have for committing crime.

In support of the opporutnity hypotheses, Fox and Hartnagel
(1979) found that the conviction rate for females increases with both the
labor force participation rate and the post-secondary degree for women.
They view this finding as an indicator of change in various aspects of
women's structural positions in society. It is also important to note
that several studies (c.f. Steffensmeier, 1978, 1979, 1980; Simon, 1976)
have revealed increases in property crime without corresponding increases

in violent crime. This is consistent with "structural® arguments. It is



inconsistent with "cultural" arguments which would contend that changes
in sex role expectations would lead to increases in violent as well as
property crimes.

Many of the studies of the structural tradition utilize aggre-
gate data to indicate trends in females' opportunities and criminality.
Most note the problems with using aggregate data to support explanations
of individual behavior (Steffensmeier, 1978; Fox and Hartnagel, 1979).
For example, Hill and Harris (1981:670) state:

. can one safely assume that the individuals committing this
or that crime have actually been affected by changes in oppor-
tunities--even if, in the aggregate, rates of this or that
crime are correlated with rates of employment? . . . or "can
one safely assume that the individuals committing this or that
crime have been affected by change in sex role attitudes~-even
if, in the aggregate, rates of this or that crime are corre-
lated with innovations in beliefs about sex role identity and
behavior?

Or as Fox and Hartnagel state (1979:102):

To conclude that the female theft rate tends to increase when
the postsecondary degree rate increases is not to assert that
university graduates are committing these thefts.

Caution should be used in interpretation of studies which use

aggregate data. It cannot be assumed that the women who are entering
positions in the social structure which resemble men's, are the ones

contributing to the rising crime rates for women.

Research Studies of the Two Explanations of Gender
Differences in Crime
Hi11 and Harris (1981) categorize the two possible explanations
of changing criminality among women as the "objectivist" explanation and

the "subjectivist" explanation. In the objectivist explanation, stress
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is given to the availability of opportunity to commit crime. The sub-
jectivist explanation gives primacy to attitudes and motivations. Rely-
ing on official arrest date from the Uniform Crime Reports, they conclude
that there are problems in assuming that the objectivist explanation can
account fully for the changes in females' criminality. Following the
opportunity argument, they maintain the greatest increases in women's
criminality must occur for those dependent on a certain type of oppor-
tunity. This would mean that those females over 18, who are potentially
affected by increased opportunities, would reveal the greatest increases
in crime. Their analysis by age indicates, however, that there are
greater changes in criminal activity for those under 18 than for those
over 18 years of age. They maintain that the greater changes for the
younger group indicate support for the subjectivist argument. Changing
expectations in gender roles would occur more readily for those currently
being socialized than for aduits who would have to be resocialized into
a nontraditional gender role. Their support for the subjectivist argu-
ment is simply residual support through evidence that there is greater
movement toward rate parity by males and females under 18 years of age.

Smith and Visher (1980) also found the gap in criminality clos-
ing more for youth, which they maintain indicates "shifting sex role
jdeologies may be more salient for younger females" (p. 698). These
findings seem to reveal support for the subjective or cultural explana-
tions of the gap between female and male criminality and the changing
rates of female criminality. A certain amount of evidence also exists,
however, for the objective or structural explanations.

Shover, et al. (1979) compares the two theories concerning the
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relationship between sex roles and delinquency; the "masculinity theory"
and the "opportunities and controls theory." The masculinity theory sug-
gests a direct link between traditional gender roles and criminality.

The opportunity and controls theory suggests that gender roles and crim-
inality are related indirectly through intervening variables. Sex roles
are related to delinquency only insofar as they are related to 1) the
opportunity to engage in criminal acts, 2) the attachment to conventional
others, and 3) the belief in legitimacy of rules and laws.

Using a sample of adolescents, they discovered more support for
the opportunity and social contrcl theory than the masculinity theory.
This indicates that masculinity is related indirectly to delinquency
through the opportunity and social control variables. The masculine gen-
der role allows greater opportunities for and fewer controls on deviant
acts. The feminine gender role inhibits opportunities and restricts
behavior through stronger conventional attachment to conformity. They
further discovered that the traditional feminine role was a better pre-
dictor of involvement in delinquency than the masculine role. The effect
is indirect, however, through the feminine role's relationship to oppor-
tunity and social control.

These studies indicate the importance of analyzing the dimensions
of gender roles that lead to differences in criminality between females
and males. The emphasis in this research diverts attention from the bio-
logical categories of female and male, and focuses on the social locations
and expectations associated with génder roles in our society. There are,
however, several major problems with the studies which analyze the two

explanatjons of female/male crime differences. First, studies frequently
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have tested their hypotheses through the use of aggregate data. The
evidence that increases in females' labor force participation occur with
increases in female crime, does not show causation. One cannot assume
that those women who enter the labor force are the ones committing the
crime. Aggregate data can result in misleading conclusions about indi-
vidual behavior.

Second, studies of adolescents may not test accurately either
the cultural or structural arguments. Adolescents do not present the
best sample to examine changes in structural positions of women. Many
have not yet entered an adult position in the social structure and are
still preparing for future roles. Furthermore, it cannot be assumed
that young adolescent females have changed their attitudes toward gender
roles more quickly than adult women.

Third, studies which analyze the dimensions of gender roles and
their link to crime frequently constrain their analysis to a 1imited
theory of crime. For example, studies of the structural explanations of
crime may limit the analysis to an "opportunities" theory of crime. They
assume that the structural location of males leads to greater opportunity
for criminal activity. This may be true; however, several other explan-
ations exist for the relations of structural positions to crime. Perhaps
structural locations Tead to different motivations for crime. Or perhaps
males' structural location affects their relation to social control
agents. The search for the dimensions of gender roles that help us ex-
plain the female/male crime gap should not be 1imited to particular socio-
logical theories of crime. It should first be established which elements

of the gender roles create the crime gap before the analysis of "why"
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these elements produce crime differences.

The best way in which to address these questions is by analyzing
individuals directly rather than through aggregate. Are the women who
are committing crimes the same women who have increased their employment
opportunities or who have changed their sex role expectations? This
research will eliminate some of the previous problems associated with
the explanations of the sex-deviance relationship. It will use an adult
sample to determine if females who are more likely to report criminal
activities are those who are employed or those who hold nontraditional
attitudes towards gender roles. The first stage is a response to the
question: "who are the females who are more likely to commit crime?" The

seocnd stage is to analyze, "why are these females committing more crime?"



CHAPTER THREE
DETERRENCE, GENDER AND CRIME

Before any assumptions are made concerning causes of changes in
female criminality, the explanations of the current gap between females
and males must be specified. To conclude that changing opportunities
lead to convergence in female-male criminality assumes that the gap has
been produced by differences in opportunities. Similarly, motivational
changes for crime among women will not produce convergence in crime rates '
if differences in motivation did not produce the gap between females and
males. For this reason, this research is concerned not only with differ-
ences in subcategories of women in rates of criminality, but also with
why "feminine" positions and role expectations produce greater conformity.

This chapter examines the social control mechanisms which influ-
ence conformity and deviance. Having predicted that traditional females
would be more conforming than either males or nontraditional females, it
might be expected that traditional females have different relations to
mechanisms of social control. Traditional females may perceive greater
punishments associated with illegal behavior than nontraditional females

or males, and, thus, are less likely to commit crime.

21
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Social control theory is a theoretical perspective which considers

social control mechanisms that channel persons into conformity. A large
body of research, "deterrence research," has developed from this perspec-
tive which concerns the inhibitors of deviance. This perspective has
been quite successful in accounting for variance in criminality, beyond
the explanations of motivation and opportunity (Grasmick and Green, 1980).
To a much lesser extent, this tradition of thought has been explored in
the sex-deviance relationship (c.f. Richards and Tittle, 1981; Tittle,
1980; Glaser, 1982). There is evidence, however, that females and males
may be affected differently by social control mechanisms (Tittle and
Rowe, 1973; Sigelman and Sigelman, 1976; Richards and Tittle, 1981; Sil-
berman, 1976). Although these ideas have been considered only briefly

in the exploration of females' criminality, deterrence literature pro-
vides a concise theoretical body through which to elaborate the gender-

deviance relationship.

Deterrence Literature

Since the 1960's there has been a revitalized interest in the
deterrent effect of negative sanctions on conformity. Prior to this
interest, assumptions made in theoretical debates de-emphasized the im-
pact of sanctions as inhibitors of crime, and routed interest to the
motivations of criminal behavior. Tittle (1969) using official crime
statistics, revealed that a high certainty of imprisonment was associated
with lower crime rates. Similarly, Gibbs (1968) discovered an inverse
relationship between severity and certainty of punishment and the inci-

dent of criminal behavior. In response to a domination of motivational
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theories in the literature on criminal activity, deterrence theorists fo-
cused on the inhibitors of criminal activity. Clear indications of in-
verse relationships between probability of apprehension and criminal be-
havior suggested that deterrent effects were significant enough to merit
attention from students of conformity and deviance. The deterrence ques-
tion is now one of the most popular issues in the study of deviance and
social control (Tittle, 1980).

Although empirical evidence has provided support for the deterrent
effect of sanctions, it has been acknowledged that these effects apply in
a more complex way than simple popular thought espouses. Negative sanc-
tions may be more or less effective in deterring deviance depending on the
conditions under which they are employed. For example, the deterrent ef-
fect of formal punishments has been found to vary by the characteristics
of the offenders, the circumstances surrounding the decision to commit an
act, or the characteristics of the punishments themselves (Tittle, 1980).
Much of the current research has been concerned with precise specification
of the conditions of deterrence, the certainty and severity of sanctions,
and the perceptions of sanctions by individuals.

A major contribution to the understanding of deterrent effects ex-
tends from the recognition that the perceptions of punishments are better
predictors of behavior than actual amounts of punishments. Deterrence
theory 1is rooted in utilitarianism with sanctions as potential costs com-
pared to potential rewards (Grasmick and Bryjack, 1980). This school of
thought has recognized that individuals calculate their rewards and costs
according to their own perceptions and 1ife circumstance. Therefore,
for sanctions to be potential inhibitors, they must be viewed as certain

and costly consequences of deviant behavior. Jensen (1969) has
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pointed out that perceived probability of apprehension can vary from
individual to individual and, thus, added the conception of beliefs and
perceptions of sanctions as the significant factors in the deterrence of
crime. Likewise, Tittle argues:

It is now generally conceded that individual perceptions of

sanction characteristics are probably more important than the

actual characteristics . . . . People act on what they per-

ceive to be true regardless of the accuracy of their percep-

tions. (Tittle, 1980)
Consequently, most recent deterrence literature uses the perceived proba-
bility of penalty as the major independent variable. It is generally
contended that the relationship between individuals’ perceptions of sanc-
tions and their participation in criminal behavior is a more valid test
of deterrence than aggregate measures of objective chances of apprehen-
sion (Grasmick and Bryjack, 1980).

Just as degrees of certainty of punishment may be perceived by
individuals differently, so can the perceived costs of applied sanctions.
It is recognized that objective punishments may be viewed as more severe
by some than others. "Therefore, even if objective knowledge about sanc-
tions were uniform throughout society, people from different groups would
still have different perceptions of the personal costs to them that would
be entailed by different sanctions" (Tittle and Logan, 1973:387). Con-
sequently, much research centers around the relationship of the perceived
certainty and perceived severity of sanctions on deviant behavior. The
recognition of the importance of perceptions of sanctions in deterrence
indicates needed research pertaining to the explanations of variations in
perceptions. This research seeks to answer the question, "What catego-

ries of persons are likely to view punishment as the outcome of criminal



behavior?"

A second recent contribution to the deterrence literature con-
cerns the types and sources of sanctions that may be imposed. Although
many scholars of¥ deterrence have emphasized formal sanctions imposed
by the law and agents of social control, there are negative sanctions im-
posed by other sources, such as family, peers, or oneself. Beyond the
formal agents of the state, there are many informal mechanisms which also
elicit conformity. Therefore, deterrence theorists have differentiated
between the formal and informal sources of social control. Informal sanc-
tions threatened or imposed by family, relatives or friends have been
shown to have a deterrent effect on norm-violators. For example, Ander-
son et al. (1977) reveal the perceptions of informal sanctions are strong-
1y related to use of marijuana among students. They discovered that the
informal sanctions provide a deterrent effect independently of formal sanc-
tions, and, in fact, have a slightly greater effect on deviance than do
formal sanctions. Tittle (1980) has also suggested that informal punish-
ments may be more effective than punishments imposed by the law or formal
agents.

As with formal sanctions the perceived threat of punishments
from informal sources may vary from individual to individual. "Depending
on factors such as sociocultural backgrounds, personality, and intelli-
gence, people in varying degrees understand that informal punishments
(ridicule, gossip, criticism) are hints of possibly more unpleasant ac-
tion" (Blake and Davis, 1964). It is as necessary, therefore, to search
for explanations of variations in perceptions of threats of informal sanc-

tions, as it is for formal sanctions.
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It is also possible that the perceived sanctions associated
with probable deviant acts may be imposed by oneself. The internaliza-
tion of social norms creates the potential for violations of these rules
to result in self-punishment in the form of guilt feelings. Thus, per-
sons who ponder rule-violation may perceive a controlling mechanism in
their own personal reactions to the aci regardless of whether anyone else
discovers the act.

Actually, the concept of internalization does not necessarily
imply that the individual always, or typically, experiences no
conscious desire for, or temptation to engage in, contra-
normative activities. . . . we simply assume that in the face
of temptation, one source of resistance to acting out deviant
motivation in deviant behavior Ties in the person's commitment
to norms proscribing the behavior, and in his ability to sym-
bolize significantly to himself the moral reasons for not suc-
cumbing. . . . Consequently, there is wide latitude for the
investigation of sources of variation in the effectiveness of
internalization as a control mechanism. (Blake and Davis,
1964:478)

This suggests that moral commitment to rules produces an inter-
nal sense of guilt associated with violations of those rules. The deter-
rence literature presents evidence that moral commitment, and the result-
ing guilt, provide a deterrent effect independent of other types of sanc-
tions. For example, Silberman (1976) reveals a significant negative rela-
tionship between perceptions of how wrong it is to commit an offense and
self-reports of illegal behavior.

Thus, three types of negative sanctions may be imposed in re-
sponse to deviant acts: 1) formal punishments (enacted by law or courts),
2) informal sanctions (imposed through social stigma from peers, rela-
tives, or acquaintances) or 3) guilt (self-imposed sanctions through

moral commitment.) According to Grasmick and Green (1980:334). "three
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independent variables - moral commitment, perceived legal punishment, and
threat of social disapproval - appear to constitute a concise and proba-
bly exhaustive set of factors which inhibit illegal behavior." The ef-
fects of these variables are additive and each makes a significant, in-
dependent contribution to variance in deviance. They have been shown to
account collectively for 40% of the variance in involvement in illegal
behavior (Grasmick and Green, 1980). The three types add an important
dimension to a comprehensive etiology of crime (Grasmick and Green, 1980).
Moreover, they represent the three possible mechanisms suggested by Den-
nis Wrong's classic essay on social control, "The Oversocialization of
Men in Modern Sociology" (1961).

The greater conformity of women, or at least some categories of
women, suggests that these three inhibitors of deviance may be perceived

by them differently or may affect them differently than males.

Deterrence and the Gender-Crime Relationship

Following the logic of deterrence theory, those groups who expe-
rience the greatest risk - of sanctions should commit the least crime.
It has been noted that women are given more lenient treatment by formal
agents of social control than are men (Nagel and Weitzman, 1971; Simon,
1975). Since women's objective sanction risks are 1ow1, their crime
rates should be high. Women. however, appear to be more deterred, i.e.
their rates of criminality are lower despite their shorter sentences and

more lenjent treatment. This appears to be a contradition in the applica-

]Fema1es' formal sanctions, such as criminal sentencing, are
tow. The other types of sanctions, informal and self-imposed, have not
been studied thoroughly.



28

tion of deterrence theory; however, two possible suggestions explain
this paradox. First, this may be explained partially by the variation
in perceptions of sanctions. As noted above, it is not objective sanc-
tion levels that deter but rather the subjective perceptions of those
punishments. This would imply that women perceive sanction risks as
greater regardless of the fact that they are less 1likely to receive
formal punishment.

A second possible explanation is that women and men perceive
equal levels of punishment risks, yet women are more deterrsd at any
fixed level. This would imply that the threat of punishment has a great-
er impact on women than on men. Perhaps women view a particular level of
punishment as more costly for their 1ives than do men.

Both these explanations suggest that the processes involved in
deterrence vary for females and males. Very little research has dealt
directly with this issue, yet there is evidence that this may be an im-
portant explanation in the gender-crime relationship. Several empirical
studies indicate that processes involved in deterrence may vary for fe-
males and males. This implies that females may be more or less deterred
by sanctions than are males. For example, Sigelman and Sigelman (1976)
found in a field experiment that women were significantly more influenced
against illegally turning right on a red light by the presence of a uni-
formed figure than were males. Tittle and Rowe (1973) found that femaies
were more influenced by sanction threats than were males in classroom
cheating. Other studies have suggested that the deterrent impact of
sanctions is greater for males (c.f. Anderson, et al., 1977; Silberman,

1976). Still other studies have indicated that the processes of deter-
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rence affect males and females similarly. Smith (1979), for example,
indicates that the relationship between sanction fear and deviance is not
sex-specific. In other words, females are affected by punishment risks
to the same degree that males are.

These contradictory findings may be explained, in part, by the
lack of any of these studies in taking into account subcategories of fe-
males. Perhaps nontraditional females are similar to males in their re-
action to sanctions, while traditional females are more likely to be
deterred. This research will address these possibilities.

The second explanation of the paradox of females' more lenient
treatment and less deviance, is that females perceive greater risks as-
sociated with rule violation. Tittle (1980) suspects that with equal
perceptions of sanction threats, males and females are eugally deterred.
However, females may perceive sanction threats to be greater , therefore,
their actual curtailment of deviance also will be greater.

Because sanction threats or objective characteristics of sanc-
tioning cannot induce fear directly unless there is individual perception,
perceptions can vary independently of objective sanctions. One might
expect, therefore, that females perceive sanctions as greater than do
males and consequently commit less crime. Tittle (1980) finds evidence
that the perceptions of females concerning the extent of sanctions is
higher than the perceptions of males. For example, he found that females
have greater perceived severities and certainties of formal sanctions
than do males. Females also were more likely to believe they would be
arrested and would lose respect among personal acquaintances if they com-

mitted a deviant act. Tittle further suggests that it is imperative that
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future studies pursue information concerning the variance in perceptions
of sanctions.

Although Tittle found differences in perceptions of sanctions
between males and females, other studies have not. Siiberman (1976)
found no significant differences in females and males in certainty of
punishment indexes or morality indexes. Once again, it appears that the
evidence of differences in females and males in the deterrence process
are contradictory. The contradictory findings may be explained by the
failure of these studies to systematicaliy analyze subcategories of fe-
males.

One study has attempted to focus on the dimensions of women's
roles that may lead to differences in their deterrence of crime. Richards
and Tittle (1981) examined gender differences in perceived chances of
arrest. They contend that there are five lines of reasoning that suggest
that women will perceive higher risk estimates than will males. 1)
Greater stakes in conformity - Women have more to lose if sanctioned be-
cause the female role requires more conventional behavior. 2) Differen-
tial cognitive dissonance between gender role expectations and objective
risks - The male role requires expectations of aggression, courage, and
independence, and thus males experience pressure to act in these ways.
Men may minimize the risks involved in criminal behavior because they
are expected to behave in a manner consistent with masculine aggression,
courage, and independence. 3) Differential perceived visibility - Women
are more closely supervised and feel especially visible, so they are more
sensitive to evaluations. 4) Differential conventionality - As primary

socializing agents of children, women are expected to be more convention-
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al. Thus, women perceive greater risk estimates in deviation. §5) Dif-
ferential knowledge of crime and sanctions -Women's sheltered activity
makes them iess aware of criminal activity and resulting punishments.

Richards and Tittle's data indicate that women do give higher
arrest estimates than do males. Although their zero-order relatiornships
are small, women tended to overestimate their chances of getting caught
and punished relative to males. In further examining the explanations
of these differences, they discovered that gender differences in per-
ceived risks can be explained to a large extent by differential stakes
in conformity and differences in the extert to which people think them-
selves visible to public scrutiny. They suggest that the women's greater
relative stakes in conformity may make deviance more threatening to them
and Tead to high sanction risk estimates. If risk perceptions are the
deterrents of deviance, then women's low rates of rule-breaking can be
understood in terms of high rates of perceived sanctions. They indicate
that the perceptions of sanctions of women can be understood in struc-
tural terms. Their location in the social structure affects their stakes
in conformity and visibility to public scrutiny; therefore, it affects
their perceptions of sanctions. These points will be addressed further
in the next chapter.

If, as Richards and Tittle suggest, differences in perceived
risks are associated with women's positions in the social structure, one
would not expect all women to have the same perceptions. As mentioned
in the preceding chapter, "traditional” females and "nontraditional" fe-
males do not occupy the same positions in the social structure, nor do

they have similar gender role expectations. It was proposed that those



32

females who are "emancipated" in terms of employment or subjective atti-
tudes will resemble males more than traditional females in terms of crim-
inal behavior. It follows that traditional and nontraditional females
might also differ in perceptions of sanctions. This may explain why
there have been contradictory findings in the deterrence literature con-
cerning the effects of sanctions on males and females.

Following the cultural definitions o7 feminine gender roles, one
would expect that differences in attitudes toward gender expectations
would produce different risk estimates. Females have been traditionally
identified with conventional traits, moral restraints, and more conserv-
ative life patterns (Broverman, et al., 1972). Social definitions of the
feminine role dictate compliancy, obedience, dependency, and morality.
Internalization of these definitions of fémininity could cause one to
assess risks associated with deviance as very high. Therefore, only
those women who hold more traditional attitudes toward the feminine role
would perceive sanctions as greater than would males.

Following the structural definitions of traditionalism, one
would suspect some dimension of the traditional social position of women
to influence risk estimates. For example, employment status and author-
ity may affect the costs and rewards associated with sanctions. Greater
attachment o% females than males to families or children may produce
greater stakes in conformity which lead to greater estimates of sanctions
associated with rule-breaking.

Chapter Four presents hypotheses which integrate the structural
and cultural explanations of the gender-crime relationship with the deter-

rence theory of deviance. The hypotheses address the differences between
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traditional women, nontraditional women, and men in their perceptions
of all three types of sanctions (formal, informal, and self-imposed),

and the deterrent effects of each on criminal behavior.



CHAPTER FOUR
HYPOTHESES

The proposed research addresses two major issues concerning the
gender-deviance relationship, both of which are relevant in explaining
greater conformity among females. The first issue concerns the subcat-
egories of females who are more 1ikely to conform. Specifying the more
conforming subcategories of females helps reveal the dimensions of the
feminine role that create the Qender-deviance relationship. The second
issue concerns the mediating inhibitory variables which produce greater
conformity among certain categories of females. This issue concerns the
influences of social control mechanisms on subcategories of females.

This chapter presents the major hypotheses of this research.
Part I presents each of the hypotheses and the rationales for the pre-
dicted relationships. Part II provides the statistical equations and
predictions for each of the suggested relationships between gender,

social control variables and criminal behavior.

Part I: Hypotheses and Rationales

Bivariate Relationships Between Gender Categories and Criminal Behavior
The first set of hypotheses concerns the types of females that
34
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are less likely to engage in criminal activity. It is suspected that the
Tower crime rates of females relative to males reflect a depression of
female criminality by certain subcategories of females. Therefore, anal-
yses that compare all females to all males mask the variance among fe-
males that potentially could clarify the gender-deviance relationship.
Those types of analyses relegate the sex-deviance relationship to issues
of differences in biological sex rather than differences in gender role
positions and expectations.

Tittle (1980) notes that differences in self-reported deviance
are not constant among all categories of females and males. For example,
he reports a smaller difference between the sexes where the female is
equal to or greater in independence (measured by combining occupation,
labor force status, and household status) than males. It is also re-
ported that the mean figure for self-reported deviance is three times
greater for part-time workers or students than it is for unemployed or
retired femaies. He states (1980:86):

These variations demonstrate, among other things, that deviance
is not simply a reflection of biological inheritance or genetic
makeup. If that were so, ali categories of men would show
greater deviant tendencies than all categories of females, all
categories of males would display relatively constant tendencies,
and the mean percentage of all categories of females would be
similar. Clearly that is not the case. Therefore, at least

some of the variation between the sexes and between categories
must be attributable to social variables such as role defini-
tions and socialization patterns, or perhaps sanction fear.

One theoretically meaningful division of subcategories of fe-
males would include those women who occupy traditional feminine posi-

tions in society vs. those who do not. Following the "objective" or

"structural” argument concerning females deviance, we would suspect that
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if feminine structural positions in some way produce conformity, then
only those females who occupy those positions would show greater confor-
mity than males. In accord with Tittle's findings, one would expect fe-
males who are employed outside the home to be similar to males in level
of criminal activity. Females who are not employed, on the other hand,
should engage in less illegal behavior than both males and employed fe-
males.

Another theoretically meaningful division of subcategories of
females would include those women who hold traditional attitudes on
women's roles versus those women who hold nontraditional attitudes on
women's roles. This division would indicate a "subjective" or "cultural"
explanation of the sex-deviance relationship. To the extent that sub-
Jjective factors explain the difference in male and female crime rates,
those females who have nontraditional attitudes toward women's roles
should have rates of criminality similar to men. Women with traditional
attitudes, on the other hand, should have a lower rate of criminality
than either males or nontraditional females.

Regardless of which definition of "traditionalism" is used, the
expectation is that traditional women differ from males in rates of il-
legal behavior, while nontraditional women do not differ from males. It
can be determined if traditional women are depressing the general rates
of female criminality by subdividing females into two categories and
comparing them to men. Hypotheses 1a and 1b describe the predicted
relationships.

HYPOTHESIS Ta. Traditional females commit significantly fewer

crimes than do males.
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HYPOTHESIS 1b. Nontraditional females do not commit significantly
fewer crimes than do males.

These hypotheses can be tested with both the structural and the
cultural distinction between traditional and nontraditional females. A
comparison of the two tests could indicate which of the two kinds of dis-
tinctions is most useful in understanding the gender-crime relationship.

The Titerature on criminality reveals a strong negative rela-
tionship between age and criminality (Rowe and Tittle, 1977). So it will
be important to control for age in testing these hypotheses. The re-
searcher expects to find that nontraditional females are younger than
traditional females. Thus, any differences among males, traditional fe-
males, and nontraditional females might simply be a product of age dif-
ferences.

When age is included in the analysis, it is likely that the dif-
ferences in level of criminality between traditional females and males
as a whole will decrease. This would indicate that part of the dissim-
ilarity of traditional females and males in their criminality is due to
a high proportion of older women in the traditional category. Since
older women are more conforming, a large number of them in the tradi-
tional category would produce more conformity than that simply explained
by traditionalism.

When age is included in the analysis, it is likely that the
differences between nontraditional females and males will increase. A
large proportion of younger women in the nontraditional category may be
producing some of the similarity between nontraditional women and men

as a whole. Because younger persons generally are less conforming, non-
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traditional females would resemble males' levels of criminality because
they are younger. When controlling for age, some of the similarity be-
tween nontraditional females and males should decrease.

After controlling for age, the similarity between nontraditional
females and males would be due to the nontraditionalism and not age. The
dissimilarity between traditional females and males would be due to tra-
ditionalism and not age. It is expected that the relationships between
the gender categories and criminality will not disappear taking age into
account, but they should be reduced. A1l the hypotheses presented
throughout this chapter will, in a later chapter, be tested with a con-

trol for age.

Differences in Perceived Punishment Among Traditional Women,
Nontraditional Women and Men
The second general issue addressed in this research concerns the

intervening inhibitory variables that mediate the differences between
gender and self-reported deviance. It is suspected that differences
among traditional women, nontraditional women and men in perceived
threats of formal sanctions, social stigma and guilt feelings can partial-
1y explain the sex-deviance relationship. Therefore, any similarity be-
tween nontraditional women and men in their levels of crime could be ex-
plained by their similarity in the perceptions of sanctions and guilt.

Formal Sanctions. The next set of hypotheses proposes differ-

ences in perceived formal punishments between the gender categories and
the influence these differences might have on deviant behavior. Follow-

ing the review of the literature in earlier chapters, it is suspected
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that traditional females will experience formal sanctions differently
than nontraditional females or males, and that these perceptions have a
strong deterrent effect on rule-breaking behavior.

It has been noted that women receive preferential treatment from
the criminal justice system. In other words, they are less likely to be
convicted, sentenced, or harshly penalized by the formal processes, rela-
tive to men (Simon, 1975). Following the logic of deterrence theory,
these relative lenient punishments should lead to higher crime rates
among women; however, they do not. This paradox can be partiaily ex-
plained by the contention that although women receive less formal punish-
ment, they may perceive their chances of being caught and punished as
greater than men. The suggestion is that the perceived sanctions are the
deterrents, and not the actual probability of punishment.

Tittle (1981) has noted that perceptions of formal punishments
may vary from individual to individual, group to group. He reported
titat homemakers and retired, unemployed persons perceive probabilities
of arrest much higher than do workers or students. The percentage of
homemakers and unemployed persons who believe chance of arrest are high
exceeds the percentage of students and employed who believe the chance
is high (Tittle, 1980:309).

These findings suggest that certain categories of individuals
perceive the certainty of punishment to be higher than other categories.
This research is concerned with the gender categories and their differ-
ences in crime; therefore, the task here is to examine differences in
perceived formal sanctions between traditional females, nontraditional

females, and males, The first set of hypotheses concerning formal sanc-
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tions suggest a simple bivariate relationship between the gender catego-
ries and the perceived certainty of formal punishments.
HYPOTHESIS 2a. Traditional females perceive a significanlty higher
certainty of formal punishments than do males.
HYPOTHESIS 2b. Nontraditional females do not perceive a significant-
1y higher certainty of formal punishments than do
males.

These hypotheses iimply that there are structural and cultural
features of traditional women's roles which impel them to perceive
greater formal sanction threats associated with law-breaking. Differ-
ences in cultural expectations and structural positions between tradi-
tional and nontraditional women produce different risk estimates. Non-
traditional women would be more Tikley to resemble males than would tra-
ditional women because their structural positions are more similar and
their gender role expectations do not represent the traditional feminine
conceptions. This recognition requires an examination of aspects of the
traditional female role which would lead to higher perceived arrest
probabilities. There are three possible reasons why traditional women
may perceive greater risk estimates: 1) piuralistic ignorance, 2) gen-
der role conflicts, and 3) greater visibility.

Burkett and Jensen (1975) revealed that perceptions of appre-
hension are related to involvement with non-deviant others. The more
access to nonconventional others, the less 1ikely one is to believe she
or he would get caught. Becker (1960) states that the process of over-
coming fear of apprehension is principally brought about through involve-

ment with others who violate laws and a corresponding withdrawal from
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cornventional others. This suggests that women who occupy traditional pe-
sitions in the social structure, such as family roles, etc., would be
less 1likely to overcome fears of apprehension and more likely to estimate
chances of formal punishments as high.

Tittle (1980:67) claims that this may bé an example of plural-
istic ignorance.

It seems that much conformity stems from perceptual ignorance of
the real consequences of deviant acts. While growing up most
people are taught that certain things are wrong, that the rules
are of momentuous importance, and that there is a legitimate ba-
sis for social condemnation of those things that are prohibited.
They therefore build & perceptual system incorporating assump-
tions that terrible consequences will follow from violation of
the rules. They are never sure exactly what those consequences
are or might be, but they are constrained by the uncertainty and
the belief that something of magnitude will happen. Each person,
then, is surrounded by a shell of illusion about the 1ikely con-
sequences of deviance, and these shells of illusion are general-
ly shared collectively, so social order rests on pluralistic
ignorance of what will happen in case of rule violation.

It follows that those who are not in a position to overcome the
misinformation concerning punishments following rule violation would be
the most 1ikely candidates for high perceptions of formal sanctions.
Traditional females, generally isolated from criminal activities, would
be Tikely to estimate chances and consequences of being caught as very
high. Women who occupy positions similar to males, however, would be
more likely to approach males’' levels of awareness of Tow certainty of
being caught. Richards and Tittle (1981) discovered that women do have
less information about both crimes and sanctions than do males; however,
the reported correlations were small. The division of females into cat-
egories of traditional and nontraditional may reveal that traditional

women are the least 1ikley to have realistic information concerning pos-
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sibility of punishment. It is suspected that this lack of information
would lead to overestimates of formal sanctions by traditional women
relative to nontraditional women or men.

A second rationale for greater risk estimates for traditional
women concerns their subjective definitions of expectations of the femi-
nine role. Following the subjective definitions of the gender roles,
one might suspect that women who hold traditional sex role attitudes may
differ from nontraditional females in terms of perceptions of formal
sanctions. The traditional feminine gender role is characterized by at-
tributes of conformity, conventionality, maternalness, and purity. These
attributes would be damaged by the experience of criminal procedures of
sentencing and formal penalities. The application of formal punishments
would threaten the role from which she draws identity.

A woman who commits a crime not only does something wrong, but
also engages in status threatening or role contradictory behav-
jor (i.e. she has failed to be passive, dependent, and fearful).
(Richards and Tittle, 1981:1184)

If the possibility of sanctioning is more threatening, then it
is 1ikely that overestimates would be made concerning the risks involved.
"Since the female roles are not as Tikely to encourage traits frequently
associated with Tawbreaking, they should feel less cognitive dissonance
and less psychic drive to reduce it by underperceiving sanction risks"
(Richards and Tittle, 1981:1184). Traditional women, who approve of the
gender role expectations and identify with them, would be more threat-
ened than nontraditional women, and consequently would perceive greater

risks of formal sanctions.

A third rationale for the greater estimates of penalities by
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traditional women concerns their perceptions of greater visibility.
It can be argued that women have been more closely supervised
than men throughout their 1lives and have come to expect that
their behavior will be monitored by others. To the extent that
this is true, one would expect them to feel especially visible,
under observation, and accountable to others. As a result they
should be more sensitive to possible negative evaluations of
others, and mayv perceive higher sanction risks than men.
(Richards and Tittle, 1981:1184).

Empirical evidence suggests that women are more likely to feel
they are in the public eye (Richards and Tittle, 1981), and that close-
ness of auditing of activities is positively related to perceived threat
of legal sanctions (Glaser, 1982). We suspect that those women who are
still in dependent position are more likely to feel monitored than those
women who nontraditionally have acquired an independent status. Further-
more those women who accept the traditional expectations of female behav-
ior would be more likely to retain feelings of being supervised and
therefore more sensitive to evaluations.

Additive Multivariate Model. The above rafionales suggest that
not only will traditional women perceive greater formal sanction risks,
these perceptions will lead to greater conformity. The deterrence 1it-
erature suggests that high levels of perceived formal sanctions lead to
less criminal behavior. The next set of hypotheses reveal the predicted
relationship between the gender categories, perceived formal sanctions
and deviant behavior. They suggest that differences in perceived formal
sanctions act as an intervening variable between gender categories and
criminal behavior. In other words, the predicted relationship between

traditional females and low levels of criminal behavior can be explained

by the differences in perceived certainty of formal punishment.
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HYPJTHESIS 2c. Traditional females commit fewer offenses than males
because they perceive a higher certainty of formal
punishments.

HYPOTHESIS 2d. Nontraditional females do not commit fewer offenses
than males because they do not perceive a higher
certainty of formal punishments.

Interaction model. The next set of hypotheses suggests that
certainty of punishment has different effects on deviant behavior for
traditional females than for males or nontraditional females. They dif-
fer from the two suggested above in that they predict that the relation-
ship between certainty of formal punishment and criminal behavior is
greater for traditional females than for males or nontraditional females.
In other words, these hypotheses contend that there is a conditional ef-
fect of gender category on the relationship between certainty of formal
punishment and criminal behavior. It is predicted that at equal levels
of certainty of punishment, traditional females will be more deterred.

HYPOTHESIS 2e. The inverse relationship between perceived certainty
of formal punishments and deviance is greater for
traditional females than for males.

HYPOTHESIS 2f. The inverse relationship between perceived certainty
of formal punisﬁments and deviance is not greater
for nontraditional females and males.

Even at similar levels of perceived certainty of punishment, some
individuals are more likely to be deterred than others. As Richards and
Tittle note (1981:1194) "Individuals seem to consider their own risk esti-

mates peculiarly in terms of the particular attributes of their roles,
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statuses and life styles." One way in which particular 1ife circumstances
affect the influence of negative sanctions is in the calculation of the
costs of a particular sanction on one's 1ife. Grasmick and Bryjack

(1980) have noted that a fine or a prison sentence is not equally costly
for everyone. For some individuals a $50 fine may be no problem for
their 1ife; for others it would be a big problem. It is the subjective
severity of punishments that has a negative effect on deviance (Grasmick
and Bryjack, 1980). One might expect, therefore, that similar levels of
formal sanctions might have varying deterrent effects depending on the
costs of the sanction versus the reward of the behavior.

There are two theoretical reasons for expecting that traditional
women would be more deterred by formal sanctions than would nontradition-
al women or men which provide two rationales for the interaction model
presented above. The first concerns the relative personal costs of for-
mal sentencing and punishment for one's life. The second concerns the
role conflict involved for traditional females in being formally punished
for nonconformity.

Individuals who possess sufficient status or power could ignore
most sanction threats (Tittle, 1980:21). They car simply pay fines easi-
ly or acquire expensive lawyers to assist them in obtaining less harsh
sentences. Others are not capable of ignoring these sanctions; thus, the
sanctions are very costly to their 1ives. It is logical to expect that a
woman who is unemployed may have few opportunities to acquire economic
resources and powerful positions; thus, the costs of formal sanctions may
be greater for her than for employed women or men. Her objective posi-

tion in the social structure, therefore, has consequences for the effect



46

of sanction threat on her behavior.

A second rationale for a2 stronger relationship between formal
sanctions and conformity deals with the role conflict involved for a
woman who violates laws. For women who hold traditional attitudes con-
cerning femininity, the costs of sentencing and incarceration could be
conceived as much higher. Richards and Tittle (1981) discovered that
women tend to consider breaking laws very serious for someone like them-
selves, to a greater degree than do men. They also are more likely to
report that they would be upset if they were arrested. When a woman
strongly identifies with the traditional female role of conventionaiity,
passivity, and purity, a formal sentencing involves not only the penalty
prescribed by Taw but also the costs of exposure in not following tradi-
tional expectations. She experiences the role conflict as well as the
formal penalty, thus creating a double impact of the punishments invoived
in being caught. As the major caretaker of children, she has violated
the role of a model for morality for children, and, also, in the case of
imprisonment, found herself in & position where she can no longer fulfill
the role from which she gains her identity. It would not be surprising
to find that these women would be more deterred by the threat of formal
sanctions than would males or nontraditional females who would not expe-
rience as great a role conflict.

Informal Sanctions. Informal sanctions or social stigma have

been shown to be strongly associated with the deterrence of criminal
activity. The punishments imposed on those who violate society's rules
may come from peers, relatives, acquaintances in the community, or

friends. The importance of informal sanctions, as typically measured by
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“loss of respect," has been noted in the deterrence literature (Tittle,
1980). There appears to be a controlling mechanism in the perception
that others would lose respect for someone who is reveaied as a law vio-
lator. Social stigma, or peer-imposed punishment, can be thought of as
the punishment involved when one experiences social disapproval from sig-
nificant others. There has been some evidence that the threat of infor-
mal sanctions may be even more effective in inhibiting deviance than
threats of formal sanctions imposed by law (Tittle, 1980; Anderson, et
al., 1977).

While loss of respect is an important variable in deterring
crime, the threat of it may not be perceived the same by all individuals.
Women may be more attuned to the expectations of others for conformity.
The next set of hypotheses concerns the perception and impact on deviance
of informal sanctions for the three gender categories. As with the for-
mal sanctions, it is expected that traditional women experience these
sanctions differently than do nontraditional women or men.

HYPOTHESIS 3a. Traditional females perceive a significantly higher
threat of informal punishments than do males.

HYPOTHESIS 3b. Nontraditional females do not perceive a significant-
1y higher threat of informal punishments than do
males.

These hypotheses suggest a simple bivariate relationship between
threat of informal punishments and the gender categories. It is suspect-
ed that women who occupy the traditional female positions in the social
structure or who hold traditional feminine role attitudes would be more

likely to perceive great loss of respect associated with criminal activ-
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ity than would males ar nontraditional females.

Tittle (1980) has noted that individuals who are in positions
that make them dependent on the esteem of others would be mcre sensitive
to the 1ikelihood of negative sanctions. It follows that women who are
dependent on their relationship to their husband for support would be the
ones who would perceive greater social disapproval associated with devi-
ance. Tittle (1980) found empirical support for the contention that de-
pendent status would be associated with high perceptions of loss of re-
spect associated with deviance. This suggests that women who occupy tra-
ditional positions in the social structure would perceive loss of respect
as greater.

Another rationale for expecting women who occupy traditional po-
sitions to perceive a higher threat of loss of respect concerns variance
in the knowledge of the informal sanctions imposed for deviance, Those
women wiic no longer occupy traditional feminine positions in the social
systems may have a more realistic conception of the consequences of vio-
lations of norms. They have already deviated from the traditional expec-
tations of women in this society, and, therefore, do not suffer the per-
ceptual ignorance concerning loss of respect.

. Interestingly enough, it is usually the case that nothing much
at all happens when rules are broken. Moral crises are usually
avoided by rationalization and the triviality of most deviance
is revealed when rule violation produces no great catastrophes

. . Hence, those who for one reason or another actually

break the rules usually discover that most of their fears were
ungrounded. (Tittle, 1980:67)
Following this rationale, rule-breaking can be thought of as

cumulative. Women who have violated traditional roles and come into con-

tact with others who do, may not have high estimates of informal sanc-
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tions. Individuals who reject the traditional gender role stereotypes
are labeled "nonconformist," and they have discovered that the sanctions
may not be life-threatening. Women who remain in well accepted tradi-
tional roles are more likely to overestimate the loss of respect that
they would incur for breaking the rules of society.

It is also suspected that women who hold traditional attitudes,
regardless of their Tocation in the social structure, will also perceive
greater loss of respect associated with deviance than will men or women
who hold nontraditional attitudes. A large body of literature suggests
that there are differences in females and males concerning affiliative
motivations (Hoffman, 1972). Several studies indicate that females are
more sensitive to social cues (Bardwick, 1971), more concerned about
other people's impressions (Deaux, 1976; Ickes and Barnes, 1977; Maccoby
and Jacklin, 1974), and more likely to rank interpersonal relationships
as very important to their Tlives (Strommen, 1977). These studies gener-
ally indicate that females tend to show a greater interest in affilia-
tion and social needs than do males (Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974; Oetzel,
1966).

These differences generally are traced to socialization prac-
tices. Early independence in females is hampered by parental treatment
as a child to be protected. Sex differences have been found in early
independence training which could facilitate exploratory behavior and
allow opportunities for further independence. Those women who have
internalized these traditional gender role expectations may experience
greater affiliative needs and would more 1likely fear loss of respect

from those who supply the affectional ties. The internalized dependent
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status can lead to sensitive awareness of the respect gained from others,
and, thus, the threat of the loss of respect seems large.

Additive Multivariate Model. The inverse relationship between
perceivéd loss of respect and criminal behavior has been well documented
in the deterrence literature. Consequently, if it is discovered that
traditional women perceive a higher threat of these informal sanctions,
they should also commit less crime. The following two hypotheses suggest
that perceived loss of respect should be the intervening variable between
gender categories and criminal behavior. In other words, the relation-
ship between gender and il1legal behavior can be partially explained by
differences in perceptions of informal sanctions.

HYPOTHESIS 3c. Traditional females commit fewer offenses than males
because they perceive a higher threat of informal
sanctions.

HYPOTHESIS 3d. Nontraditional females do not commit fewer offenses
than males because they do..not perceive a higher

threat of informal sanctions.

These hypotheses present an additive model where members of gen
der categories are equally deterred by informal sanctions, yet tradi-
tional women perceive a higher threat of informal sanctions as a con-
sequence of deviant action than do males or nontraditional females.

Interaction Model. Another possible model representing the re-
lationship between gender, informal sanctions, and illegal behavior sug-
gests that traditional women, at fixed levels of perceived threat of in-
formal sanctions, are more deterred by the threat. In other words, fear

of loss of respect has a greater impact on their behavior than it does
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on the behavior of nontraditional females or males. This interaction
model contends that gender categories may perceive equal threats of loss
of respect, yet that threat will have a greater deterrent effect on tra-
ditional women.

HYPOTHESIS 3e. The inverse relationship between threat of informal
sanctions and deviance is greater for traditional
females than for males.

HYPOTHESIS 3f. The inverse relationship between threat of informal
sanctions and deviance is not greater for nontradi-
tional females than for males.

As with formal sanctions, individuals tend to view informal
sanctions in terms of their significance for their own roles, statuses,
and 1life circumstances. The costs of loss of respect may be greater for
persons who derive their main role or status from affiliation from oth-
ers. This would be the case for a woman who occupies a traditional loca-
tion in the social structure. Her status is derived from affiliation
with a male. Tittle (1977) states:

. it #s conceivable that loss of interpersonal status, which
proved to be exceptionally important in the general case, might
be less influential among specific subgroups while being of
greater importance to others.

Those persons who occupy positions in the social structure that
require affiliation with others may be more 1likely to fear loss of re-
spect. They develop statuses that are dependent on favorable relatiaons
from others, and they occupy roles that would be jeopardized by noncon-
formity (Zimring and Hawkins, 1973). Tittle (1980) points out the sig-

nificance of attachments to others in influencing one's behavior. The
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more attached, the more benefits potentially derived from others. The
more one is involved with others and derives one's personal identity
from that association, the more one becomes dependent upon the social
rewards of conformity.

It follows that women who are dependent on their relationship
to others for support would be more deterred by the threat of loss of re-
spect. Since they have fewer resources, the esteem gained from social
affiliation takes on a greater significance (Richards and Tittle, 1981).
Unless a woman has developed a status of her own by entry into the labor
force or other role, she is 1ikely to depend on her status through affil-
ation with her family. Thus, because her status depends mostly on approv-
al from others, the costs of social disapproval would be great.

Women who possess traditional attitudes may also be more deter-
red by a threat of loss of respect than would women with nontraditional
attitudes. Those women who have internalized the traditional gender role
expectations define themselves in terms of their relationships to others.
There is evidence that women have greater reliance on external social
evaluations than do males (Deaux, 1976). It is suspected that tradition-
al women would be more 1ikely to do so. The respect gained from others
is an important part of their gender role repertoire which they have
internalized and maintained. Those women who have not retained this
self-definition through affiliation with others would not be as influ-
enced by a threatened loss of respect. Loss of respect, therefore,
would have a weaker deterrent effect.

Guilt Feelings. The internalization of societal norms provides

a potential inhibitor for deviance in that a violation might produce
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guilt feelings or self-imposed punishment. Lynn (1979:105) states that a
sense of guilt involves feelings directed towards oneself for having
transgressed one's standards, whether or not others are aware of trans-
gressions. Moral commitment, therefore, typically is included in deter-
rence theory as an indicator of possible guilt feelings, as self-imposed
punishment, associated with rule-breaking. It can be thought of as sanc-
tions imposed by oneself against oneself.

There is evidence that females experience a higher threat of
guilt feelings than males. Hoffman (1975) finds moral transgressions are
more likely to be associated with guilt in females than in males. Por-
teus and Johnson (1965} found more guilt in females than in males. Fol-
lowing the previous arguments, one would not expect that all females
experience guilt equally. It is expected that traditional females would
experience greater guilt associated with rule-breaking than would nontra-
ditional females.

HYPOTHESIS 4a. Traditional females perceive a significantly higher
threat of guilt associated with deviance than do
males.

HYPOTHESIS 4b. Nontraditional females do not perceive a signifi-
cantly higher threat of guilt associated with devi-
ance than do males.

When traditionalism is defined in the structural sense of fe-
males occupying positions of less independence and authority, one would
expect that they would be Tess able to overcome the constraints of com-
mitment to norms. Tittle and Villemez (1977) maintain that the "higher

one's status, the greater the 1ikelihood that he will be self-directing
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and able to overcome the constraints of normative obedience" (p. 485).
They also suggest that the "more highly placed an individual is in a
system, the more likely he is to have developed a hardened conscience,

to be motivated to commit unacceptable acts to maintain his position, and
to view himself as above the moral and legal constraints that affect oth-
ers" (Tittle and Villemez, 1977:485). Tittle (1980:52) also notes that
higher status groups generally seem to find the various acts less rather
than more unacceptable. There is a negative association between status
position and moral disapproval.

In terms of cultural definitions of traditionalism, one would
also expect that females who hold traditional attitudes toward females'
gender roles would experience a higher threat of guilt than nontradition-
al females or males. Norland, et al. (1581) discovered that "masculine"
persons hold more relativistic beliefs about the law. The traditional
feminine sex role has been comprised of expectations of conventionality,
subservience, and submissiveness. To defy the norms of conventional
behavior also is to defy the characteristics on which a traditional
woman's primary role rests. As definitions of roles are internalized,
women "are led to attempt, within the Timits of opportunity and the
resources allowed by the dominant group, to Tive up to the norms and
roles of the dominant society" (Chaftez, 1976:48).

Once again, the issue of "pluralistic ignorance" is relevant.

It could be expected that nontraditional women who have broken away from
conventional expectations of the feminine role, could also subscribe
less legitimacy to other conventional norms of society. Tittle notes

(1980:67):
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Once an act has been committed and successfully rationalized it
no longer appears as morally reprehensible as before and once an
act is seen by experience to be less serious than thought one
accords it much less importance in the future. Such people have
bi-uken through the shell of illusion. Moreover, once the shell
of illusion has been broken for some rules one is likely to have
less reverence for other rules. Rule breaking, then, is cumula-
tive and diffuse in its effect on attitudes toward rules and
rule breaking. Furthermore, the net effect is to render social
constraints more effective for a potential initial act of devi-
ance than for subsequent potential acts.

Thus, women who have rejected the traditional expectations of
the feminine gender role may have less attachment to other conventional
norms of society. Their moral ccmmitment and associated guilt feelings,
therefore, would be less than for women who hold traditional gender role
attitudes.

Additive Multivariate Model. As with the other types of sanc-
tions, self-imposed sanctions have been found to deter deviance. If
traditicnal women are more likely to experience guilt feelings associated
with c¢riminal behavior, then they should commit less crime. The additive
model suggests that threat of guilt feelings is the intervening variable
in the relationship between gender categories and deviance. Because tra-
ditional women perceive higher threat of guilt associated with illegal
behavior. they commit less crime.

HYPOTHESIS 4c. Traditional females commit fewer offenses than males
because they perceive a greater threat of guiit as-
sociated with deviance than do males.

HYPOTHESIS 4d. Nontraditional females do not commit fewer offenses
than males because they do not perceive a greater

threat of guilt associated with deviance than do

males.
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Interaction Model. An interaction model of gender, guilt feel-
ings, and criminal behavior suggests that any particular level of threat
of guilt feelings will have a greater impact on behavior for traditional
women than for nontraditional women or men. Even if nontraditional women
and men perceived equal threats of guilt as do traditional women, they
are less likely to be deterred by it.

HYPOTHESIS 4e. The inverse relationship between threat of guilt and
deviance is greater for traditional females than for
males.

HYPOTHESIS 4f. The inverse relationship between threat of guilt and
deviance is not greater for nontraditional females
and males.

Hoffman (1975) has discovered that guilt more often prompts
actions in females than in males. This can be interpreted as meaning
that women are more likely to conform in response to the threat of guilt
associated with deviance. There are two rationales for expecting that
this would be.a greater tendency for traditional females than for nontra-
ditional females.

Although many people who have internalized the norms commit
deviant acts, some are more able to neutralize the guilt surrounding
that violation. It has been suggested that subcultural supports provide
a means to overcome the guilt associated with deviance. Those who have
been associated with others who violate laws can gain support through
articulation of beliefs and attitudes which discount the importance of
the violations. They can buttress each others' neutralizations of guilt

and provide a context for release from conventional norms. Traditional
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women are soniewhat isolated from the world in which these offenses occur:
therefore, they should be less able to neutralize the guilt that follows
from contemplation of illegal behavior. Thus, threat of guilt would have
more of an impact on their behavior.

The second rationale involves the women who maintain traditional
gendei role attitudes and the role conflict that stems from guilt Tinked
with illegal behavior. Women with traditional attitudes have maintained
their identity in conventional statuses, while nontraditional women have
not. It is likely that traditional women will be less able to overcome
their guilt because their role identity is linked to conventionality.
They would recéive double punishment: the guilt from the criminal behav-
ior and the quilt from role conflict. Because of the double punishment,
the guilt would be more difficult to overcome and would seem to them to
be very costly for their lives. Thus, threat of guilt would more likely
affect their behavioral intentions.

Nontraditional women have experienced deviance by violating con-
ventional standards of feminine expectations and have learned to neutral-
ize this guilt, or they would not possess the nontraditional attitudes
that they hold. Neutralization of guilt for violating norms would be
easier for them than for traditional women, because nontraditional women
have neutralized guilt for other norm violations. Consequently, the
self-imposed punishment imposed after deviance would have less of a de-

terrent effect on their behavior.

Part II: Statistical Equations and Predictions of Hypotheses

This section presents the statistical equations and predictions

for each of the suggested relationships between gender, social control
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variables, and criminal behavior, and discusses procedures described in

detail by Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1973).

Bivariate Relationships

The bivariate relationships expressed in the hypotheses above
suggest a simple relationship between the gender categories and a depen-
dent variable (either criminal behavior, threat of formal sanctions,
threat of loss of respect, or threat of guilt). Each of the hypotheses
posits that the dependent variable will differ for traditional women and
men but not for nontraditional women and men. These hypotheses will be
tested following regression procedures for dummy variables. This proce-
dure requires that categories of the gender variable be dichotomized and
assigned codes of zero and one. Requirements for orthogonal comparisons
of dichotomized variables dictate that the three gender categories (males,
nontraditional females, and traditional females) produce two independent

variables as follows:

N T
Males 0 0
Traditional females 0 1
Nontraditional females 1 0

The regression equation for predicting the dependent variable (V) as a

function of dummy independent variables is:

Y=a+ b]N +,b2T
Where:
Y = The dependent variable of either a) self-reported criminal be-

havior, b) perceived threat of formal punishments, c) perceived

threat of informal punishments, or d) perceived threat of guilt.
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N = Dichotomized dummy variable where 1 equals nontraditional female
0 equals all others
T = Dichotomized dummy variable where 1 equals nontraditional female

0 equals all others
Following the procedures of dummy regression analysis, any terms
in the equation with zero as the value of the dichotomy will drop out of
the equation. Therefore:
For males, the regression equation becomes:
Y = a ("a" represents the mean of the dependent variable for males)
For nontraditional females, the regression equations becomes:
Y=a+bN=a+ b1(1) =a+ b
The value of b] is the difference between males and nontradi-
tional females in their average scores on the dependent variable. Hypoth-
eses above predict that b] will not be significant, indicating similar
levels of criminality and perceptions of sanctions between nontraditional
females and males.
For traditional females, the regression equation becomes:

Y=a+b,T=at b2(1) =a+b

2 2

The value of b2 is the difference between males and traditional
females in their average scores on the dependent variable. Following the
hypotheses, b2 should be significant. If b2 is negative, then traditional
females score lower on the average than males on the dependent varijable.
Thus, with criminality (C) as the dependent variable, b2 should be nega-
tive, indicating that traditional females tend to engage in less deviance

than males. If b2 is positive, on the other hand, then traditional fe-

males score higher on the dependent variable than males. Since it is
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predicted that traditional females, compared fo males, perceive higher
threats of punishment (P), b2 should be positive with each of the punish-
ment threats as the dependent variabte.

As mentioned above, it is suspected that part of the relation-
ship between the gender categories and criminality may be explained by
the age structures of traditional and nontraditional females. To test
this assumption, the age variable will be considered in each equation.

Thus, after age (A) is included, the equation is:

C=a+byN+b,T+bsA
Where:
C = the dependent variable
A = age
Therefore:

For males, the equation becomes:

C=a+ b3A

For nontraditional females, the eaquation becomes:

C=(a+by) + bga

It is suspected that the value of b] will increase in a negative

direction when controlling for age with deviance as the dependent vari-
able. This would indicate that, when controlling for age, the average
difference in amount of deviance between nontraditional females and males
increases because nontraditional females, controlling for age, score low-
er on the scale than males. In other words, the similarity between non-
traditional females is less when the effect of the high proportions of

young peorie among nontraditional females is taken into account. Thus,

some of the similarity of nontraditional females and males in deviance
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is due to the nonconformity of young nontraditional females.

With one of the punishment threats as the dependent variable, it
is 1ikely to that b] will increase in a positive direction when age is
controlled. This would indicate that, controlling for age, nontradition-
al females perceive a higher punishment threat than males. In other
words, some of the apparent similarity in perceived sanction threat be-
tween nontraditional females and malas is due to age differences between
these two gender categories.

For traditional females, the equation becomes:

5) * biA.
It is suspected that the negative value of b2 will decrease when

C=(a+b

age is controlled, with deviance as the dependent variable., This would
indicate that part of the difference between traditional females and
males in deviance is due to the large numbers of older people among tra-
ditional females. When taking into account the age distribution, one
should find that the differences between traditicnal females and males
in amount of deviance decrease.

With punishment threat as the dependent variable, b2 should be
a smaller positive number when age is included as a control.. In other
words, controlling for age will decrease the difference between males and
traditional females in perceived threat of punishment.

The various bivariate hypotheses, in equation form, are summa-
rized in Table 4.1. This table indicates the expectations for each equa-
tion, including the expectations when age is taken as control variable.
In this table, "C" is criminal behaivor, "N" is the first dummy variable

(1 = nontraditional females), "T" is the second dummy variable (1 =
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TABLE 4.1
SUMMARY OF BIVARIATE AND ADDITIVE HYPOTHESES

DEVIANCE AS A FUNCTION OF GENDER CATEGORIES

No Control for Age

C=a+byN +b,T (EQUATION 1)
Hypothesis 1a : b2 <0
Hypothesis 1b : b] =0
These two hypotheses together predict that traditional females are
significantly less iﬁvolved in crime than males (la), while nontra-
ditional 7emales do not differ significantly from males (1b).

Controlling for Age

C=a'+ b]'N + b2'T + b3A (EQUATION 2)
Hypothesis 1a' : 0 > b2‘ > b2
Hypothesis 1b' : 0 > b]' < b]
Hypothesis 1a' indicates that some of the difference in criminality
between traditional females and males is due to age. When age is
controlled, traditional females will not appear to differ as much
from males. In other words, bz' in EQUATION 2 will be a smaller nega-
''> b

tive number than b2 in EQUATION 1 (i.e., b On the other

2 2)'
hand, 1b' indicates that when age is controlled nontraditional fe-
males will differ more from males. Some of the apparent similarity
between males and nontraditional females, anticipated in 1b for EQUA-
TION 1 is due to age. Thus, b]' in EQUATION 2 will be a negative
number (i.e, by' < by).

Even though controlling for age will make traditional fe-

males more similar to males and nontraditional females less similar

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 4.1 (continued)

to males, it is still expected that traditional females will differ

more than nontraditional females from males when age is controiled.

In other words, b2' will be a larger negative number than b1'.
PUNISHMENT THREAT AS A FUNCTION OF GENDER CATEGORY

No Control for Age

P=a+ bN+ b,T (EQUATION 3)
Hypotheses 2-4a : b2 >0
Hypotheses 2-4b : b] =0
These hypotheses predict that nontraditional females perceive a higher
threat of punishment than males (b2 > 0), while nontraditional females

do nct differ from males in perceived threat of punishment (b] = Q).

Controlling for Age

P=a'+ b1'N + b2'T + b3A (EQUATION 4)

Hypotheses 2-4a' : 0 < b2' < b2

Hypotheses 2-4b' : 0 < b1' > b1

When age is controlled, traditional females will become more like

males in their perceived threat of punishment. In other words, the

b2 from EQUATION 3 will be reduced when age is controlled (i.e., bz' <

bz). Nontraditional females, when age is controlled, will become more

different from males than thgy appear in EQUATION 3 (i.e., b]' > b]).
Even though controlling for age will make traditional females

more similar to males and nontraditional females less similar to males,

it is expected that traditional females will differ more than nontra-

ditional females from males in perceived punishment threat. In other

words, b2 will be a larger positive number than b]!.
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traditional females), "A" is age, and "P" is any one of the punishment

threats.

Additive Multivariate Models
The additive multivariate models predict that differences in
perceived sanctions between gender categcriés can explain the relation-
ship between gender categories and levels of crime. For these hypotheses
it also will be necessary to control for age. The entire additive model

is shown in the following diagram:

Gender
Categories

Perceptions
“—________———9 of Sanctions > Criminal
Age 4 Behavior

The regression equation for criminal behavior as a function of

all antecedent variables:
C=a+bN+ byT + baZ + b,P (EQUATION 5)

If differences in perceived sanction threats account for the re-
lationship between gender and criminality predicted in Hypotheses 1a' and
1b*, then the significant bz' predicted in 1a' (see EQUATION 2) should
become nonsignificant when punishment threat (P) is included in the equa-
tion (i.e., b2 in Equation 5 should not differ significantly from 0). In
other words, traditional females commit less crime than males becuase
they perceive a higher threat of punishment (as predicted in Hypotheses
2-4a'). If, on the other hand, nontraditional females do not differ from

males in perceived punishment threat (as predicted in Hypotheses 2-4b'),

then inclusion of P in the equation should not alter the value of b1'
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from EQUATION 2. Thus, b]' from EQUATION 2 should equal b] from EQUATION
5 and both should equal 0.
The additive model, therefore, can be summarized as the follow-
ing predictions:
Hypotheses 2-4c: b2 in EQUATION 5 is 0, making it less than the
absolute value of b2' in EQUATION 2.
Hypotheses 2-4d: b] in EQUATION 5 is 0, making it less than the
absolute value of b]' in EQUATION 2.

Interaction Models
The Tlast set of hypotheses suggests that the threat of punish-
ment has different effects on deviant behavior for traditional females
than from the ones above in that they predict that the inverse relation-
ship between threat of punishment and criminal behavior is greater for
traditional females than for males or nontraditional females. In other
words, they contend that there is a conditional effect of gender cate-
gory on the relationship between threat of punishment and criminal behav-
ior. It is predicted that at equal levels of threat, traditional females
will be deterred.
The appropriate regression equation with the necessary control
for age, is:
C=a+ byN+b,T +byA+b,P +bcNP + b,TP (EQUATION 6)
where NP and TP are product terms for interaction effects.
The equation for the various categories of gender are:
Males: C =a + b3A + b4P
Nontraditional females: C = a + b1 + b3A + b4P + b5P =

(a+b1)+bA+(b+b)P

3 4 "5
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Traditional females: C = a + b2 + b3A + b4P + bGP =

(a + b2) + b3A + (b4 + b.)P

6
Following Hypotheses 2-4f, it is predicted that the effect of
threat of punishment on deviance should be the same for males and nontra-
ditional females; therefore, b5 in EQUATION 6 should be nonsignificant.
However, it is predicted that the deterrent (inverse) effect of threat of
punishment on deviance will be greater for traditional females and males
(Hypotheses 2-4e). Therefore, b6 in EQUATION 6 should be significant and
negative. The negative sign will indicate that punishment threat has a
greater inverse effecf on criminality for traditional females than for

males.

Logit Analysis of Single Offenses

The previous section discussed the effects of gender, sanctions,
and interactions on criminality in general. For that section of the
analysis, a composite index of several offenses, discussed in the next
chapter, will be used. An examination of the literature on changes in
female criminality, however, indicates that now all types of crimes are
increasing for females. For example, Steffensmeier (1978, 1980) has
found that females' rates have changed more for property crimes than vio-
lent crimes.

It is possible, therefore, that traditionalism and nontradition-
alism among females would have different impacts on various types of
crime. In terms of employment status, ore might Tind that employed women
commit job-related crimes at similar rates as males, but commit signifi-
cantly fewer status or violent crimes. In order to examine these issues

more ciosely, it is necessary to determine the effects of the independent
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variables on different types of criminal offenses separately rather than
in composite form.

The dependent variable, committing/not committing an offense,
will be treated as a categorical variable. Gender (male, nontraditional
female, and traditional female) and perceived threat of sanctions (high
or Tow) will both be treated as categorical independent variables. A
dichotomized measure of age will be included as a control for reasons
discussed earlier. Logit analysis (ECTA) (Goodman, 1971, 1972a,
1972b) will be used to estimate logit effect parameters which predict the
log of the odds (log-odds) of committing an offense given a linear combin-
ation of the three independent variables. This procedure permits compar-
isons of the independent effects of independent variables and interac-
tions between them. Thus, it can be used for both the additive and inter-
action models. The ECTA program relies on a maximum likelihood estima-
tion technique to estimate logit effect parameters for logit models
once the best fitting model has been selected.

A forward selection process is used to determine the model which
best fits the data in contingency table form. The selection of a model
for each offense is based on two factors: 1) adequacy and 2) parsimony.
A model is adequate if it generates expected frequencies that approximate
the observed freguencies for the data. The model which always fits the
data (i.e., expected frequencies equal observed frequencies) is the "sat-
urated model". Here the number of parameters are the same as the number
of cells in the table. However, the goal also is to find a parsimonious
model, i.e., containing only parameters that are statistically signifi-

cant. The model which best fits the data will have a Tow probability of
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generating expected frequencies that approximate the observed frequencies
by chance and will contain no terms which are not statistically signifi-
cant in predicting the log-odds of committing an offense.

The first phase of the logit analysis will be to determine
if gender category, controlling for age, influences the log-odds of a
person cormitting an offense. This is analogous to Hypotheses la' and
1b' in the regression analysis. This will be accomplished by determining
if the addition of gender category, with age (dichotomized) already in-
cluded as a predictor of committing the offense, improves the "goodness
of fit" between the expected and observed frequencies. An inspection of
the changes in the likelihood ratio chi square statistic (Gz) when gender
category is included as a predictor is the procedure used to make this
decision. It is expected that the addition of gender category, with age
already included, will result in a statistically significant reduction
in 62 for at least some offenses. For the offenses for which this occurs
logit effect parameters can be estimated to determine in what direction
and by what magnitude each of the gender categories, controlling for age,
affects the log-odds of the person committing the offense.

Tha second phase of the logit analysis addresses the addi-
tive model. The additive model implies that the goodness of fit will not
improve (i.e., szi11 not be significantly reduced) when gender category
is added as a predictor of whether the person commits the offense after
punishment threat (and age) already have been controlled. Thus, it is
expected that a model containing both gender category and perception of
sanctions (and age) will not be an improvement over a model containing

only perception of sanctions (and age}. If this occurs, along with the
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findings anticipated in the previous paragraph, one can infer that the
erfect of gender category apparent in the first phase of the logit
analysis is due to the relationship between gender category and perceived
sanction threat.

The third phase of the logit analysis addresses the inter-
action model for individual offenses. Here the relevant comparison (in
terms of G2) will be between (a) a model including age, perceived sanc-
tion threat, and gender category, and (b) a model including age, per-
ceived sanction threat, gender category, and the interaction of perceived
sanction threat and gender category. The interaction hypothesis leads to
the prediction that model b will be a significant improvement over model
a in terms of goodness of fit for at least some offenses. If this occurs,
it will then be possible to estimate the logit effect parameters for the
gender-sanction threat interaction to determine the direction and magni-

tude of the interaction.



CHAPTER FIVE
METHODOLOGY

Analyses of the previous hypotheses were conducted through the
use of self-report survey data collected on three hundred and fifty-three
adults in the Oklahoma City area. The data were collected in conjunction
with a larger survey project administered in 1981 by graduate students
and faculty members in the Department of Sociology, University of Okla-
homa, and funded by the Nétiona] Institute of Mental Health (Center for

Work and Mental Health) as part of a graduate training program.

Sample

The sample consisted of two hundred and six females (58.4%) and
one hundred and forty-seven males (41.6%), over the age of eighteen. The

names of individuals were drawn from the Oklahoma City Polk Directory

using a table of random numbers. This method assured a simple random
independent sample. Letters were sent to each person selected, intro-
ducing the project and informing them that a representative would be call-
ing for an interview appointment. When letters were returned or appoint-

ments refused, replacements were selected from the Polk Directory. When

alternates were exhausted, interviewers replaced the refusal with a same-
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sexed person in a three-block radius of the original address. This pro-
cedure was followed until 353 interviews were obtained.

Interviews, averaging one hour and 2 half and covering various
topics, were conducted by students and paid interviewers in the homes of
respondents. Anonymity was assured in order to obtain responses to sen-
sitive questions concerning involvement in illegal behavior.

A comparison of the distribution of gender and age in the survey
sample to preliminary data from the 1980 U.S. Census of the Population
for Oklahoma City] indicates similar distributions. The percent of the
sample that was female was 58.4%; for the population, the percent female
is 53.2%. For the sample, the mean age was 43.8%; the population mean

age of those over 18 is 42.7.

Measurement of Concepts

Two measures of illegal involvement were included in this ques-
tionnaire, self-reported past involvement and self-reported estimates of
future involvement. Past involvement was measured by simply asking re-
spondents whether or not they had committed each of several offenses in
the past. Future involvement estimates were gathered by asking respon-
dents if they would commit the act in the future. For this research, the
hypotheses will be analyzed using the estimates for future behavior. Be-
cause the current status of females is an important concept in the hy-
potheses, it is necessary to avoid behavior that was committed in the

past, when employment status or sex role attitudes may have been differ-

]These figures are based on a preliminary report of the 1980
U.S. Census of the Population available from the Oklahoma State Data
Center, Oklahoma Department of Economic and Community Affairs.
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ent. For example, illegal behavior committed as a juvenile can be of
little help in analyzing the impact of adult employment or adult sex role
attitudes on criminal activity. A further reason for the selection of
future estimates comes from the suggestion of Tittle (1977) that future
estimates provide a clearer conceptualization of deterrence theory.

The offenses included in this analysis were: 1) Taking some-
thing from someone or someplace worth $20 or more that did not belong to
you, 2) Gambling illegally on a sporting event or other situation, 3)
Failing to report certain income or claiming deductions that were not
deserved on income tax returns, 4) Taking something from someone or some-
place worth less than $20 that did not belong to you, 5) Physically hurt-
ing another person on purpose, 6) I1legally using fireworks, 7) Litter-
ing a highway, street, or public recreation area, and 8) Driving an auto-
mobile while under the influence of alcohol. A complete list of the

3 1 ] 3 3 3 1 voam b - 3 5 -
questionnaire items is presented in Appendix A, along with the univaria

a

distributions.

Respondents recorded their answers to these questions on a sepa-
rate answer sheet so they did not have to expose their estimates of fu-
ture behavior to the interviewer. It was suspected that this protection
of privacy would lead to more accurate responses.

For one type of test of the major hypotheses, a composite scale
of future illegal behavior was constructed. This composite scale was
created by summing responses to the eight offense items. The use of this
index of criminal activity provides a broader index aof criminal behavior

than any one single offense. It also creates a variable which approxi-
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mates the interval level of measurement and can be analyzed with stan-
dard regression techniques.

In order to determine the validity of creating a single compos-
ite measure of future illegal behavior from the eight items, factor anal-
ysis was employed. If the eight items are tapping a single underlying
concept, factor analysis should reveal a one-factor solution with fairly
high loadings on that single factor.

Factor analysis was Sased on the correiation matrix for the
eight items which is presented in Appendix B. The number of factors
necessary to reproduce this matrix is determined by the "discontinuity
test" or "scree test" for the pattern of eigenvalues. The eigenvalues,
reported in Appendix B, clearly indicate a one-factor model. In the
one-factor solution, all offenses have loadings above .30, the generally
accepted level for retaining an item (Nunnally, 1967:357-358). The
loadings are also reported in Appendix B. The composite scale, formed
by summing the z-score transformations of the items, has a reliability
of .71 as measured by Crombach's Alpha. Alpha was not increased by elim-
inating any of the items. The scale has a mean of 0 (because z-scores
were summed) and a variance of 21.43. Thus, this composite scale of
future illegal behavior will be used as the dependent variable to test
the major hypotheses. Then, a comparable analysis will be conducted for

individual offenses.

Perceived formal sanctions.
As mentioned previously, it is the individual's assessment of

formal sanctions that provides the most accurate test of deterrence.
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Survey analysis allows us to determine the respondents' perceptions of
the certainty of formal punishments, rather than the objective certainty
that would be 1ikely to occur. A measure of "perceived certainty of for-
mal punishment" was obtained by asking respondents to estimate their
chances of being arrested if they were to commit each of the eight of-
fenses. The response options were "definitely would be arrested, prob-
ably would be arrested, probably would not be arrested, or definitely
would not be arrested." This measurement of perceived certainty of for-
mal sanctions is similar to that used in other studies of deterrence
theory (c.f. Tittle, 1980; Grasmick and Green, 1980). Appendix A pre-
sents the questionnaire format for this variable and the descriptive dis-
tributions.

A composite scale of perceived formal sanctions was created by
summing the responses to the eight items. The correlation matrix of
items, eigenvalues, and factor loadings are presented in Appendix B. The
analysis revealed the items were tapping a single underlying concept, and
factor loadings were all above .30. Thus, all items were included in the
composite, after summing the z-score transformations. The Crombach's
Alpha reliability coefficient was .83, and remains the highest with all

items in the composite. This scale has a mean of 0 and a variance of 29.40.

Perceived Informal Sanctions
As with formal sanctions, the important element of informal sanc-
tions in predicting conformity is the individual perceptions of the cer-
tainty of social disapproval if a criminal act was discovered. Perceived

informal sanctions or social stigma was operationalized by asking respon-
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dents to estimate how many of the five adults that they know best would
lose respect for them if they were to commit each of the eight offenses.
This operationalization follows the measures frequently used in deterrence
research (c.f. Tittle, 1980; Grasmick and Green, 1980). Appendix A pre-
sents the questionnaire items and the frequency distributions for per-
ceived loss of respect.

As with the other variables, the loss of respect items were sum-
med to create a composite measure of perceived loss of respect. Justifi-
cation for the creation of a single index comes from factor analysis
which revealed the items tapped a single underlying dimension. The scree
test of eigenvalue patterns indicates a one-factor solution. The factor
loadings for the items were well above .30. Thus, all items were included
in the computation of the composite variable of Tloss of respect. The
z-score transformations were summed, resulting in a composite variable
with a reliability coefficient of .87. The mean is 0 and the variance is
33.24. Correlation of'items, the eigenvalues, and the factor loadings

are presented in Appendix B.

Perceived Certainty of Guilt
To determine individual's perceptions of the certainty of guilt
they would experience if they were to commit the offenses, a measure of
moral commitment was used. Moral commitment was measured by asking re-
spondents to indicate how wrong it would be to commit each of the offen-
ses, "always wrong to do it, usually wrong to do it, sometimes wrong to
do it, seldom wrong to do it, or never wrong to do it." It was suspected

that those persons who feel an act is wrong to commit, will be more 1ike-
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ly to experience guilt feelings if they were to do it. These items can
be considered measures of guilt feelings that would be attached to each
offense, under the assumption that those who believe it is always wrong
would be more 1ikely to suffer guilt feelings if they committed the of-
fense. This measure is similar to the indicator used in previous studies
(c.f. Silberman, 1976; Tittle, 1980). Appendix A presents the question-
naire items and univariate statistics for this concept.

The composite variable of "perceived certainty of guilt"
was created by transforming the items to z-scores and summing. Factor
analysis revealed justification for including each of the eight items in
a single index. The eight items are tapping a single underlying dimen-
sion and the factor loadings for each item is well above .30. The cor-
relation matrix, eigenvalues, and factor loadings are presented in Appen-
dix B. The resulting composite variable has a Crombach's Alpha of .70
and remained the highest when all eight items were included in the com-

posite. The mean is 0 and the variance is 19.76.

Traditionalism
Traditionalism will be operationalized following both the "struc-
tural” and "cultural" definitions. The “cultural® definitions of tradi-
tionalism should tap the attitudes concerning gender role expectations.
Four items were used to create a composite measure of traditional gender
role attitudes . 1) Although the wife might voice her opinion, the hus-
band should have the final say in matters that affect the family. 2) In
a family, the wife's most important role is to obey her husband. 3) It

is somehow unnatural to place women in positions of authority over men.
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4) Although some equality in marriage might be a good thing, the husband
ought to have the main say in financial matters. Respondents were asked
to agree or disagree with these Likert items on a four-point scale, and
an index of traditionalism was created by summing z-scores. The scale
was then dichotomized and females who fell above the median were consid-

ered "traditional females," while those who fell below the median were
considered "nontraditional females." The univariate distributions of
these items are included in Appendix A.

Factor analysis revealed the four items were tapping a single
underlying dimension. The factor loadings for each of the four items on
a single factor are well above .30. The reliability coefficient for the
resulting composite measure was .81, with a mean of 0 and a variance of
10.10.

The structural definition of traditionalism should reflect a
woﬁan's location in the social structure. For this analysis, employment
status was used as an indicator of traditional or nontraditional location
in the social structure. If a woman was not employed, she was catego-
rized as a "traditional" female. If a woman was employed outside the
home, either part-time or fuli-time, she was categorized as a "nontradi-
tional" female because she occupies a position in the social structure
typically considered a male's domain. In the sample, 45.6% of the fe-
males were not employed and 54.4% were employed. It should be noted that
the structural definition is not distinguishing between women in occupa-
tions which are traditionally female and those in occupations which are
not traditionally female. Rather, the structural definition rests on the
premise that it is more "traditional" for a woman not to have a role out-

side the home than to have such a role.



CHAPTER SIX

RESULTS

This chapter is divided into two major sections. The first is
an analysis of the hypotheses using the composite scale of self-reported
future deviance and makes no distinction among types of offenses. In
this section, multiple regression is the data analysis technique. The
second section examines the hypotheses for each of the eight offenses and
considers the possibility that a particular hypothesis might apply to
some offenses but not to others. In the second section, logit analysis

is used.

Regression Analysis of Composite Scales

This section uses composite scales of both deviance and of per-
ceptions of each sanction threat to address the following questions:
A. Are nontraditional females more similar to males in their
level of invoivement in crime than are traditional females?
B. Are nontraditional females more similar to males in their
perceptions of sanction threats than are traditional fe-
males?

C. Do differences among the gender categories in perceptions
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of sanction threats account for differences among gender
categories in involvement in crime?
D. Are males, traditional females, and nontraditional females

equally deterred by the various sanction threats?
Each question is addressed using both the structural and the cultural
operational definitions of traditionalism. Furthermore, analyses are
conducted with a control for age since, as explained earlier, it is pos-
sible that any differences in deviance or perception of sanctions across
gender categories (i.e., males, traditional females, and nontraditional
females) might be artifacts of age differences among the gender catego-
ries. Questions dealing with sanction threats include each of the types

of threats -- formal sanctions, loss of respect, and guilt feelings.

Bivariate Relationship Between Gender Categories
and I1legal Behavior

As indicated in the earlier chapters, to consider the bivariate
relationship between gender categories and deviance, it is necessary to
decompose the gender variable into two dummy variables. In the tables
which follow, D1 is coded 1 for nontraditional females and 0 for both
males and traditional Temales. DZ is coded 1 for traditional females
and 0 for both males and nontraditional females. Consequently, the

scores of the three gender categories on each of the two dummy variables

are:
D1 D2
Males 0 0
Nontraditional females 1 0
Traditional females 0 1
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The regression of deviance on the two dummy variables indicates the ef-
fect of the gender categories on deviance. The expectation, as noted in
the hypothesis chapter, is that nontraditional females will be more sim-
ilar to males than are traditional females. As indicated, this leads to
the prediction that the regression coefficient associated with D1 will
be smaller (and insignificant) than the regression coefficient associ-
ated with D2 which is expected to be statistically significant. The
analysis is conducted without a control for age and again with a control
for age to indicate how age influences the relationships. In both cases,
results are presented for both structural and cultural definitions of
traditionalism and nontraditionalism.

Before moving to the composite scales, however, it is worth not-
ing the relationship between gender categories.and each of the eight of-
fenses. These are presented in Table 6.1 and are discussed in greater
detail later in this chapter. In Table 6.1, the mean score for each of-
fense for each gender category is reported. Since the offenses are coded
0 (probably will not commit it in the future) and 1 (probably will commit
it in the future), each mean is equal to the proportion of people in that
particular gender category who said they probably will commit the offense
in the future.

The left side of Table 6.1 is a comparision between males and
all females; no distinction is made between traditional and nontradition-
al females. The t-tests for this comparison reveal that females are less
T1ikely to say they will commit any of the eight offenses in the future
and each of these differences js statistically significant at the .05

level. For example, while 10.20 percent (or a proportion of .1020) of



TABLE 6.1

MEANS AND T-TEST COMPARISONS OF CRIMINAL OFFENSES FOR EACH GENDER CATEGORY

Structural Cultural
I 11 Comparison 111 v Comparison Comparison v Vi Comparison Com{.arison
Males Females I-11 Nontraditional Traditional 1-111 I-1v Nontraditional Traditional  [-¥ \-V1
(+) Females Females (+) (+) Females Females (+) it)
OFFENSE
TAKE SOMETHING WORTH Jenn
$20 OR MORE .1020 .0437 -2.02*% .0625 .0215 -1.16 =2.75%* .0769 .0098 - .69 -3.4
GAMBLE ILLEGALLY .5850 .4223 =3.05%* .5179 .3118 -1.07 -4, 32%k* .5577 .2843 - .43 -4,96%
CHEAT ON INCOME TAX .3673 .2330 -2, 714 .3482 .0968 -3 5. 37eas .3077 .1569 - .99 =3.91%0e
TAKE SOMETHING WORTH .
LESS THAN $20 L1701 117 ~1.53%* .1786 .0323 .18 3,814 . 1442 .0784 - .56 -2.23
PHYSICALLY HURT ANOTHER .1769 0777 =2.70%* .0804 .0753 S2.37% -2.43* . 0865 .0686 -2.15* -2.68**
LITTER .4694 .3010 ~3.22%% .3750 .2151 -1.53 -4, p7xrx .3269 .2745 -2.30* -3.21%
SHOOT FIREHORKS .4218 .2864 -2.62%* .3482 .2043 a2 L3, 7] .2885 2843 -2.20* -2.26%
DRIVING UNDER INFLUENCE .3537 .2039 -3.09%* .3214 .0645 - .54 -6. 1444 .2885 176 -1.09 -4.6400

*n < .05
**p < .01
*p < 001
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the males say they will take something worth $20 or more in the future,
only 4.37 percent of the females say they will do this. The value of t
for this comparison is -2.02 and is significant at the .05 level.

In the middle of Table 6.1, a distinction is made between tra-
ditional and nontraditional females in terms of employment status (i.e,
the structural distinction). Here it becomes apparent that the differ-
ences between males and females which appear on the left side of the
table are due almost entirely to differences between males and tradition-
al females. For all eight offenses, males are significantly more likely
than nonemployed (i.e., traditional) females to say they will commit
each offense in the future. For example, 10.20 percent of the males say
they will take something worth $20 or more in the future, while only 2.15
percent of the nonemployed women say they will do this, a difference
which is significant at the .01 level. On the other hand, for seven of
the eight offenses, there is not significant difference between the per-
cent of males who say they will commit the offense in the future and the
percent of employed (i.e., nontraditional) females who say they will do
it. The only exception is for the offense of physically hurting another
person where nontraditional females are less likely than males to say
they will do it.

The far right side of Table 6.1 is comparable to the center sec-
tion, except that the traditional/nontraditional distinction is made in
terms of the attitudinal scale. Traditional females are those who scored
above the median on the scale of traditional sex role attitudes, while
nontraditional females scored below the median. The results for the cul-

tural definition are similar to the results for the structural definition.
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There is a significant difference between males and traditional females
on all eight offenses, most beyond the .001 level. On the other hand,
the differences between males and nontraditional females are considerably
smaller. Only three of the eight differences are significant, and all
three of these are just barely significant at the .05 level.

It is clear from Table 6.1, therefore, that the major component
of the difference between males and females in self-reported future crim-
inal behavior is a difference between males and traditional females, re-
gardless of the definition of traditionalism. For the most part, differ-
ences between males and nontraditional females are small and not signif-
icant.

Without Control for Age. In Table 6.2, the eight offenses have

been summed into a composite scale of self-reported future deviance for
tests of Hypotheses l1a and 1b. The independent variables are the two
dummy variables discussed earlier. At the top of the table, the struc-
tural definition of traiditonalism is used, while the cultural definition
is used in the bottom. Data from Table 6.1 above suggest that the re-
gression coefficient associated with D1 (which separates nontraditional
females from others) will be smaller in absolute terms than the coef-
ficient associated with D2 (which separates traditional females from
others) is significant. This pattern of results indicates that tradi-
tional females differ more from males in their score on the composite
than do nontraditional females.

The top section of Table 6.2 supports this hypothesis. Because
of dummy coding, the value of the "constant," 1.3419, is the average

score for males on the deviance composite. The b associated with D2 is



TABLE 6.2
BIVARIATE MODEL: REGRESSION OF SELF-REPORTED DEVIANCE ON GENDER

v8

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structura]]
D1 -1.0290 .5485 -.1036 3.519
D2 -3.8147 .5776 -.3647 43.626%**
(constant) 1.3419
Multiple R = .3358
Cu]tura]2
D1 -1.1875 .6012 -.1108 3.901*
D2 -3.0884 .5494 -.3154 31.602%**
(constant) 1.3419
Multiple R = .2886
1. D1 =1 for employed females; 0 for all others. D2 =1 for nonemp]uyéa—}emales; 0 for

all others.

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; O for all others. D2 =1 for
, females with traditional attitudes; 0 for all others.

**%p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05

2. D
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the difference between males and traditional females in their average
scores on the deviance composite, a difference which, unlike the differ-
ence between males and nontraditional females, is statistically signif-
jcant (p .001).

The b's from the top panel of Table 6.2 can be used to derive
the mean of the devinace composite within each of the three gender cat-

egories as follows:

Gender category Mean score on deviance composite
males = +1.3419
employed females 1.3419 + (-1.0290) = + .3129
nonemployed females 1.3419 + (-3.8147) = -2.4728

The rank order of the mean is, as expected and as predicted, the differ-
ence between males and nonemployed females which is significant while
the difference between males and employed females is not.

The bottom of Table 6.2 replicates the top half with the excep-
tion that in the lower section, the traditional/nontraditional female
distinction is made in terms of the cultural or attitudinal definition.
Here, as in the top, the b associated with D2 is large (-3.0884) and
significant beyond the .001 level. The b associated with D1 is -1.1875,
much smaller than the b associated with D2, as expected from the hypoth-
eses, indicating the nontraditional females do not differ from males as
much as traditional females. The means on the deviance composite are
1.3419 for males, .1544 for nontraditional females, and -1.7465 for tra-
ditional females. Contrary to the finding using the structural defini-
tion, however, the cultural definition suggests that the difference be-

tween males and nontraditional females is significant at the .05 level.
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With Control for Age. It was noted in Hypotheses 1a' and 1b'

that the gender categories most 1ikely are confounded with the variable
age. Traditional females, regardless of the definition used., are likely
on the average to be older than both nontraditional females and males.
In fact, using the cultural definition, the correlation between D2 and
Age is +.1172; for the structural definition, the correlation is +.3085.
Similarly, nontraditional females, on the average, are likely to be
younger than both males as a whole and traditional females. This age
difference is illustrated by a correlation of -.2346 from the structural
perspective and -.0662 from the cultural perspective. The mean age in
this sample for males is 42, for traditional females it is 52 (structural
definition of traditionalism) or 46 (cultural definition), and for non-
traditional females it is 37 (structural) or 41 (cultural).

As noted, age is a variable strongly related to deviance. It
is expected that in the present data clder people will be significantly
lower than younger people on the composite deviance sclae. In fact, the
~correlation between age and the deviance composite is -.4541. Thus, it
is essential to control for age in examining the relationship between
gender category and deviance. Some of the difference between males and
traditional females, which appear in Table 6.2, probably is due to the
fact that traditional females, on the average, are older than males as
a group. The inclusion of age as a control, therefore, should reduce
the difference in deviance between males and tradiw:ional females. On
the other hand, one source of the apparent similarity between males and
nontraditional females probably is due to the fact that nontraditional

females, on the average, are younger (and thus more inclined to deviance)
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than males as a whole. Thus, inclusion of age as a control should in-
crease the differences between males and nontraditional females in their
average score on the deviance composite. When age is added to the anal-
ysis, the b for D1 (in Table 6.2) should become a larger negative number,
while the b for D2 (in Table 6.2) should become a smaller negative num-
ber.

The regressions controlling for age are reported in Table 6.3.
The top half uses the structural definition and the bottom half uses the
cultural definition.

For the structural definition, the inclusion of age had the
expected consequences. The b for D1 (nontraditional) is -1.4508 with
age as a control, compared to -1.0290 with no control for age (see Table
6.2). Controlling for age, therefore, increases the differences between
males and nontraditional females in their average scores on the deviance
composite. Using the structural definition, the difference while con-
trolling for age is significant at the .01 Tlevel, while the difference
was not significant without the control for age. Furthermore, consistent
with the logic behind controlling for age, the b for D2 became a smaller
negative number when age was controlled. Controlling for age (Table 6.3),
that b is -2.6882, compared to the b of -3.8147 from Table 6.2 where age
was not controlled. Thus, controlling for age reduces the difference be-
tween males and traditional females in their average scores on the devi-
ance composite.

The same pattern occurs in the lower half of Table 6.3 where
the cultural definition of traditionalism is used. The b for D1 is a

larger negative number than in Table 6.2 (-1.2899 compared to -1.1875),



TABLE 6.3

BIVARIATE MODEL: REGRESSION OF SELF-REPORTED DEVIANCE ON GENDER AND AGE

INDEPENDENT

VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structura1]
AGE - .1101 .0130 -.4119 71.241%**
D1 -1.4508 .5049 -.1573 9.555%*
D2 -2.6882 .5451 -.2564 24, 320%**
(constant) 6.0451
Multiple R = .5117
cultural®
Age - .1152 .0124 -.4306 86.654%**
D1 -1.2899 .5389 -.1204 5.730*
D2 -2.6326 .4947 -.2688 28.316%**
(constant) 6.2584
Multiple R = .5158
1. DI =1 for employed females; O for all others. D2 = 1 for nonemployed females; 0 for

" _allothers.

2. DI

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; 0 for all others. D2 =1 for

females with traditional attitudes; 0 for all others.

**%p < .00T; **p < .01; *p < .05

88
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indicating that some of the apparent similarity between males and non-
traditional females is due to the higher average age of males compared

to nontraditional females. The b for D2 is -2.6326 is a smaller

negative number than the b of -3.0884 from Table 6.2 when age was not
controlled. This indicates some of the difference between males and tra-
ditional females in their scores on the deviance composite is due to the
fact that males, on the average, are younger than traditional females.

In general, the adjustment for age differences among the three
gender categories sucgests that nontraditional females differ more from
males than was suggested when age was not controlled. Furthermore, tra-
ditional females differ less from males than they seemed to when age was
not controlled. The rank order of the b's in Table 6.3, nevertheless,
continues to support the central hypothesis. The b for D1 is smaller
than the b for D2 for both distinctions between traditionalism and non-
traditionalism. Even'when an adjustment is made for age differences,
nontraditional females are more similar to males in their level of de-
viance than are traditional females. If all females are "nontraditional,"
the overall relationship between gender (male vs female) would be re-
duced since it is the traditional females who differ most from males.
This statement is true regardless of which definition of traditionalism
is used.

Table 6.4 attempts to determine whi¢h of the two definitions,
cultural or structural, is more useful in explaining differences in
ma]es‘Aénd females' deviance. It answers the question, which has the
larger effect on females' criminal involvement: the distinction based on

attitudes or that based on employment status? Some overlap is expected



TABLE 6.4
REGRESSION OF SELF-REPORTED DEVIANCE ON FEMALE GENDER CATEGORIES

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F

Without Age in Equation

WOMENT 1.7690 .5238 2175 11.405%**
WOMENE 2.6754 .5201 .3313 26.467***
(constant) -3.1522

Multiple R = .4051

With Age in Equation

AGE - .0880 .0150 -.3881 34.523%%*

WOMENT 1.4058 .4891 1728 8.264**

WOMENE 1.3876 .5291 719 6.877**
(constant) 1.6303

Multiple R = .5354

1. WOMENT = 1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; 0 for females with
traditional attitudes.
2. WOMENE = 1 for employed females; O for nonemployed females.

**%p < ,001; **p <.01; *p <.05

06
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if employed women, on the average, are less traditional than nonemployed
women. These data indicated, however, that the correlation among females
between employment status and traditional sex role attitudes is only
.0489.

To compare the effects of the two distinctions on the criminal-
ity of females, males have been removed from the analysis in Table 6.4.
Each of the remaining females has a score on employment status and a
score on the sex role attitude scale. To assess the relative effects
of these two variables, the deviance composite was regressed on both
simultaneously for the females in the sample.

In the top half of the table, without a control for age, both
the employment status and sex role attitudes variables have direct af-
fects on criminality which are significant at the .001 level. In other
words, each of the variables makes a significant independent contribu-
tion to understanding the variance among females in their level of crim-
inal involvement. In the bottom panel of Table 6.4, when age is included
as a control, the effect of both employment status and sex role attitude
on female criminality are reduced. This is expected since employed women
tend to be younger than unemployed women (r = .3420), and women with
nontraditional attitudes tend to be younger than women with traditional
attitudes (; = .2337). Nevertheless, even when age is controlled, both
employment status and sex role attitudes have significant direct effects
on the criminality of females. The effects are nearly the same in mag-
nitude (Beta's of .1719 and .1728), and are significant at the .01 level.
The appropriate conclusion, therefore, is that each of the two defini-

tions of traditionalism is independently useful in accounting for vari-
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ance among females in their involvement in crime. In a later section of
this chapter, the possibility that different distinctions account for

different types of crime will be considered.

Bivariate Relationships Between Gender Categories and
the Inhibitors of Deviance

Having found support for Hypotheses 1a and 1b for both defini-
tions of traditionalism, the possibility that the relationship between
gender categories and deviance is due to differences among the gender
categories in their perceptions of the threat ¢of punishments is explered.
In this section, the relationships for each of the three types of sanc-
tions, formal, loss of respect, and guilt, is examined. As before, the
results are reported for both the structural and cultural definitions,
and with and without the controls for age. It is expected, in accord
with both deterrence theory and the findings from the previous section,
that traditional females differ more from males than do nontraditional
females in their perceptions of sanctions.

Without Control for Age. Each sanction measure has been summed

over the eight offenses to create composite measures. Regression anal-
yses are presented for formal sanctions (Table 6.5), loss of respect
(Table 6.6), and guilt (Table 6.7). The independent variabies in each
analysis are the two gender dummy variables discussed earlier. The
structural definition of traditionalism is presented in the top of each
table while the cultural definition is presented in the bottom.

The analysis provides support for Hypotheses 2a and 2b using

the structural definition of traditionalism/nontraditionalism for formal



TABLE 6.5

BIVARIATE MODELS: REGRESSIONS OF THREAT OF FORMAL SANCTIONS ON GENDER

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b R F
Structufa]{
D1 1.2353 .6566 .1062 3.540
D2 3.6308 .6914 . 2964 27 .581%**
(constant) -1.3587
Multiple R = .2707
Cu]tura]2
D1 1.4792 .7149 177 4.281*%
D2 2.9492 .6517 .2575 20.478%x*
(constant) -1.3587
Multiple R = .2354
1. D1 =1 for employed females; O for all others. D2 =1 for nonemployed females; 0 for

all others.
2. DI

females with traditional attitudes; 0 for all others.
**%p < 0013 **p < .01; *p < .05

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; O for all others. D2 =1 for

€6



94

sanctions. The b (1.2353) associated with D1 is the difference in the
average score of threat of formal sanctions between males and nontradi-
tional females. As suspected, the difference is not statistically sig-
nificant. On the other hand, the difference between traditional fe-
males and males is significant. The b (3.6308) is significant at the
.007 level, indicating that the average score of threat of formal sanrc-
tions is significantly higher for traditional females than for males.

The means indicate that, on the average, traditional females (X = 2.2721)
perceive a greater chance of being caught and formally punished than do
either males (X = -1.3587) or nontraditional females (X = -.1234).

The cultural definition of traditionalism/nontraditionalism is
analyzed in the bottom section of Table 6.5. As in the top section, the
b associated with D2 is large (2.9492) and significant beyond the .001
level. This indicates a large difference between traditional females
and males in the perceptions of formal sanctions. The differences be-
tween nontraditional females and males is smaller; however, it is sig-
nificant also, aithough only at the .05 level. The means for the com-
posites are -1.3587 for males, .1205 for nontraditional females, and
1.5905 for traditional femaies.  These means reflect the pattern predic-
ted by the Hypotheses 2a and 2b; traditional females perceive the great-
est threat of formal sanctions, while nontraditional females resemble
males in their perceptions of formal sanctions to a greater extent than
do traditional females.

Table 6.6 presents the findings of the regression of threat of
loss of respect on gender category as a test of Hypotheses 3a and 3b.

As in earlier tables, results for the structural definitions are in the



TABLE 6.6

BIVARIATE MODELS: REGRESSIONS OF THREAT OF LOSS OF RESPECT ON GENDER

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structura11
D1 - 7137 .7015 -.0577 1.035
b2 2.9278 .7386 .2248 15.714%**
(constant) - .5532
Multiple R = .2540
Cu]tura]2
D1 _ - .1734 7732 -.0130 .050
D2 1.7677 .7049 . 1451 6.290*
(constant) - .5532
Multipie R = .1509
1. D1 =1 for employed females; 0 for all others. D2 = 1 for nonemployed females; 0 for

all others.

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; O for all others. D2 =1 for
females with traditional attitudes; 0 for all others.

*k%p < ,001; **p < .01; *p < .05

2. D

g6
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top section, and the cultural in the Tower section. Using the structural
definition, the difference between males and nontraditional females (D1)
in average scores on loss of respect is not significant. The b for D2
(representing the difference between traditional females and males) is
2.9278, significant at the .001 level. This indicates that traditional
females perceive a significantly higher threat of loss of respect than
do males.

The means for the composite variable loss of respect are -.5532
for males, -1.2669 for nontraditional females, and 2.3746 for traditional
females. The values of these means indicate that traditional females
perceive the greatest loss of respect associated with deviance, as was
predicted. It is interesting to note, however, that nontraditional fe-
males have lower estimates of loss of respect than do males. This dif-
ference is not significant, however, and the hypothesis is that males
and nontraditional females are similar in perceptions of loss of respect
is supported.

Following the cultural definition of traditionalism, the find-
ings are similar to those above. The lower portion of Table 6.6 indi-
cates the b associated with D1 is not significant while the b associated
with D2 is. This indicates that nontraditional females are not signif-
icantly different from males, while traditional females are significantly
different from males in loss of respect. The means of this composite
measure following the cultural definition of traditionalism parallel the:
pattern discovered for the structural definition of traditionalism. Non-
traditional females perceived the lowest threat of loss of respect (X =

=.7266), traditional females perceived the greatest levels (X = 1.2145),
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and males are between the two (X = -.5532).

Table 6.7 indicates the results of the analysis for the compos-
ite measure of theat of guilt in a test of Hypotheses 4a and 4b. The top
section of this table shows the b (.4291) associated with D1 is not sig-
nificant when traditionalism is measured in structural terms. On the
other hand, the b (2.1331) associated with D2 is significant beyond the
.001 level. This indicates that nontraditional females are not signif-
icantly different from males in their perceptions of guilt; the opposite
is true for traditional females. The means of each gender category on
the compnsite measure of guilt indicate that traditional females show the
greatest threat of guilt associated with deviance (X = 1.4288); nontra-

-.2752); and

ditional females show middle-range threats of gquilt (X
males show the least threat of guilt (X = -.7043).

The analysis using the cultural definition of traditionalism,
presented in the lower section of Table 6.7, indicates similar results.
The b (.2075) associated with D1 is not significant. Thus, nontradition-
al females and males have similar perceptions of guilt. Traditional fe-
males, however, are significantly different from males in their percep-
tions of guilt. The b associated with D2 is 1.9371, and is significant
beyond the .001 level. The means present the predicted pattern; males
have the lowest perceptions of guilt (X = -.7043)., traditional females
have the greatest perceptions of guilt (X = 1.2328), with nontraditional
females are in between (X = -.4968).

In general, for all three types of sanctions, the hypotheses are
supported. Regardless of the definition of traditionalism used, tradi-

tional females are significantly different from males in their percep-



TABLE 6.7

BIVARIATF MODELS: REGRESSION OF THREAT OF GUILT ON GENDER

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structural’
D1 4291 .5481 .0450 .613
D2 2.1331 5771 2124 13.662%**
(constant) - .7043
Multiple R = .1982
Cultura]2
D1 .2075 .5910 .0202 .123
D2 1.9371 .5388 .2063 12.926%**
(constant) - .7043
Multiple R = .1989
1. D1 =1 for employed females; 0 for all others. D2 = 1 for nonemployed females; 0 for

all others.
2. D1

females with traditional attitudes; 0 for all others.

***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; 0 for all others. D2 =1 for

86
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tions of the threat of formal sanctions, loss of respect and guilt. Non-
traditional females typically do not differ from males in their percep-
tions of the threats of sanctions.

With Control for Age. As noted earlier, age not only is related

to conformity, but it also might be related to the perceived risks of
punishments. Data in this analysis reveal a correlation between age and
perceived threat of formal sancitons of .2563; between age and loss of
respect of .3269; and between age and guilt of .2838. Age, therefore,
was added to the analysic tc determine if the differences in perceptions
of sanctions across gender categories were due to the age structures

of the gender categories. Each of the sanctions, formal, loss of respect,
and guilt are analyzed, following both the structural and cultural defin-
itions ¢f traditionalism, while controlling for age. If part of the
differences between males and traditional females in their perceptions

of sanctions is due to the large numbers of older females in the tradi-
ticnal category, the inclusion of age as a control should reduce the dif-
ference in perception of sanctions between traditional females and males.
By the same token, if some of the similarity of nontraditional females
with males is due to the average younger age of nontraditional females,
then after controlling for age the differences in perceived sanctions
should increase.

Table 6.8 presents the analysis for formal sanctions after con-
trolling for age. Following the structural definition of traditionalism,
the inclusion of age as a control has the expected consequences. The b
for D1 is 1.5599 wiht age as a control, compared to 1.2353 with no con-

trol for age (see Table 6.5). Thus, the inclusion of age increased the



TABLE 6.8

REGRESSIONS OF THREAT OF FORMAL SANCTIONS ON GENDER AND AGE

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structural]
AGE .0673 .0167 .2158 16.242%**
D1 1.5599 .6456 .1349 5.839*
D2 2.8551 .6969 .2338 16.783***
(constant) -4.2300
Multiple R = .3333
Cu]tura12
AGE .0742 .0159 .2381 21.820%**
D1 1.5452 .6918 .1238 4.988*
D2 - 2.5687 .6352 .2232 16.355%**
(constant) -4.5262
Multiple R = .3297
1. D1 =1 for employed females; 0 for all others. D2 = 1 for nonemployed females; 0 for

all others.
2. M

females with traditional attitudes; 0 for all others.
*%p < ,001; **p < .01; *p < .05

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; 0 for all others. D2 = 1 for

ool
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differnece between males and nontraditional females in their average
scores on threat of formal punishments. In fact, with the structural
definition this difference is now significant at the .05 level while the
difference was not significant without the control for age. Similarly,
the b for D2 was reduced when age was controlled. Without controlling
for age (Table 6.5) the b for D2 was 3.6308, in Table 6.8 the b is 2.8551.
Although traditional females are less different from males after control-
Ting for age, they are stiii significantly different. Thus, the rela-
tionship between gender category and formal sanctions can be explained
partially by age. The basic hypotheses remain supported, however, since
even with the adjustment for age, traditional females differ more from
males than do nontraditional females.

Similar results are revealed with the cultural definition of
traditionalism. The differences between nontraditional females and males
in their perceptions of formal sanctions are increased when controlling
for age. The b for D1 is 1.4792 before controlling for age (see Table
6.5), and is 1.5452 after contorlling for age (see Table 6.8). The dif-
ferences between traditional females and males are reduced when control-
ling for age (2.9492 before controlling for age; 2.5687 after controlling
for age). This indicates that part of the relationship between gender
and threat of formal sanctions can be explained by age, although the
centrat hypotheses still are supported. After controlling for age, non-
traditional females are still more similar to males in perceptions of
threats of sanctions than traditional females. Traditional females are
significantly differenct from males.

Table 6.9 indicates the analysis of threats of loss of respect



TABLE 6.9

REGRESSION OF THREAT OF LOSS OF RESPECT ON GENDER AND AGE

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structura]1
AGE .0917 .0176 .2759 27 . 104%**
D1 - .2709 .6814 -.0220 .158
D2 1.9315 .7356 .1486 6.930**
(constant) -4.4682
Multiple R = .3599
Cu]tura]2
AGE .1044 .0169 L3141 38.397***
D1 - .0805 .7339 -.0061 .012
D2 1.2864 .6738 .1057 3.645
(constant) -5.0106
Multiple R = .3441
1. D1 =1 for employed females; 0 for all others. D2 = 1 for nonempfoyed females; 0 for

all others.
2. DI

females with traditional attitudes; 0 for all others.

**%p < .001; **p < .01 *p < .05

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; 0 for all others. D2 =1 for

col
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after controlling for age. For the structural model, the b for D1 was
reduced after controlling for age (from -.7137 to -.2702). This indi-
cates the lower perceived threat of loss of respect among nontraditional
females compared to males (an unexpected finding noted earlier), is due
to a high proportion of younger females in this category. After control-
ling for age, however, males and nontraditional females still are not
significantly different. The b associated with traditional females was
reduced after controlling for age (from 2.9278 to 1.9315). This indi-
cates that traditional females are more similar to males in their per-
ceptions of loss of respect when controlling for age. The high propor-
tion of older women in this category accounted for part of the dissim-
ilarity with males. Nevertheless, the difference between traditional
females and males remains significant after controlling for age, indi-
cating that these two groups are different in perceptions of threat of
Toss of respect independent of age.

The results revealed in the lower section of Table 6.9 show
similar findings when the cultural definition of traditionalism is used.
The only exception is that, after controlling for age, the b for D2 be-
comes nonsignificant (from 1.7677 to 1.2864). This seems to indicate
that the differences between traditional females and males is due in
large part to the relative older average age of the traditional female
category (the F of 3.645 is almost as large as the 3.84 required for sig-
nificance). It should be noted, however, that traditional females still
nave the highest perceived threat of loss of respect.

Table 6.10 presents the results of the analysis of threat of

guilt when controlling for age. The structural section reveals an in-



TABLE 6.10

REGRESSION OF THREAT OF GUILT ON GENDER AND AGE

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structura]l
AGE .0663 .0139 .2580 22.865%**
D1 .7491 .5364 .0785 1.951
D2 1.4420 .5791 .1432 6.202*
(constant) -3.5348
Multiple R = .3120
Cultural?
AGE .0681 .0131 .2650 27.006%**
D1 .2681 .5708 .0260 .221
D2 1.6440 .5240 .1748 9.843**
(constant) -3.6114
Multiple R = .3282
1. D1 =1 for employed females; O for all others. D2 =1 for nonemployed females; 0 for

all others.

2. DI

females with traditional attitudes; O for all others.
**%p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; 0 for all others. D2 = 1 for

vol
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crease in the b of D1 after controlling for age (from .4291 in Table 6.7
to .7491). This shows that part of the similarity of males and nontra-
ditiornal females is due to the younger average age of females in the non-
traditional category. Furthermore, as expected, the b for traditional
females (D2) is decreased (from 2.1331 to 1.4420). Thus, part of the
difference between traditional females and males is due to the confound-
ing effects of age. It should be noted, however, that the b of D1 is
still nonsignificant, while the b of D2 is significant after controlling
for age. Thus, the relationship between gender category and perceived
threat of guilt is reduced by age, but not eradicated.

The results are similar in the cultural section. The b for DI
is increased (from .2075 to .2681) and the b for D2 is decreased (from
1.9371 to 1.6440). The interpretation follows that above: age accounts
for part of the dissimilarity between traditional females and males and
for some of the similarity of nontraditional females and males. After
account is taken of age, the average differences between males and tra-
ditional females in threat of guilt is significant. The average differ-
ences between nontraditional females and males are not significant.

In summary, for each of the threats of sanctions, formal, loss
of respect, and guilt, the relationship with gender category is due par-
tially to the age structure of the gender categories. After controlling
for age, however, the central hypotheses are still supported. Indepen-
dent of the effects of age, traditional females are significantly differ-
ent from males in their perceptions of threats of formal sanctions, loss
of respect and guilt for both the structural and cutlural definitions

(The only exception is loss of respect with the cultural definition; but
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even this difference approaches significance in the expected direction).
Nontraditional females are not significantly different from males in
threats of loss of respect or guilt, regardless of the definition of non-
traditionalism, after controlling for age. They do, however, perceive a
significantly higher threat of formal sanctions (for both the structural
and the cultural distinction) than males when age is controlled, although
the differences are much smaller than those between males and traditicnal
females. Generally, nontraditional females are much more 1ikely to
resemble males in their perceptions of sanctions than traditional females,

even after controlling for age.

Additive Models: Gender, Perceptions of Sanctions,
and Future Deviance

It has been shown that traditional females commit less crime
than males. It has also been shown that traditional females perceive
greater risks of formal punishments, loss of respect, and guilt than do
males. The additive model Hypotheses (2-4c and 2-4d) are designed to
determine if the differences in criminality between traditional females
and males can be explained by their differences in perceptions of sanc-
tions. "Perceptions of threat of sanctions" is the intervening variable
between gender category and crime. Thus, it is proposed that traditional
women commit less crime than males because they perceive greater sanctions
resulting from criminal acts. Nontraditional females do not commit less
crime than males because their risk estimates are similar to those of
males.

In this section the additive models are examined for each type

of sanction, formal, loss of respect, and guilt. The results are exam-
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ined using both the structural and cultural definitions of traditional-
ism. The intent of this scction is tu explain the differences in crim-
inality between traditional females and males; therefore, the focus on
this section will be on D2 (traditional women versus all others). The
results for D1 (nontraditional females) are presented in the tables, but
are not the focus of the analysis. Also, having already established

the importance of controlling for age in the analysis, this section will
include age in each equation. Models without age are presented in Appen-
dix C.

Table 6.11 presents the results of the analysis when threat of
formal punishments is the sanction examined as an intervening variable.
The top panel indicates results for the structural definition of tradi-
tionalism. The results here should be compared to those in Table 6.3
which reported the regression of future deviance on gender and age with-
out the inclusion of sanctions. If perceptions of sanctions intervene
in the relationship between gender and crime, the b for DZ should be
reduced substantially when formal sanctions are included in the euqation.
in Table 6.3, the effect of DZ on future deviance controiiing for age
was -2.6882; in Table 6.11 inclusions of formal sanctions reduces the b
to -2.2058, a reduction of 17.8%. In other words, 17.8% of the effect
of D2 on future deviance is indirect through perceived formal sanctions.
Thus, some of the differences between males and traditional females is
due to differences in the perceived threat of formal sanctions. There
is still a significant direct effect of D2 on future deviance, however,
indicating that traditional females still are more conforming than males

after removing the effects of age and perceptions of threats of formal



TABLE 6.11
ADDITIVE MODELS: REGRESSION OF SELF-REPORTED FUTURE DEVIANCE ON GENDER, THREAT OF FORMAL SANCTIONS,

AND AGE
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structurall
AGE - .0988 .0131 -.3694 57.262%**
FORMAL - .1690 .0410 -.1969 16.987***
D1 -1.2972 .4978 -.1307 6.790**
D2 -2.2058 .5457 -.2104 16.339%**
(constant) 5.3304
Multiple R = .5444
letura]z
AGE - .1027 .0125 -.3839 67.795%**
FORMAL - .1683 .0408 -.1961 17.000***
D1 -1.0298 .5307 -.0961 3.766
D2 -2.2002 .4950 -.2247 19.760***
(constant) 5.4965
Multiple R = .5480
1. D1 =1 for employed females; 0 for all others. D2 = 1 for nonemployed females; 0 for all

others.

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; O for all others. D2 =1 for
. females with traditional attitudes; O for all others.

**%p < 0013 **p < .015 *p < .05

2. Dl

80l
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sanctions.

The bottom section of Table 6.11 reveals similar findings.

When the cultural definition of traditionalism is used, the effect of D2
on future deviance while controlling for age and formal sanctions is
-2.2002. Compare this to the effect of D2 when formal sanctions are not
included in the equation (b = -2.6236). Thus, after controlling for
threat of formal sanctions, the effect of D2 on future deviance is re-
duced by 16.4%. Part of the greater conformity of traditional females
is due to their perceptions of greater formal sanctions. This only par-
tially explains the differences between traditional females and males,
however, because the direct effect remains significant even after con-
trolling for formal sanctions.

Table 6.12 contains the results when threat of loss of respect
is the sanction included in the equation. The top section presents the
structural definition of traditionalism. A substantial reduction in the
effect of D2 is disclosed when loss of respect is controlled. The b was
-2.6882 before loss of respect was included in the analysis (see Table
6.3); after controlling for loss of respect it is -2.2081. Thus, loss
of respect explains 17.9% of the difference between traditional females
and males, after controlling for age. Although 17.9% of the effect of
D2 on future deviance is indirect through perceptions of loss of respect,
a signicant direct effect remains. This indicates there is a significant
difference between traditional females and males in future devinace which
loss of respect does not explain.

The cultural section of Table 6.12 yields similar findings.

The effect of D2 on future deviance while controliling for age is reduced



TABLE 6.12
ADDITIVE MODELS: REGRESSION OF SELF-REPORTED FUTURE DEVIANCE ON GENDER, THREAT OF LOSS OF RESPECT, AND

AGE
TNDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structura]]
AGE - .0874 .0128 -.3269 46.740***
LOSS - .2479 .0375 -.3081 43.746%**
D1 -1.6280 .4766 -.1640 11.667***
D2 -2.2081 .5195 -.2106 18.064%**
“(constant) 4.9373
Multiple R = .5870
Cu]tura]2
AGE - .0894 .0123 -.3342 52.851***
LOSS - .2470 .0371 -.3069 44 ,272%%*
D1 -1.3098 .5082 -.1222 6.643**
D2 -2.3148 .4690 -.2364 24.361%**
(constant) 5.0209
Multiple R = .590°
1. D1 =1 for employed females; O for all others. d2 = 1 for nonemployed females; 0 for all

others.

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; 0 for all others. D2 =1 for
females with traditional attitudes; 0 for all others.

*k%p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05

i}
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by 12.1% when taking into account differences in loss of respect

(from -2.6325 to -2.3148). Part of the difference between traditional
females and males in their rates of criminality is explained by differ-
ences in perceptions of the threat of loss of respect. The effect of
D2, however, remains significant after controlling for age and loss of
respect.

The results in Table 6.13 indicate that perceived threat of
guilt has a similar effect on the relationship between D2 and future
deviance while controlling for age. In the structural section, the ef-
fect of D2 on future deviance while controlling for age is reduced from
-2.6832 (see Table 6.3) to -2.0290 when threat of guilt is included in
the analysis. This is a reduction of 24.5%. In the cultural section,
the effect is reduced from -2.6326 to -1.8872, a reduction of 28.3%.
Thus, a substantial percentage of the effect of D2 on future deviance is
indirect through perceptions of gquilt, although the direct effect remains
significant.

It can be stated generally that the differences in perceptions
of sanctions partially explains the differences in crime for traditional
females and males. When each of the three types of sanctions is included
in the modei separately, the effect of D2 on future deviance after con-
trolling for age is reduced. Since the reduction is greatest for guilt
feelings this sanction threat appears to account for more of the relation-
ship between gender and criminality than the other two.

It is important to note that in the case of each sanction threat
the direct effect of D2 remains significant, indicating that differences

between traditional females and males remain after tzking into account



TABLE 6.13
ADDITIVE MODELS: REGRESSION OF SELF-REPORTED DEVIANCE ON GENDER, THREAT OF GUILT, AND AGE

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES b Std. Error b B F
Structura]]
AGE - .0796 .0118 -.2986 45,834***
GUILT - .43Nn .0442 -.439] 107.062***
D1 -1.2184 4433 -.1228 7.555%*
D2 -2.0290 .4814 -.1935 17.762%**
(constant) 4.4293
Multiple R = .6602
Cultural®
AGE - .0843 .0113 -.3151 55.829%**
GUILT - .4534 .0445 -.4355 103.999%**
D1 -1.1684 .4735 -.1020 6.089*
D2 -1.8872 .4407 -.1927 18.341%**
(constant) 4.6211
Multiple R = 6508
1. D1 =1 for employed females; O for all others. D2 = 1 for nonemployed females; 0 for all

others.

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; 0 for all others. D2 =1 for
females with traditional attitudes; 0 for all others.

*%%p < .00T3 **p < .01; *p < .05

2. DI

"
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their differences in age and perceptions of sanctions.

Table 6.14 contains results when all three sanction threats are
included simultaneously. These findings allow a determination of how
much of the effect of D2 on future devinace can be accounted for by all
the sanction threat collectively. Although all the sanction threats are
related (r = .3316 between formal sanctions and loss of respect: r =
.3112 between formal sanctions and guilt; and r = .3810 between loss of
respect and guilt), it is 1ikely that collectively they explain a great-
er part of the relationship between gender and deviance than any explains
individually.

In the top panel (structural), the b for D2 is -1.7000, with
controls for age and all three sanctions. In Table 6.3, with only age
as a control the corresponding b was -2.6882. The three sanction threats,
therefore, taken together and controlling for age account for 37% of the
difference between males and traditional females in their level of crim-
inality.

In the lower panel (cultural), the b for D2 is -1.6781, with
controls for age and all three sanctions. The corresponding b without
controls for sanctions was -2.6882. Thus, the effect of D2 on deviance
when controlling for age was reduced by 38% when taking into account
differneces in all three sanctions.

After conéro]s for all types of sanctions, the direct effect of
D2 on deviance remains significant. Thus, differences in the preceptions
of sanctions do not completely account for differences between tradition-
al females and males in criminality. Other factors, such as motivation

or opportunity, therefore, are needed to explain the remaining dissim-




TABLE 6.14
ADDITIVE MODEL: REGRESSION OF SELF-REPORTED FUTURE DEVIANCE ON FORMAL SANCTIONS, LOSS OF RESPECT,
GUILT, AGE AND GENDER

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structura]‘
FORMAL. . - .0556 .0376 -.06475 2.191
LOSS - .1407 .0364 -.1749 14,991 ***
GUILT - .3862 .0459 -.3710 70.669***
DEMP1 -1.2229 .4360 -.1232 7.868**
DEMP2 -1.7000 .4789 -.1622 12.602***
AGE - .0679 .0118 -.2539 33.065%**
(constant) 3.8161
Multiple R = .6835
Cu1tura12
FORMAL - .0559 .0375 -.0651 2.221
LOSS - .1427 .0361 -.1773 15.627***
GUILT - .3816 .0461 -.3666 68.520%**
DEMP1 -1.1128 .4645 -.1038 5.740*
DEMP2 -1.6781 .4360 -.1714 14.816***
AGE - .0701 .0114 -.2622 37.725%%*
(constant) 3.9124
Multiple R = .6840
1. D1 =1 for employed females; 0 for all others. D2 =1 for nonemployed females; 0 for all

others.

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; 0 for all others. D2 =1 for
females with traditional attitudes; 0 for all others.

**%p < ,001; **p < .01; *p < .05

2. DI
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ilarity between traditional females and males in rates of criminality.
These possibilities for future research are considered in the Conclusion.
The hypotheses, however, are supported in that differences in the per-
ceptions of threat of sanctions between traditional females and males

can account for a -;ubstantial amount of their difference in crime.

Interaction Model: Gender, Perceptions of Sanctions, and Crime

The additive model presented above predicted that traditional
females and males differed in their reports of criminality because they
perceived different levels of sanctions associated with rule-breaking.
In that model, it is assumed that equal levels of threats of sanctions
equally deter males and females. Traditional women deviated less simply
because they perceived greater threats of sanctions. The interaction
model, on the other hand, predicts that sanctions have a different im-
pact on traditional females and males. Thus, at equal levels of percep-
tions of threats, traditional females would be more deterred than would
males or nontraditional females.

Having already established the importance of controlling for
age in the analysis, this section continues to include age in the equa-
tion. The results for the interaction models without age are presented
in Appendix C, while the more comprehensive models with age will be dis-
cussed throughout this seciton. Tables 6.15 (formal sanctions), 6.16
(loss of respect), and 6.17 (guilt) present the results of regression
analysis with inclusion of interaciton terms. The structural definition
of traditionalism is used in the top section of each table; in the bot-
tom section, the cultural definition is used as before.

Examination of these tables clearly indicates a lack of support



TABLE 6.15
INTERACTION MODEL: REGRESSION OF SELF-REPORTED FUTURE DEVIANCE ON GENDER, FORMAL SANCTIONS,
INTERACTION TERMS AND AGE

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structural]
AGE - .1016 .0133 -.3799 58.588***
FORMAL - .2451 .0602 -.2960 17.813%**
D1 -1.1904 .5005 -.1199 5.658*
D2 -2.3060 .5554 -.2199 17.242%**
D1FORMAL .1235 .0942 .0765 1.721
D2FORMAL .1977 .1009 .1184 3.836
(constant) 5.3353
Multiple R = .55215
Cu]tura]2
AGE - .1061 .0125 -.3965 71.963***
FORMAL - .2518 .0599 -.2934 17.675***
D1 - .9174 .5309 -.0856 2.986
D2 -2.2614 .4965 -.2309 20.744%**
D1FORMAL .0672 .1031 .0357 .425
D2FORMAL .2085 .0905 .1420 5.313*
(constant) 5.5278
Multiple R - .5577
1. D1 =1 for employed females; O for all others. D2 = 1 for nonempioyed females; 0 for all

others.
1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; O for all others. D2 =1 for
females with traditional attitudes; 0 for ail others.

**%%p < ,001; **p < .01; *p < .05
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TABLE 6.16

INTERACTION MODEL: REGRESSION OF
TERMS AND AGE

SELF-REPORTED FUTURE DEVIANCE ON

GENDER, LOSS OF RESPECT, INTERACTION

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structura]l
AGE - .0876 .0128 -.3276 46.836%**
LOSS - 3121 .0568 -.3879 30.203***
D1 -1.5597 .4844 -.1572 10.365**
D2 -2.3237 .5318 -.2216 19.097***
D1LOSS 0909 .0867 .0607 1.097
D2L0SS .1308 .0876 .0890 2.228
(constant) 4.9106
Multiple R = .5905
Cu]tura]2
AGE - .0891 .0122 -.3331 53.059***
LOSS - .3109 .0562 -.3864 30.625***
D1 -1.3387 .5087 -.1249 6.925
D2 -2.4089 .4676 -.2460 26.544%**
D1LOSS - .0248 0947 -.0140 .069
D2L0SS .1759 0787 .1368 4.998*
(constant) 4.9735
Multiple R = .6012
1. D1 =1 for employed females; O for all others. D2 = 1 for nonemployed females; O for all

others.
2. DI

*xkp < 0015 **p < .05 *p < .05

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; O for all others. D2 = 1 for
females with traditional attitudes; 0 for all others.
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TABLE 6.17
INTERACTION MODEL: REGRESSION OF SELF-REPORTED DEVIANCE ON GENDER, GUILT, INTERACTION TERMS AND AGE

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error B F
Structura]1
AGE - .0779 0116 -.2913 44 ,900***
GUILT - .6403 .0676 -.6150 89.847%**
D1 -1.0422 .4393 -.1050 5.629*
b2 -2.0134 494 -.1920 16.603%**
DIGUILT .3206 .0910 .2048 12.415%**
D2GUILT .2503 .1318 .0934 3.607
(constant) 4.2177
Multiple R = .6754
Cu]tura]2
AGE - .0824 01 -.3079 55.095%**
GUILT - .6353 .0672 -.6103 89.302%**
D1 - .9462 .4680 -.0883 4.088*
D2 ' -1.7426 .4427 -.1780 15.496%**
DIGUILT - .3677 .0934 2212 15.483%**
D2GUILT .1620 1170 .0694 1.918
(constant) 4.4105
Multiple R = .6780
1. D1 =1 for employed females; O for all others. D2 =1 for nonemployed females; 0 for all

others.
1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; 0 for all others. D2 = 1 for

females with traditional attitudes; 0 for all others.
***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05

2. Di
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for the interaction hypotheses. The predictions from these hypotheses

(2-4e and 2-4f) were that traditional women would be more inhibited by a
fixed Tevel of sanctions than would males.

As noted in the methods chapter, this implies a significant neg-
ative b associated with the product of D2 and sanction threat. Regard-
less of the type of sanction, it is not the case, as revealed in Tables
6.15-6.17, that traditional females are more deterred than males. For
example, in the structural and cultural models containing the interaction
terms of formal sanctions and D2 a significant interaction effect exists.
The positive sign of the b (.1977 for structural and .2085 for cultural),
however, indicates that traditional females are less deterred by threat of
formal sanctions than are males. This is contrary to the hypothesis
which predicted traditional females would be more deterred than males by
equal amounts of threats of sanctions.

The interaction terms of DIFORMAL (nontraditional women) are not
significant in either the structural or cultural section. As predicted,
there is no significant difference in the deterrent effect of formal sanc-
tions for nontraditional females and males. At equal levels of threats
of formal sanctions, they would be equally deterred.

When examining the interaction effects for loss of respect (Ta-
ble 6.16) only one interaction is significant. In the bottom panel the
interaction of D2 and loss of respect is .1759 and significant at the .05
level. This indicates that there is a significant difference between
traditional females and males in the deterrent effect of loss of respect.
Once again, however, this is contrary to the hypothesis because of the

positive sign of this term. Traditional females are deterred less than
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males by threats of loss of respect after controlling for age. This
interaction is significant only in the cultural section, since no signif-
jcant interaction terms appear when the structural definitions of tradi-
tionalism is used.

The table including the guilt interaction terms (Table 6.17)
discloses findings which also are not consistent with the hypotheses pre-
sented above. In this table, there are no significant interaction terms
for traditional women. This indicates that traditional females and males
are equally deterred by threats of guilt. There are, however, signifi-
cant interaction terms for nontraditional females. For both the struc-
tural and cultural sections, DIGUILT is significant at the .001 Tevel.
The b in the structural section, (.3206) and the b in the cultural sec-
tion (.3677) are both positive. This indicates that nontraditional fe-
males, controlling for age, are less deterred by threats of guilt than
are males. This is contrary to the hypotheses which predicted that the
deterrent effect of guilt would be similar for nontraditional females
and males.

In general, the predicitons from the interaction hypotheses were
not supported. None of the significant interaction terms revealed great-
er deterrent effects for traditional females. In fact, the interaction
terms which were significant revealed:

- Traditional females (structural and cultural definitions)
are less influenced by formal sanctions than males.

- Traditional females (cultural definition) are less influenced
by Toss of respect than males.

- Nontraditional females (structural and cultural definitions)

are less influenced by guilt than males.
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Seven of the twelve interaction terms were not significant. The ones
which were certainly did not indicate that traditional females were more
deterred than males.

Having discovered that traditional females are less likely to
be deterred by some of the sanction threats than are males, we would ex-
pect, in general, that the threats should explain less of the variance
in crime for traditional females than males. Table 6.18 presents the
regressions of self-reported future deviance on all the sanction threats
for each gender category. This table indicates for each gender category
the proportion of variance in deviance explained by all the sanction
threats simultaneously while controlling for age. Due to the findings of
the interactions above, the sanction threats should explain more of the
variance in criminality for males than for either traditional or nontra-
ditional females. This is revealed in Table 6.18. The increment of
variance in deviance explained by the sanction threats after controlling
for age is .2785 for males. Thus, 27.85% of the variance in males' crim-
inality is explained by sanction threats beyond that explained by age.
The percentage of variance explained by sanction threats after control-
ling for age for nontraditional females is 18.99% (structural) and 27.09%
(cultural). Thus,for structurally defined nontraditional females, the
sanction threats have less of effect on deviance than they do for males.
For the culturally defined nontraditional females, the proportion of
variance is simitar to that of males.

For traditional females, the percentage of variance explained by
sanction threats after controlling for age is 21.73% (structural) and

17.85% (cultural). This indicates that after controlling for age, the



TABLE 6.18 MULTIPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR FUTURE DEVIANCE ON AGE AND THREAT OF SANCTIONS
FOR EACH GENDER CATEGORY

MALES
Multiple R2 including only age = .1876
Multiple R® including age, formal, 1oss, and guilt = .4661
Increment in R2 when including sanctions = .2785

. o T S S TR Ma e = D GD e P A S P D G v P WD S e S G G = R A M = PR A G UR SP e = - -

FEMALES (NONTRADITIONAL)
Structural
Multiple R® including only age = .1109

Multiple R2 including age, formal, loss, and guilt = .3008
Increment in R2 when including sanctions = .1899

Cultural
Multiple R2 including only age = .1269
Multiple R2 including age, formal, loss, and gquilt = .3978
Increment in R™ when including sanctions = .2709

FEMALES (TRADITIONAL)

Structural
Multiple R2 including only age = .2646
Multiple R2 including age, formal, loss, and guilt = .4819

Increment in R2 when including sanctions = .2173
Cultural

Multiple R2 including only age = .3092
Multiple R2 including age, formal, loss and guilt = .4819
Increment in R2 when including sanctions = .2173

2ecl
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proportion of variance in deviance explained by sanction threats is less
than it is for males. The overall impact of sanction threats in decid-

ing whether to commit deviant acts, therefore, is greater for males than
for traditional females.

Once again, it should be noted that these findings do not sup-
port the hypotheses which predicted a greater impact of sanction threats
on traditional females. In fact, it appears that sanction threats ex-
plain more of the variance in deviance for males than for either female
category. Perhaps other factors are more important among females in ex-
plaining their criminality. The differences within female categories
may better be explained by differences in motivations or opportunities,
rather than differences in sanction threats. On the other hand, as indi-
cated in the additve model, the differences between the gender-caZogories—.
can be explained to a great extent by differences in perceptions of sanc-
tions. Thus, differences in sanction threats between the gender catego-
ries are important in explaining their differences in crime. Differences
in sanction threats, however, are less important in explaining differ-
ences in criminality among females than they are in explaining differ-

ences among males.

Logit Analysis of Single Offenses

As noted earlier, in the Hypotheses Chapter, there is reason to
suspect that traditionalism among females would have different impacts
on various types of crime. This section continues multivariate analysis
of the hypotheses, but uses single offense items. The procedures of
logit analysis used in this chapter are described in detail in the Hypoth-

eses Chapter. The present chapter presents the results of the selection
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process used in determining the models which provide significant contri-
butions in predicting crime. Then, the estimates of logit effect para-
meters for appropriate models are presented for each offense.

One possibility to be explored is that the structural definition
of traditionalism-nontraditionalism is appropriate for certain offenses,
while the cultural definition is appropriate for others. In particular,
proponents of the structural position have emphasized =conomic crimes,
while proponents of the cultural view have focused on crimes which are
"expressive" rather than instrumental. According to the former argument,
women who have roles outside the home are exposed to greater possibili-
ties of engaging in economic, or property crime. In the present data,
four of the offenses (theft > $20, gambling, tax cheating, and theft <
$20) are the types of crimes most compatible with the structural explana-
tion. Thus, it might be expected that the distinction between women who
work and those who do not has greater predictive ability for these of-
fenses than for the others.

The advocates of the cultural perspective, on the other hand,
emphasize crimes which presumably reflect the acting out of traditionally
male traits. Four of the offenses in the present research (physically
hurting someone, Tittering, illegal use of fireworks, driving while under
the influence of alcohol) seem compatible with the emphasis in the cul-
tural perspective. The expectation is that the distinction between tra-
ditional and nontraditioral women based on attitudes contributes more

toward predicting these oifenses than toward the other four.

Bivariate Model: Gender and Crime

The first set of logit analyses deal with the effect of gender
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on each offense after controlling for age. To assess the contribution

of the gender variable in predicting each of the eight offenses, condi-
tional Gz's are used. Table 6.19 presents these conditional test statis-
tics. The top section presents results following the structural defini-
tion of traditionalism, the Tower section follows the cultural defini-
tion. A significant conditional Gz indicates that the model provides a
significant contribution beyond the preceding one in predicting crime.
Model I presents the effect of age on crime. Model II presents the ef-
fect of gender and age in predicting crime.

Model II, which adds gender to age, is of interest in testing
Hypotheses 1a and 1b. A significant conditional 62 would indicate that
the gender variable (male, nontraditional female, and traditional female)
contributes significantly to the ability to predict whether a person
commits an offense after controlling for age. (The importance of con-
trolling for age has been noted repeatedly throughout the text.) For
example, in the structural section, the conditional GZ for Model II
(15.36) with "Gambling" is significant. This means that after controlling
for age, gender has a significant effect on predictions of committing
the offense of gambling. An examination of the other offenses reveals
that for seven of the eight offenses, gender has a significant effect.

2'5 are significant at the .05 level or Tower. The only

The conditional G
offense for which gender does not add a significant contribution after

controlling for age, is "theft > $20." Gender does not add to predicting
whether persons commit acts of theft greater than $20, after age has been
controlled. The inclusion of gender in the model for seven offenses pro-

vides a significant contributici in predicting whether a person commits



TABLE 6.19

CONDITIONAL TEST STATISTICS FOR LOGIT ANALYSIS FOR AGE, GEMDER, AND CRIME

Model cond(ihEional Conditional 62
df
STRUCTURAL - THEFT > $20 GAMBLE TAXES THEFT < $20 HURT LITTER FIREWORKS ALCOHOL
I. CRIME UITH AGE 4 1 15,01 %+ 11.92%%% 19, 32%%+ 16.62%** 3.33 13.45%**%  36.66%** 25.76%***
II. CRIME WITH AGE
AND GENDER 2 2 5.45 15.36%**  21,77*** 10.87** 7.98*%  14.43%** 8.91* 26.81*%%
CULTURAL
I. CRIME WITH AGE 4 1 15.01#+** 12.12%%* 19, 3 *** 16.62%** 3.32 13.45%%* 36 _66*** 25.76%%*
I1. CRIME WIYH AGE
AND GENDER 2 2 6.26 24.11%%% 14, 72%%* 3.93 8.23* 10.91** 7.86* 19.09**+
*p<.05
** p <01

*x p T 1001



127

the offense; for only one offense (theft > $20) it does not.

The lower section, using the cultural definition, indicates that
the model with gender is significant for all but two of the offenses,
theft > $20 and theft < $20. Gender does not have a significant effect
after controlling for age for these two crimes, It does have a signifi-
cant impact after controlling for age, however, for the other six of-
fenses.

Although Table 6.19 presents evidence that gender has a signif-
icant effect on predicting whether a person commits most of the offenses,
it does not reveal the direction of the relationship. Table 6.20 pre-

sent

w

the logit effect parameters of the model with gender and agje when
Model II is significant. The parameters from Model I are presented for
these cases where II is not an improvement over I (see Table 6.19).
These parameters indicate the log of the odds of committing each offense
for each category of the independent variables. The top section (struc-
tural) indicates that, controlling for age, the log-odds of a male com-
mitting the offense "gambling" is greater (.4812) than for nontraditional
females (.1192) and traditional females (-.6004). Each of the estimated
logit effect parameters may be interpreted similarly by comparing the
value associated with one category relative to the other categories of
the independent variable.

An examination of the top section of this table reveals, as
suspected, that males are more likely to commit each of the offenses
related to gender category than are either category of females. For all
but one of these (hurting someone), traditional females are least likely

to commit the offense. Thus, after controlling for age, nontraditional



TABLE 6.20
ESTIMATED LOGIT EFFECT PARAMETERS PREDICTING EACH OF THE COMMITTED OFFENSES BY AGE AND GEWDER

VARIABLES COMMITTED OFFENSE

THEFT > $20  GAMBLING  TAXES  THEFT < $20 PHYSICALLY LITTER  FIREWORKS ALCOHOL
HURT ANOTHER

STRUCTURAL Model 1 Model I1  Model II  Model 11 Model 11 Model 11 Model 11 Model 11
AGE
YOUNG .8820 .3374 .4678 .5834 L3132 .3852 .6938 .5750
oLD -.8820 -.3374 - .4678 - .5834 -.3132 -.3852 -.6938 - .5750
GENDER
MALES .4812 .6056 .5828 .6226 .5352 .4678 .7642
N.T. FEMALES 1192 .4018 .5046 -.3550 .0380 -.0584 .4644
TRAD. FEMALES -.6004 -1.0074 -1.0874 -.2676 -.5724 -.4092 -1.2284
CULTURAL Model I Model II  Model 11 Model 1 Model 11 Model II  Model II Nodel 11
AGE
YOUNG .8820 .3656 .5204 .6492 .3022 .4220 .7184 .6296
0Lo -.8820 -.3656 - .5204 -.6492 -.3022 -.4220 -.7184 - .6296
GENDER
MALES .4084 .4512 .6196 .4972 .4512 .5548
N.T. FEMALES .3628 .2192 -.1736 -.20949 -.2554 .2516

TRAD. FEMALES - 772 - .6704 -.4460 -.2878 -.1958 - .8066
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females are more similar to males than are traditional females. There
is some evidence in the top half of Table 6.20 that the structural ex-
planation is more appropriate for economic crimes than for expressive
crimes. As noted in Table 6.19, gender category from the structural
perspective was a significant predictor of crime, controlling for age,
for three of the four economic crimes--gambling, tax cheating and theft
< $20. For these three offenses the effect parameters for nontraditional
females and males are more similar to one another than are the nontradi-
tional femé]e and male parameters for tle expressive offenses. For ex-
ample, note the two extremes. For theft < $20, controlling for age, the
log-odds for nontraditional females is .5046, very similar to the .5828
for males. Both of these are higher than the log-odds of -1.0874 for
traditional femaies. On the other hand, for the expressive crime "phys-
ically hurting another," the log-odds for males and nontraditional fe-
males are not similar. In fact, for this offense, the Tog-odds for non-
traditional females is more similar to traditional females. In this
extreme example, nontraditional women (structurally defined) are slight-
1y less Tikely than traditional females, controlling for age, to say
they will hurt another person. The only exception to this general pat-
tern of greater support for the structural explanation for economic
crimes. is the offenses of driving while under the influence of alcohol.
For that particular expressive crime, the structural distinction has as
much predictive ability as it does for the economic offenses.

The cultural section of Table 6.20 indicates, as in the struc-
tural section, that males are more likely to commit each of the offenses
related to gender category than either of the female categories. The

only offense in which nontraditional females scored the lowest was shoot-
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ing off fireworks (-.2664 for nontraditional females, -.1958 for tradi-
tional females). Traditional females were less likely to intend to com-
mit the other offenses (including "physically hurting another") than

were nontraditional females or males. Generally, support is discovered
for the hypothesis which predcited nontraditional females were more sim-
ilar to males than traditional females after controlling for age. The
only offenses which provided exceptions were "physically hurting ancther"
(structural) and "shooting fireworks" (cultural), where nontraditional
females scored the lowest relative to the other two categories.

The cultural section of Table 6.20, however, fails to support
the hypothesis that the cultural distinction is more appropriate for
expressive crimes than for economic crimes, a hypothesis which predicts
that the log-odds for nontraditional females would most resemble the log-
odds for males for the expressive crimes. Instead, it is for the two
economic crimes which are significantly influenced by gender category
(gambling and tax cheating) that the log-odds for traditional females and
males are most similar. The difference is much greater for the expres-
sive crimes, especialily illegal fireworks where the log-odds for nontra-
ditional females is even lower than for traditional females.

In general, therefore, this stage of the logit analysis
does provide some support for the argument that the structural distinc-
tion between traditionalism and nontraditionalism is most useful in pre-
dicting economic crimes. The corollary, that the cultural distinction
is more appropriate for expressive crimes than for economic crimes re-
ceives no support. The implications of this finding are discussed in the

concluding chapter.
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Additive Models: Gender, Sanctions, and Crime

After having revealed the relationship between gender and each
of the offenses after controlling for age, the next step is to determine
if these differences can be explained by differences in perceptions of
sanctions. Hypotheses presented above predicted that the differences in
criminality between traditional females and males might be due to the
difference in perceptions of the punishments that would be incurred.
Logit analysis permits examination of this prediction for each of the
offenses separately.

Tables 6.21 and 6.22 present the conditional test statistics
for the structural and cultural definitions respectively. The analysis
was performed for each of the three types of sanction threats. As
indicated earlier in Table 6.19, however, structural gender category,
controlling for age, did not have a significant effect on theft > $20.
Cultural gender category did not have an effect on theft > $20 or theft
< $20. There is no effect of gender category to explain by sanction
threat for these offenses; and in these instances in Tables 6.21 and
6.23, Model III is irrelevant and will not be discussed.

As stated before, the conditional 62 associated with each model
determines if the inclusion of a variable in the model contributes to
the predictions of crime. For example, a significant conditional G2 for
Model II would indicate that the inclusion of formal sanctions signifi-
cantly improves predictions in crime after controlling for age. Model
III indicates the improvement of predictions in crime made by adding
gender to a model already containing age and sanction threat. It would

make nc sense, however, for present purposes to interpret Model III if



E6.21
CONDITIONAL TEST STAVISTICS FOR “LOGIT™  ANALVSIS OF AGE, GENDER, THREAT OF SANCTIONS AND CRIME (STRUCTURAL DEFINITION OF
TRADITIONAL ISH)

Hodal dfcondé%iona! Tonditional G
THEFT > $20  GAMBLE TAXES _ THEFT < $20 HURT LITTER _ FIREWORKS _ ALCCHOL

FORMAL SANCTIONS

1. CRIME WITH AGE 10 1 14,8944 11.30%4¢  19.28%**  16.574¢¢ .n 13,4400 36,4440 25.72%

I1. CRIME WITH AGE 9 1 8.20%¢ 20.73%%¢  17.544¢*  B.37¢* 12,6240 22.444*¢ 10.70** 33.83¢¢*
ARD FORMAL
SAKCTIONS

111. CRIME WITR AGE, 7 2 3.27(a) 10.214¢ 18,094 8.90¢ 7.44 1,214 5.62 20.78¢¢
FORMAL SANCTIONS
AND GENDER

IV. CRIHE WITH AGE, 5 2 1.4 5.58 A n .90 10.08%* 2.4 n

FORBAL SAMCTIONS,
GENDER AND INTER-
ACTION OF FORMAL
SARCTIONS AND
GENDER

LOSS OF RESPECT
1. CRIME WITH AGE 10 1 14,8944 11,914+ 19,28 16.56¢¢ 3.3 13.43%¢¢  32.B4%e* 25.71%00

1. CRIME WITH AGE a 1 7.36%¢ 75,1204 32.78%%¢  20.39%¢¢ 14,1704 27.19%**  26.83*¢* 49,7000
AND LOSS OF
RESPECT

I11. CRIME WITH AGE, ? 2 5.57(a) 17.06%4¢  13.22+¢ 1.10 6.14 12.98°¢ 6.68 18.33¢°¢
LOSS OF RESPECT,
AND GERDER

IV. CRIME WITH ASE, & 2 .3 . 27 .23 L4 8.63* 5.19 2.9
LOSS OF RESPECY,
GENDER, AND INTER-
ACTION OF LOSS OF
RESPECT AND GENDER

SILT
I. CRIMEWITHAGE 10 1 14.80%  11.90%%¢ 1928844 16.5700 332 134400 365300 25 700
1. GRIMEMITHASE 8 3 14,19000 10835040 £2.99¢%%  11,950%  37.60°** 3B.00°** B6.00%**  59.49+%
AND GUILT
1. CRIMEWITHAGE, 7 2 S.51a) 7.4 13060t 9,600 092 It A IR

GUILTY AND GENDER

Iv. CRIME WITH AGE, 5 2 5.65 6.56 a7 2.08 .52 V.16 .83 1.65
GUILY, GENDER, AND
INTERACTION OF
GUILT AND GENDER

*p<.05
*p<.0l
rhd Pi .ool

{a) The conditional e 1s not appropriate to fndicate {f sanction explatns the relationship between gender and the offense, since
for this offense there was no significant effect of gender.



6.2¢
CONDITIONAL TEST STATISTICS FOR "LOGIT" ANALYSIS OF AGE, GENDER, THREAT OF SAHCTIONS AND CRIKE (CULTURAL DEFINITION OF
TRADIVIONALISH)

Hodel dfcondé:!onal Conditional Gz
TTTTT THEFT > $20  GAMBLE TAXES  THEFT < $20 HURT LITTIER  FIREWORKS  ALCOHOL

FORMAL SANCTIONS

1. CRIME WITHAGE 10 1 14.89%4¢ 11.90¢%¢  19,28%¢¢ 16,574+ 3,33 1344000 36 60000 25.724¢

I{. CRIME WITH AGE 9 1 8.20%* 20,73%**  17.54%¢+  8.36*¢ 12.624%% 22,444+ 10.700°* 38.34¢000
AND FORMAL
SANCTIORS

111, CRIME WITH AGE 7 2 4.99 (a) 17,0644 14,4400 2.29 (a) 1.9 8.1+ 4.98 10.65¢*

FORMAL SANCTIONS,
ARD GENDER

Iv. CRIFE WITH AGE, 5 2 1.37 3.94 2.26 13 .80 .08 a2 2.9
FORMAL SANCTIORS,
GENDER, AND INTER-
ACTION OF FORMAL
SANCTIORS AND

GENDER

LOSS OF RESPECT .

1. CRIME MITH AGE 10 1 14,894 1190444 19.28¢¢¢ 16 5700 3.33 13,43 36.60%¢ 2572004

11. CRIME WITH AGE 9 1 7.36%¢ 75.13%%%  32,78%%%  20.39%** 14,1744 27,19%¢*  25,88%4¢ 49,7100
AND LOSS OF
RESPECT

I11. CRIME WITH AGE, 7 2 6.83(a) 22,4340 11444 4.13(a) 6.34  11.29¢ 5.58 11,31
£05S OF RESPECT,
AND GENDER

IV. CRIME WITH AGE, 5 2 1.59 1.83 .06 Rl 1.78 1.27 .38 1.85

L0SS OF RESPECT,
GENDER AND INTER-
ACTION OF LOSS OF
RESPECT AND GENDER

. CRIME WITH AGE 10 ¥ 18,490 11.90%¢¢ 19,674 16.5)°* 333 1.aaree 35,600 2572

I1. CRIME WITH AGE 9 1 14,7940 108.35 62,3300% 1], ygeee 37.59%4¢ 38.00%¢* 86.01*** §9.48%¢¢
AND GUILT

TIE. CRIME MITH AGE, 7 H 6.03(a) 12,27+ 5.90 2.94(a) 4.95 9.66%* 4.17 8.17¢
GUILT AND GEKDER

CRIME WITH ACE, 5 H 4.81 .81 .23 2.04 .53 1.32 1.57 .54
GUILT, GENDER AND

INTERACTION OF

GUILT AND GENDER

-<

“p<.05
**pc<.0l
Y] p< .001

(a) The conditional G2 is not appropriate to indicate If sanction explains the relationship between gender a+d the offense, since
for this offense there was no significant effect of gender.
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Model II is not an improvement over Model I. If II i5 not an improvement
over I, sanction threat controling for age, is not a significant predic-
tor of crime and it would be pointless to ask if the effect of sanction
threat on crime accounts for the effect of gender category or crime,

2 £or Model III. An inspection of

thereby producing an insignificant G
Tables 6.21 and 6.22 indicates this is not a problem since II is always
a significant improvement.

Following the additive hypotheses presented above, it is suspec-
ted that conditional Gz's for Model III would not be significant. This
would mean that adding gender v a prediction equation already contain-
ing sanction threats and age would not improve predictions of crime. In
other words, any differences in the gender categories in their rates of
crime could be explained by their difference in sanction estimations.

As noted in Table 6.19, all offenses except theft > $20 are in-

fluenced by structural gender category. In the top section of Table 6.21,

it is apparent that the relationship can be explained by gender category

differences in perceived threat of legal punishment for two of the of-
fenses--physically hurting another and illegal fireworks. For both of
these Model III (which contains age, threat of formal sanctions, and
structural gender category) is not a significant improvement over Model
IT (which contains cnly age and formal sanction increases the predicta-
bility of crime. Thus, for two of the seven offenses.related to struc-
tural gender category, sanction threat appears to account for the effect
of structural gender category on whether a person commits the offense.

A similar finding is revealed when the sanction threat included

is loss of respect. The inclusion of gender does not significantly in-
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crease predictions of the offenses theft > $20, hurting another, and
fireworks, after loss of respect and age are controlled. The differ-
ences between structural gender categories are explained thus by their
perceptions of 10ss of respect associated with these offenses. On the
other hand, for the offenses gambling, tax cheating, and driving under
the influence, the gender variable does have a significant effect. This
indicates that for these offenses there are differences in the struc-
tural gender groups unexplained by differences in loss of respect.

The analysis including guilt as the sanction threat reveals
that for three offenses (gambling, hurting another, and fireworks), the
significant differences between structural gender categories are explain-
ed by threat of guilt. For the other four (tax cheating, theft < $20,
littering, and alcohol) gender differences remain. Gender still contri-
butes to predictions of crime after controlling for threats of guilt for
these latter four offenses. Differences between the structural gender
categories in these offenses cannot be explained totally by guilt dif-
ferences.

Table 6.22 reveals the conditional test statistics using the
cultural definitions of traditionalism. Two offenses, theft > $20 and
theft < $20, are not considered because, as revealed in Table 6.19, cul-
tural gender category, controlling for age, does not significantly in-
fluence the log-odds that a person will commit these offenses. It .is-
meaningless, therefore, to ask if sanction threat accounts for the ef-
fect of gender category for these offenses.

Table 6.22 reveals that differences in criminality between the

gender categories are explained by differences in sanciton threat for
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the offenses of physically hurting another person, and shaoting fireworks
illegally, regardless of the type of sanction. Additionally, when guilt

is the sanction, tax cheating also is included. For these offenses, the

inclusion of gender in a model already containing sanction threat and

age does not contribute to predictions of crime.

These rindings indicate that for some of the offenses for at
least one of the two distinctions between traditional and nontraditional
women (particularly physically hurting another and fireworks), the three
gender categories tax cheating, theft < $20 and gambling would have
similar rates of crime if they were to perceive similar risks of sanc-
tions. Any differences in crime rates between traditional females and
males are simply due to their different perceptions of sanctions. Thus,
the relations of traditional women to these social control mechanisms
explains their lower rates of crime.

Generally, for the other two offenses (littering and alicohol),
differences between traditional females and males cannot totally be ex-
plained by formal sanctions, loss of respect, or guilt. Traditional
women commit less crime even after controlling for sanction threats.
Perhaps motivation or opporutnity play a greater role for these types
of sanctions.

Tables 6.23 (structural) and 6.24 (cultural) present the summary
of the estimated logit effect parameters for Model III's for those
offense/punishment combinations in which, contrary to the hypotheses,
gender category did add significantly to age and threat of punishment in
predicting crime. For those offense/punishment combinations in which

gender was not significant, the effect parameters are presented for Model



TABLE 6.23
ESTIMATED LOGIT EFFECT PARAMETERS PREDICTING EACH OF THE COMMITTED OFFENSES BY AGE, GENDER, AND THREAT OF SANCTION (STRUCTURAL

DEFINITION OF TRADITIONALISM)

VARIABLES COMMITIED OFYENSE

THEFT > $20  GAMBLING TAKES THEFT < $20 PHYSICALLY LITIER FIRENQRKS ALCOHOL
HURT ANOTHER

FORMAL SANCTIONS Hodel 11 Hoded 111 Model 111  Hodel 111 Hodel 11  Hodel 111 Hodel 11  Hoded 111
st
YOUNG .5030 3190 4518 6064 .2966 .3298 6566 5944
QLD -.5030 - .3190 -.4518 - .6064 -.2966 -.3298 -.6566 - 5344
FORMAL SANCTIONS
LW .6284 SN .50 .4420 .5968 L6414 4210 nmn
HIGH -.6284 - 5IN -BM0 - L4420 Jsoes -.6814 420 - .m22
GENDER
HALES 4066 L5692 4762 4948
N.1. FEMALES 060 4002 15298 ‘0ie2
TRAD. FEHALES - 5108 -.978  -1.0060 -.5090
LOSS OF RESPECT Hodel 11 Model 111 Hodel Il  Model II Hodel 11 Hodel 111  Model 11
AgE
YOURG .848E .2882 s i 5054 . 2550 .3210 .8122 .5050
oL - gAzs . l2882 -390 -.5954 <2580 -.3200  -s42 - .5050
LOSS 0F RESPECT
tLow .6018 1.1604 7104 .7340 .6570 .6202 L7694 .8820
HIGH -.6018 -1.1604 -. 7104 -.7340 -.6570 -.6202 -.7694 - .8820
GENDER
HALES 6194 .3814 .5302 5100
H.T. FEMALES 1358 L2536 2476 1226
TRAD. FEMALES - 758 -.6350 ~.28%6 -.6324
LT Hodel 11 Hodel 11 Model 111 Wodel 111 Hodel 11 Hoded 111  Wodel 11 Hoged M1
AGE
Youks 6058 1160 3633 .6292 .2324 4720 .4728 L4704
oLD - .80%54 -.1160 -.3638 -.6292 - .2324 -.4720 - .4728 - 4704
GUILT
™ 1.0882 1.3574 9676 L7022 1.0702 9200 1219  1.0524
HIGH -1.0482 -1.3574 ~.9676 -.7022 -1.0702 -.9200 -1.2100 -1.0524
GENDER
HALE 3246 .38 4628 4012
N.T. FEMALE L1446 0158 -.0738 .1830

TRAD. FEMALE -.a708  -.3472 -.3890 - 5842
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TABLE 6.23

ESTIMATED LOGIT EFFECT PARAHETERS PREDICTING EACH OF THE COMMITTED OFFENSES BY AGE, GENODER, AND THREAT OF SANCTION (CULTURAL
DEFINITION OF TRADITIOHALISH)

VARIABLES COMMITTED OFFENSE
THEFT > $20  GAMBLING  TAXES  THEFT < $20 PHYSICALLY LIFTER  FIREWORKS  ALCOHCL
HURT AROTHER
FORMAL SAKCTIONS Model I1 Hodel T11  Model I Mode! 11 Model 11 Hodel 111 Model 1}  Model 111
AGE
YOUNG .9030 .3428 .4924 L6498 .2966 .3566 .6566 -6094
oL -.9030 - .3428 -.4924 -.6498 -.2666 -.3566 -.6566 - .6094
FORMAL SANCTIONS
LW .6284 .4830 .5520 .4830 .4968 .6550 .4270 .7418
HicH -.6284 - 4830  -.5520 -.4830 -.5968 -.6550 -.4270 - .48
GENDER
HALES L3412 .4086 4626 4508
N.T. FEMALES .3268 .2934 -.2468 .19¢8
TRAD. FEMALES - .6738  -.7020 -.2156 - .6452
LOSS OF RESPECT Hodel 11 Hodel 111 Moce]l 111 Kodel 11 Hodel 11 Model 111  Hadel 11 Hodel 111
RGE
{OUNG .8486 .3050 .4220 .5954 .2550 L3534 .6098 .5550
oLD -. 8406 - .3050  -.4220 -.5954 -.2550 -.3534 -.6098 - .5550
L05S OF RESPECT
LOW .6018 1.1450 L1696 7340 .6570 .5362 .71598 .BBS0
HIGH -.6018 -1.1450  -.7696 -.7340 -.6570 -.6362 -.7598 - .8850
GENDER
HALES 6132 .5262
N.T. FEMALES - .0952 .3010
TRAD. FEMALES - .38 -.8212
GUILT Mode) 11 Model 111 Model 11 Mode) 11 Mode) 11 HModel 111  Hodel II  Hode) Bil
AGE
YOUNG .8054 .0538 .3624 .6210 2324 4436 4128 -3850
oL -.8054 - .0538  -.3624 -.6210 - .23 -.4436 -.4728 - 3850
GUILT
LOW 1.0432 1.3432  1.0162 .72c4 1.0702 .8968 1.2100 1.1480
HIGH -1.0482 -1.3432  -1.0162 -.7284 -1.0762 -.8968 -1.2100 -1.1480
GENDER
HALES A7 .5100 .6152
N.T. FEMALES - .0956 .0380 L6446
TRAD. FEMALES - 3156 -.5480 -1.2598
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II's (with only age and sanction threat in the equation). The purpose
of these tables is to determine if, for these remaining gender differ-
ences, the T1og-odds for the gender categories, controlling for age and
sanction threat are consistent with the general hypothesis that tradi-
tional females differ more from males than do nontraditional females in
their likelihood of committing the offense.

The findings generally support the hypotheses. For each com-
bination of offense and sanction, males are more likely to commit the
offense than are nontraditional or traditional females, with one excep-
tion. For the offense Of driving under the influence of alcohol, non-
traditional female (cultural) are more likely to commit the offense
(.6446) after controlling for guilt, than are males (.6152). Thus, in
general, males are more likely to commit the offenses than either of the
gender categories even after controlling for age and sanction threat.

Traditional females generally are more conforming than nontra-
ditional females on each of the offenses. One exception is that nontra-
ditional females are less likely to litter after controliling for formal
sanctions (cultural section). This difference is small, but indicates
that for some offenses nontraditional females may surpass the conformity
of traditional females. In general, nontraditional females resemble
males in criminality more than do traditional females. There are,
however, certain offenses where nontraditional females resemble tradi-
tional females more than they do males. For example, in the structural
section, for the offenses of littering (controlling for loss of respect,
formal sancitons, or guilt) nontraditional females are more similar to

tradiitonal females than they are to males. In the cultural section for
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the offense of gambling (controlling for guilt) and for littering (con-
trolling for formal sanctions or loss of respect) nontraditional females
are more similar to traditional females than to males. But the general
hypothesis that nontraditional females resemble males in levels of
criminality more than they do traditional females is supproted with these
few exceptions. For these few exceptions nontraditional females resemble
traditional females in conformity, but traditional females are the most

conforming group for every offense with the exception of 1ittering.

Interaction Models: Gender, Sanction Threats, and Crime

As indicated in Talbe 6.21 and 6.22, by the 62

for Model IV,
the interaction effects of gender and sanction threats were generally
not significant. This ind}cates that for most offenses, males and fe-
males are similarly affected by the threat of social sanctions. There
were only two interaction terms out of 48 possible which were signifi-
cant: 1) the structural gender category with formal sanctions for 1it-
tering, and 2) the structural gender category with loss of respect for
littering. These two significant interaction terms indicate that the
interaction of gender and sanction contributes to the prediction of 1it-
tering, above the additive effects of the variables.

Table 6.25 indicates the estimated effect parameters for the
model including those two significant interactions of gender and sanc-
tions. Since only the two presented above are significant, only these
will be included in the table. The top section presents the parameters
whén loss of respect is the sanction included; the bottom section in-

cludes formal sanctions. This table also contains the computations nec-

essary to calculate the odds and probabilities of committing the offense



TABLE 6.25
ESTIMATED EFFECT PARAMETERS, ODDS, AND PROBABILITIES FOR MODELS WITH INTERACTIONS OF GENDER AND SANCTION THREATS

Structural/Loss of Respect/Littering

Main Sanction Gender Interaction Log Difference
Effect Effect Effect Effect 0dds 0dds P in P's
Males with Tow loss -.8500 + .8122 + ,7298 + -.4800 = L2121 1.236 .55
of respect .16
Males with high loss -.8500 t+ -.8122 + .7298 + L4800 = - .4%52 .636 .39
of respect
Nontrad. females with -.8500 + .8122 + .0270 + -.1338 = - 145 .865 .46
low loss of respact .28
Nontrad. females with -.8500 + -.8122 + .0270 + L1338 = -1.501 .223 .18
high loss of respect
Trad. females with low -.8500 + .8122 + -.7570 + 6138 = - 31 .834 .46
Toss of respect A
Trad. females with -.8500 + -.8122 + -.7570 + -.6138 = -3.033 .048 .05

high loss of respect

Structural/Formal Sanctions/Littering

Males with low formal -1.4184 + 1.1402 + .9294 + -.4568 = 94 1.214 .55

sanctions .31
Males with high for- -1.4184 + -1,1402 + .9294 + 4568 = -1.172 310 .24

mal sanctions
Nontrad. females with -1.4184 + 1,1402 + .7768 + -.9602 = - 452 .630 .39

low formal sanctions .08
Nontrad. females with -1.4184 + -1.1402 + .7768 + L9602 = - .B22 .440 31

high formal sanctions
Trad. females with -1.4184 + 11,1402 + -1.7064 + 1.4170 = - ,568 .567 .36

Tow formal sanctions .36
Trad. females with -1.4184 + -1.1402 + -1.7064 + -1.4170 = -5.682 .003 .003

high formal sanctions
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of Tittering. These statistics provide a clearer neans of interpreting
the directions of interaction effects than the log-cdds statistics. The
probabilities (P) reveal the probability of committing the offense of
littering given the category of the independnet variables. For example,
for males with. Tow estimates of loss of respect, the probability of 1it-
tering is .55. For males with high perceptions of threats of loss of
respect, the p is .39. Note that for both loss of respect and formal
sanctions, traditional females with perceptions of high threats have a
probability of littering which is almost zero (.05 for loss of respect
and .003 for formal sanctions). Thus, traditional females with percep-
tions of high threats of loss of respect or formal sanctions have almost
no probability of littering. For nontraditional females with percep-
tions of high sanctions, the probability of littering is .18 (loss of
respect) or .31 (formal sanctions). For males the probabilities of 1it-
tering with perceptions of high sanctions are .39 (Tloss or respect) and
.14 (formal sanctions). Thus, among persons with high estimates of
threats of sanctions, traditional females have the lowest probability of
littering.

The important comparison to be made, for tests of the interac-
tion hypotheses presented in Chapter Six, are those which compare the
difference between males, nontraditicnal females, and tradittdanal females
in the difference in probabilities between high and low sanctions. For
example, the difference between the probabilities of Tittering for males
with high estimates of Toss of respect and males with Tow estimates of
loss of respect is .16. The comparable difference is .41 for traditional

females, and .28 for nontraditional females. This indicates that the
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differences in threats of loss of respect have a greater effect on tra-
ditional females' littering than males' or nontraditional femaels'.

Thus, the relationship between sanction threats and littering is stronger
for traditional females than males. For nontraditional females, the
impact oi sanction threats is less than traditional femaels, but greater
than for males.

Similarly, a comparison of the probabilities in the bottom sec-
tion shows the effects of perceptions of high and low formal sanction
threats for males, nontraditional females, and traditional females.

Once again, differences in sanction threats explain more of the differ-
ence in littering for traditional females (difference in p's = .36) than
for males (difference in p's = .31) or nontraditional females (differ-
ence in p's = .08), but the difference is small. In this table, the
major source of the interaction is the small etfect of formal sanctions
on littering among traditional females. The probability of a nontradi-
toinal female committing the offense if she perceives a high threat of
formal sanctions (.31) is not much less than if she perceives a low
threat of formal sanctions (.39). Furthermore, her probability of com-
mitting the offense is greater than the probability fo a male who per-
ceives a high sanction threat (.24).

These findings for the offense of littering tend tz support the
hypothesis that traditional females are more affected by sanction threats
than are nontraditional females or males. However, the other 46 possible
interactions were not significant. The two are, furthermore, different
in nature from the interactions discovered in the composite section of

this chapter. Using a composite measure of illegal behavior, the only
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only interactions which were significant revealed a greater impact of
sanction threats for males than for traditional females. Conversely,
the only significant interaction effects for single offenses disclose

a greater impact of sanction threats for traditional females. These
inconsistent findings may possibly be explained by insignificant inter-
actions at the individual offense level summing to a significant inter-
action in a composite. In general, the data from both the composite
and the offense level analysis provide no clear pattern of a consistent

interaction effect of gender category and sanction threat on crime.



CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSIONS

This research has addressed issues surrounding differences in
criminality between females and males. Those researchers who have con-
cluded that crime rates of women are approaching thos of males have spe-
cified two types of processes that may be causing this convergence. One
is a structural argument suggesting that females' structural positions
are beginning to resemble those of males and that these positions pre-
sent motivations, opportunities, or relations to social control mechan-
isms which Tead to greater illegal behavior by these females. The second
is a cultural argument postulating that females' attitudes or expecta-
tions of appropriate gender role behavior are changing, giving them a
normative outlook that is more similar to that of males. Thus, their
behavior resembles males' behavior. Both contentions assume that women
who currently resemble males on these two factors will have rates of
criminality similar to males. Those women who occupy traditionally "fem-
inine" positions or hold traditional attitudes concerning the feminine
gender role will be quite different from males (and from nontraditional

females) in rates of illegal behavior. This research addressed these
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assumptions directly.

Consistent with the structural argument, it was discovered that
women who were employed were similar to males in their self reports
of future deviance. On the other hand, women in this sample who were
not employed were significantly different from males in self-reported
criminality. Thus, occupying a structural position considered "masculine"
(i.e., labor force employment) appears to affect rates of criminality.
This suggests that an increase in numbers of employed women would result
in an increase in at least some types of criminality among females.

It also was discovered, consistent with the cultural argument,
that women who held nontraditional attitudes towards the feminine gender
role were less conforming than those who held traditional attitudes..
These nontraditional women had rates of self-reported criminality that
approached those of males. Women with traditional attiudes towards gen-
der roles were significantly different from males in criminality.

In general, this research disclosed that certain categories of
females (i.e., traditional females) are depressing the total female crime
rate. Both the cultural and structural distinction between traditional-
ism and nontraditionalism provided subdivisions of females which indepen-
dently predicted crime. Although the structural distinction was a -
slightly better predictor of crime, both were found to present indepen-
dent, significant effects of future criminality. Nontraditional women,
regardless of the definition of traditionalism, were more similar to
males in illegal behavior than were traditional women.

As suspected, these relationships were confounded by the age

structures of the gender categories. Specifically, the higher conformi-
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ty of traditional females was explained partially by the preponderance
of older persons in this category. The similarity of nontraditional
females and males was due partially to the average young age of the non-
traditional females. Although age partially accounted for these rela-
tionships, it was discovered that the hypotheses were still supported
after controlling for age. Nontraditional females were more similar to
males in criminality than were traditional females.

It should be noted that although nontraditional females were
more similar to males than traditional females on most crimes, they still
were slightly less Tikely to commit these crimes than were males. Al-
though most of these differences were small and generally not significant,
for certain offenses these differences were significant. For the one
violent crime measure in this study ("physically hurting another person
on purpose"), nontraditional females were significantly different from
males. Thus, women who are entering structural positions similar to
males, or who have nontraditional attitudes are not resembling men in
this violent crime. In fact, under some conditions, these nontraditional
females reported less involvement in the violent crime than traditional
females. This points out the need to distinguish between types of crime
when predicting a convergence of male and female crime rates. Further
research is needed to explore these differences in violent behavior be-
tween genders. In addition, research is needed to determine the causes
and conditions of higher violence among traditional women than nontradi-
tional women.

Those women who are nontraditional have not completely adopted

males' criminality patterns for property crime either. For some of
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these types of offenses, nontraditional females were slightly less in-
volved than males. The differences between these two categories found

in this study may be explicable by the measures of "nontraditionalism."
Employment in the labor force does not imply women are entering the same
occupations as men. In fact, occupational segregation is well-documented.
Perhaps a more pure test of nontraditional roles for women would take
into account those women who are entering typical "male" occupations ver-
sus those who are employed in typical "female" occupations. Those women
in nontraditional occupations would be expected to resemble males more
closely than all other employed females. Futiure analysis of the gender
differences in crime should create divisions of nontraditional females
which most approximate positions similar to those of males.

In the future, a different culitural measure of traditionalism,
tapping the extent to which females are adopting some of the "masculine"
personality traits, might be used. The measure in this research actually
only examined the extent to which women have abandoned traditional expec-
tations of the feminine role. A measure more consistent with the cul-
tural explanation of rising female crime rates probably would include
the extent to which females are adopting the "masculine" traits thought
to be consistent with crime.

Logit analysis allowed analysis of the effect of the distinc-
tions of traditionalims on certain types of crimes. As suspected, the
types of crimes explained by the structural distinction were generally,
but not completely, of an economic nature rather than of an expressive
nature. This was consistent with the logic of the structural explana-

tion of rising female crime. On the other hand, the cultural distinction
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was not a better predictor of expressive crimes than of economic crimes.
For many of the economic crimes the cultural distinction was a signifi-
cant predictor; for some of the expressive crimes it was not.

The failure to disclose the expected patterns for the structural
versus the cultural distinction may, in part, be a consequence of the
measurement problems discussed above. Another possible explanation, how-
ever, is that the arguments generally presented with these two distinc-
tions rely on specific theories of crime. For example, those who advocate
a structural argument for increasing female crime rates generally imply
that the "cause" of crime is the opportunity to commit it. Participat-
ing in the labor force provides new opportunities to commit economic
crimes, so women who enter the labor force increase their opportunities
to engage in economic crimes. Following the structural argument, fe-
male crime rate increases occur only for economic crime.

Those who advocate a cultural argument suggest that rising fe-
male crime is due to the adoption of "masculine" traits by females. In
some way these traits motivate persons to crime, as crime is viewed as
the "acting out" of personality traits. The expressive types of crime
are the ones which presumably will increase for females.

Both these explanations, therefore, limit their explanations of
rising female crime rates to specific theories of crime. Perhaps a
clearer explanation of female crime would emerge if analysis were ground-
ed in a theory in which the distinction tetween the cultural and the
structural definitions of traditionalism versus nontraditionalism was
irrelevant. In the present research, each of these distinctions made a

significant contribution to explaining gender differences in crime.
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Furthermore, the results were basically the same regardless of which
distinction was being used.

Although these findings could be explained by several theories
of crime, (i.e., anomie or opportunity), this research considered a
social control perspective in addressing the gender-crime relationship.
It was suspected that the traditional women are more conforming because
they perceive greater risks of punishment associated with deviance. The
tests of hypotheses revealed that traditional females perceived greater
loss of respect, guilt and formal sanctions associated with rule-breaking
than did either males or nontraditional females. Traditional females
continued to report greater risk estimates even after controlling for
age. This was true regardless of whether the structural of cultural dis-
tinction was used, and, in the analysis of composite scales, over a third
of the relationship between gender category and crime was accounted for
by differences in perceived threat of sanctions across gender categories.
Whether measured in terms of attitudes or in terms of position in the
social structure, traditional femalas perceive a higher threat of all
three sanctions (legal punishment, loss of respect, and guilt feelings)
than either males or nontraditional females. In terms of perceived sanc-
tion threats, nontraditional women are not very different from males.

An unexpected finding revealed that nontraditional females
estimated the lTowest chances of loss of respect of all gender categories.
Although not significantly different, they reported slightly lower per-
ceived threats of loss of respect than males. It had been expected that
males would perceive the lowest threats of all types of sanction, yet

this was not the case for loss of respect. Perhaps these low estimates
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are due to the experience of nontraditional females in deviating from

the traditional female role. The concept of "pluralistic ignorance"
suggests that persons who have deviated will have more realistic notions
of levels of sanctions that follow deviance. The concept of "pluralist-
ic ignorance” would not apply as well for nontraditional females vis a
vis males for all types of sanctions. Most deviations from traditional
sex roles are nct illegal; thus, nontraditional women would not necessar-
ily have greater encounters with formal sanctions than males.

Having discovered higher estimates of sanctions among tradition-
al females, tests of additive hypotheses revealed that these greater es-
timates of sanctions among traditional females partially accounted for
their greater conformity. Thus, part of the differences in criminality
among traditional females and males can be explained by traditional fe-
males' higher estimates of threats of punishments.

The analysis generally has revealed the importance of differ-
ences in sanction threat perceptions in explaining differences in crime
rates among the gender categories. For many of the offenses considered
in the logit analysis, the differenece between males and traditional fe-
males was due simply to their differences in estimates of the sanctions
perceived to be associated with crime. These sanctions may be imposed
by the state, informally, or by oneself. In fact, the sanction threat
of guilt appeared to be the best predictor of crime differences. Differ-
ences in the threat of guilt explained the lower crime among traditional
females for some offenses.

On the other hand, these differences in perceptions of sanc-

tions do not account totally for gender differences in some crimes.
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Further research should incorporate deterrence theory with other theor-
ies of deviance to explain gender crime rates. Opportunity and motiva-
tion theories present starting places from which to examine the unex-
plained variance in crime by gender.

The tests for interactions revealed that, in general, tradition-
al females were not more deterred by sanction threats than males or non-
traditional females. For the most part, the impact of sanctions had a
similar deterrent effect for both males and females. The interactions
that were uncovered (exceptions for the offense of littering), indicated
that males were affected more by sanction threats than were females.

The differences in criminality between genders due to sanction threat
simply reflects the perceptions of greater sanctions by traditional fe-
males, not a greater deterahility.

Furthermore, this analysis indicates that, while perceptions of
sanction threats were important in explaining differences between genders
in crime, they were less helpful in explaining variation in criminality
among females. In fact, the relationship between sanctions and criminal-
ity was somewhat stronger for males than for females. This suggests that
the processes by which decisions to commit an illegal act are made may
be somewhat different for females. This finding calls into question
those researchers who maintain that the popular sociological theories of
deviance apply equally well to males and females (c.f. Smith, 1979). It
is possible, for example, that among females variation in motivation
and opportunity to commit crime accounts for inore of the variance in
criminality than these variables account for among males.

Finally, this research has revealed the importance of sociolog-
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ical explanations of gender differences in crime as opposed to biologi-
cal ones. It indicates that one's positions in the social structure and
roles expectations affect levels of deviance. As women and men begin

to share similar roles and positions, it is likely that they will expe-
rience similar criminal patterns. This is not to say tha* women will be-
come criminal as traditional sex roles change, but only that similar
positions provide similar possibilities for crime. One also might ex-
pect that if men were to adopt more "feminine" role expectations their
rates of criminality might decline.

It should be noted that the lack of conformity that is sometimes
labeled "criminal” can also be valued in the social system. The ability
to disregard sanction threats and guilt imposed for nonconformity also
allows for innovation and creativity that are frequently rewarded. The
discovery that the traditional female's positions and role expectations
produce greater conformity because the persons who occupy them fear
social sanctions, indicates that they are more constrained in their be-
havior than are those who do not occupy these roles and positions. This
fear of sanctions imposes limited options in behavior and makes these
people unwilling to challenge conventional social standards. Sociolog-
ists have long recognized the importance of nonconformity in social
change and challenges to legitimate social orders. Fear of nonconformity

due to fear of sanctions impedes these challenges.
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TABLE 1

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF SELF-REPORTS OF FUTURE ILLEGAL BEHAVIOR

INSTRUCTIONS:

As you know, many people do the things we have been discussing. Previous
studies 1ike this one suggest that as many as half the people do. I

would 1ike you to use this answer sheet to indicate if you think you ever
would do these things in the future. Because some people might be embar-
rassed to answer honestly, I don't want you to give me your answer out
loud. Instead, use the sheet of paper and circle either YES or NO for
each activity as I read them. Then, when we are finished, you can put
the sheet of paper back into the envelope. In the future will you ever...

QOFFENSE ITEMS AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS:

YES No
Take something from someone or

someplace worth $20 or more that

does not belong to you 6.8 93.2
Gamble i1legally on a sporting

event or other situation 49.0 51.0
Fail to report certain income or

claim a deduction you do not

deserve on your income tax return 28.9 71.1
Take something from someone or

someplace worth less than $20

that does not belong to you 13.6 86.4
Physically hurt another person

on purpose 11.9 88.9
Litter a highway, street, or

public recreation area 37.1 £2.9
Shoot off fireworks withing the

city Timits 34.3 65.7

Drive an automobile while under
the influence of alcohol 26.6 73.4
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TABLE
ﬁERCEN%KGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF PERCEIVED CERTAINTY OF FORMAL PUNISHMENTS

INSTRUCTIONS:

Indicate your rough estimate of the chances you would be arrested by the

police if you did each of these things.

on the card.

1. definitely would be arrested

2. probably would be arrested

3. probably would not be arrested

4., definitely would not be arrested
"Wlhat are the chances you would be arrested if you .....

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS:

Took something from someone or
someplace worth $20 or more
that did not belong to you

Gambled illegally on a sporting
event or other situation

Failed to report certain income
or claimed an undeserved deduction
on you income tax return

Took something from someone or
someplace worth less than $20
that did not belong to you

Physically nurt another person
on purpose

Littered highways, streets, or
public recreations areas

Shot off fireworks within the city
Timits

Drove an automobile while under
the influence of alcohol

DEFINITELY OR PROBABLY
WOULD BE ARRESTED

Choose your answer from the list

DEFINITELY OR
PROBABLY WOULD
NOT BE ARRESTED

71.4

27.8

41.9

46.5

69.9

26.9

35.4

69.9

28.6

72.2

58.1

30.1

73.1

64.6

30.1
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TABLE 3
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF PERCEIVED CERTAINTY OF LOSS OF RESPECT

INSTRUCTIONS:

Think of the five adults you know best. For each of the activities, indi-
cate how many of the five probably would lose respect for you if they
found out you did each of these things. Your answer will be some number
between 0 and 5. "How many of the five prsuvauiy would 'ose respect for
you if they found out you....

QFFENSE ITEMS AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS:

0_through 2 3 through 5
Took something from someone or
someplace worth $20 or more that
did not belong to you 24.0 76.0
Gambled illegally on a sporting
event or other situation 65.8 34.2
Failed to report certain income
or claimed an undeserved deduction
on your income tax return 59.3 40.7
Took something from someone or
someplace worth less than $20
that did not belong to you 31.1 68.9
Physically hurt another person
on purpose 22.6 77.4
Littered highways, streets, or
public recreation areas 56.7 43.3
Shot off fireworks within the
city Timits 69.5 30.5

Drove an autcmobile while under
the influence of alcohol 43.6 56.4
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TABLE 4
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF PERCEIVED CERTAINTY OF GUILT

INSTRUCTIONS:

I will read you a 1ist of eight illegal activi*ties. Although a particular
activity is illegal, you personally might not consider it always wrong

to do it. That depends on your own personal beliefs about what is right
and wrong. For each of the activities I read, please indicate if you think
it is always wrong to do it, usually wrong, sometimes wrong, seldom wrong,
or never wrong to do it.

OFFENSE ITEMS AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS:

ALWAYS WRONG TO NOT ALWAYS WRONG

DO IT T0 DO IT
Take something from someone or
someplace worth 320 or more
that does not belong to you 93.2 6.8
Gamble i1legally on a sporting
event or other situation 37.4 62.6
Fail to report certain income -
or claim an undeserved deduction
on you income tax reture 62.8 37.2
Take something from someone or
someplace worth less than $20
that does not belong to you £9.8 10.2
Physically hurt another person
on purpose 79.0 Z21.0
Litter highways, streets, or
public recreation areas 82.4 17.6
Shoot off fireworks within the
city limits 55.8 Al 2

Drive an automobile while under
the influence of alcohol 79.8 20.

no
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TABLE 5
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF TRADITIONAL ATTITUDES

1. Although the wife might voice her opinion, the husband
should have the final say in matters that affect the family.

strongly agree 76
agree somewhat 76
disagree somewhat 78
strongly disagree 123

2. In a family, the wife's most important role is to obey
her husband.

strongly agree 42
agree somewhat 68
disagree somewhat 78
strongly disagree 165

3. It is somehow unnatural to place women 1in positions of
authority over men.

strongly agree 42
agree scimewnat 69
disagree somewhat 96
strongly disagree 144

4. Although some equality in marriage might be a good thing,
the husband ought to have the main say in financial matters.

strongly agree 64
agree somewhat 92
disagree somewhat 96

strongly disagree 101




APPENDIX B
FACTOR ANALYSIS AND SCALE CONSTRUCTION

CODES FOR OFFENSES IN APPENDIX B:

THEFT GREATER THAN $20
GAMBLING

TAX CHEATING

THEFT LESS THAN $20
PHYSICALLY HURTING ANOTHER
LITTERING '

FIREWORKS

DRIVING UNDER THE INFLUENCE

TOTMMOO I
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lﬁg#gR %NALYSIS: SELF-REPORTED FUTURE DEVIANCE EIGHT-ITEM SCALE
A B c D E F G H

A - -

B .1629 -~

o .2499 2877 -- --

D .5823  .2063  .2030 --

E 2136 .1998  .2290 .1095 --

F L1420 1971 .2477  .2256  .1705 --

G .2554  .2830 .3165 .2707 .1955 .2483 --

H .2192 .2812 .3229 .2472 .1547 .2271  .2671 --

Factor Number Eigenvalue Item Label Loading
1 2.701 A .556
2 1.117 B .460
3 .879 C .538
4 .817 D .565
5 .732 E .353
6 713 F 411
7 .650 G .538
8 .390 H .550
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ERE%SRZANALYSIS: PERCEIVED THREAT OF FORMAL SANCTIONS EIGHT-ITEM SCALE
A B c D E F G H

A -

B 4123 -

c .2667  .3397 --

D 6173 .3864 .3192 --

E .3038 .2503 .2895 .3988 --

F .3730 .4802 .279i .4771  .2935 --

G .3485 .3620 .3477 .4647 .3477 .6138 --

H .3963 .3930 .3634 .3922 .3593 .3899 .4355 --

Factor Number Eigenvalue Item Label Loading
1 3.704 A .635
2 .833 B .602
3 .818 o .490
4 .749 D .723
5 .614 E .503
6 .586 F .689
7 .358 G .686
8 .338 H 622
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;ﬁg%gRsANALYSIS: PERCEIVED THREAT OF LOSS OF RESPECT EIGHT-ITEM SCALE
A B c D E F G H
A -
B .3332 --
c .4253  .6008 --
D .7280 .3918  .5085 --
.6084 .2911 .3834 .5836 --
.3253  .4738  .4673 .3997 .3306 -~
G .2458  .5420  .4727 .3100  .2287  .6295 -~
H .3942 .5110 .5836 .4706 .4650 .4529  .4769 --
Factor Number Eigenvalue Item Label Loading
1 4.167 A .650
2 1.280 B .667
3 . 6507 c .745
4 .5303 D 727
5 .412 E .610
6 .376 F .645
7 .326 G .610
8 .258 H .720
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EQE%SRI;NALYSIS: PERCEIVED THREAT OF GUILT EIGHT-ITEM SCALE
A B c D E F G H

A -

B 0771 --

c L1309 .3107 --

D .5626 .1542  .2007 --

E .2582  .1184 .1110  .2329 --

.2606 .1873 .1607 .3155 .2092 --

G 117 .3652 .2977  .2057 .2260 .2570 --

H .2526 .2019 .3383 .2977 .1996 .175G  .2519 --

Factor Number Eigenvalue Item Label Loading
1 2.636 A .524
2 1.278 B .398
3 .905 C .445
4 .824 D .624
5 .705 E .396
6 .626 F .464
7 .601 G .485
8 .424 H 51
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TABLE 5

FACTOR ANALYSIS: TRADITIONAL ATTITUDES FOUR-ITEM SCALE
A B C D
A -
B .6209 -
C .4066 .4207 --
D .6594 .5347 .4155
Factor Number Eigenvalue Item Label Loading
1 2.544 A .835
2 .670 B .735
3 .468 C .530
4 .318 D .766




APPENDIX C
REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF MODELS WITHOUT AGE
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TABLE 1
ADDITIVE MODELS: REGRESSION OF SELF-REPORTED FUTURE DEVIANCE ON GENDER CATEGORIES AND THREAT OF FORMAL

SANCTIONS
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error B B F
Structura1]
FORMAL - .2345 .0429 -.2747 29.852%**
D1 - .7393 .5299 -.0744 1.947
D2 -2.9633 .5766 -.2833 26.414%*x
(constant) 1.0233
Multiple R = .4274
Cultura]2
FORMAL - .2504 .0429 -.2933 34.006%**
) - .817 .5778 -.0762 2.000
D2 -2.3751 .5386 -.2429 19.442%**
(constant) 1.0017
Multiple R = .4076
1. D1 = 1 for employed females; O for all others. D2 = 1 for nonemployed females; 0 for all

others.

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; 0 for all others. D2 =1 for
females with traditional attitudes; 0 for all others.

**%p < ,001; **p < .01; *p < .05

2. DI

]

€Ll



TABLE 2

ADDITIVE MODELS: REGRESSION OF SELF-REPORTED FUTURE DEVIANCE ON GENDER CATEGORIES AND THREAT OF LOSS

OF RESPECT
INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error B B F
Structura]l
LOSS - .3169 .0383 -.3947 68.571***
D1 -1.2551 .5029 -.1264 6.228*%
D2 -2.8869 .5405 -.2760 28.529***
(constant) 1.1666
Multiple R = .50836
Cu]tura]2
LOSS - .3323 .0371 -.4138 78.093***
D1 -1.245] .5439 -.1161 5.241*
D2 -2.5262 .5002 -.2583 25.241***
(constant) 1.1581
Multiple R = .5022
1. D1 =1 for employed females; O for all others. D2 = 1 for nonemployed females; 0 for all

others.

2. DI

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attiutdes; 0 for all others. D2 = 1 for

females with traditional attitudes; O for all others.

**%kp < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05
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TABLE 3
ADDITIVE MODEL: REGRESSION OF SELF-REPORTED FUTURE DEVIANCE ON GENDER AND THREAT OF GUILT

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structural]
GUILT - .5317 .0454 -.5106 137.272%**
D1 - .8008 .4658 -.0806 2.956
D2 -2.6805 .4995 -.2563 28.803***
(constant) .9674
Multiple R = .6027
Cu]tura12
GUILT - .5431 .0460 -.5216 139.440%**
D1 -1.0748 .5086 -.1002 4.465%
D2 -2.0615 4721 -.2108 19.069***
(constant) .9594
Multiple R = .5883
1. D1 =1 for employed females; 0 for all others. D2 = 1 for nonemployed females; 0 for

all others.

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; 0 for all others. D2 =1 for
females with traditional attitudes; O for all others.

**%p < ,001; **p < .01; *p < .05

2. DI

SLL



TABLE 4

INTERACTION MODEL: REGRESSION OF SELF-REPORTED FUTURE DEVIANCE ON GENDER, FORMAL SANCTIONS, AND

INTERACTION TERMS

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structura]]
FORMAL - .3065 .0645 -.3590 22.574
D1 - .6294 .5339 -.0633 1.290
D2 -2.8861 .5933 -.2760 23.666
D1FORMAL .1699 .1013 .1051 2.810
DZFORMAL .0811 .1063 .0496 .582
(constant) .9255
Multiple R = .4350
Cultura1?
FORMAL - .3065 .0653 -.3590 22.043***
D1 - .7422 .5816 -.0692 1.629
D2 -2.3985 .5438 -.2453 19.454%**
D1FORMAL .0671 1130 .0356 .352
D2FORMAL .1188 .0977 .0822 1.478
{constant) .9255
Multiple R = .4120
1. D1 =1 for employed females; O for all others. D2 =1 for nonemployed females; 0 for all

others.

2. DI

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; 0 for all others. D2 =1 for

females with traditional attitudes; O for all others.

**¥*p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05
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* TABLE 5
INTERACTION MODEL: REGRESSION OF SELF-REPORTED FUTURE DEVIANCE ON GENDER, LOSS OF RESPECT AND
INTERACTION TERMS

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structura]l
LOSS - .3832 .0593 -.4772 41.703%**
D1 -1.1577 .5110 -.1166 5.133*
D2 | -2.9605 .5560 -.2831 28, 355%**
D1LOSS .1142 0921 .0761 1.537
D2L0SS 1127 .0926 .0773 1.479
(constant) 1.1299
Multiple R = .5128
Cultural®
LOSS - .3831 .0592 -.4772 41.834***
D1 -1.3000 .5449 -.1212 5.693*%
D2 -2.6332 .4992 -.2693 27.825%**
DILOSS - .0635 .1013 ~.0358 .393
D2LOSS .1622 .0839 127 3.732
(constant) 1.1299
Multiple R = .5151
1. D1 =1 for employed females; 0 for all others. D2 = 1 for nonemployed females; 0 for all

others.

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; 0 for all others. D2 =1 for
females with traditional attitudes; 0 for all others.

**kp < .00T5 **p < .01; *p < .05

2. DI

LLL



TABLE 6
INTERACTION MODEL: REGRESSION OF SELF-REPORTED FUTURE DEVIANCE ON GENDER, GUILT, AND INTERACTION TERMS

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE b Std. Error b B F
Structura]l
GUILT - .7279 .0703 -.6990 107 .335***
D1 - .6204 .4609 -.0625 1.812
D2 -2.6338 .5142 -.2518 26.235%**
DIGUILT . 3498 .0964 .2231 13.176***
D2GUILT .2602 .1393 .0976 3.487
(constant) .8293
Multiple R = .6221
Cu]tura]2
GUILT - .7279 .0710 -.6990 . 105.259***
D1 - .8396 .5024 -.0783 2.793
D2 -1.8600 .4747 ~.1902 15.354***
DIGUILT . 3463 .1003 .2381 15.622
D2GUILT .1268 .1253 .0545 1.025
(constant) .8293
Multiple R = .5883
1. D1 =1 for employed females; O for all others. D2 = 1 for nonemployed females; 0 for all

others.

1 for females with nontraditional sex role attitudes; 0 for all others. D2 = 1 for
females with traditional attitudes; 0 for all others.

*¥*kp < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05

2. D

8LL



