CHAPTER VIII

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
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FAMILY

The family is the’%asic primary group and the

most essential unit of -society. In it lies the
: tremendoué forces which determine the behaviour of
the children. The position of the family group is
unique. In India the family is the focus of all
virtues and activifies.~ In our country family life
is definitely structured and uniform. It is the
foundation of the Indian s@éial and economkc structure.
It is the forem@st effective_meaﬂs of social control
as well as the most,pbtentﬁ;nsﬁrument for developing
social attitudes.(18). It is the first institution
of learning that can maka-or mar the childts =

personality (40). Here that éhild receives first
rewards and punishment succeés and frustrations. In
the family the child gradually becomes g soclal belng,
learning self control, Shaping the personality -

characteristlcs and acquirlng habits and attitudes
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_that are exemplified or puified by the parents. The
ﬁome as the\qentre of famlly life is largely founded
upon it. The home is generally regarded as one of the
most influential institutions in child training, in
providing affection and love, and in meetiﬁg other
basic needs. Undoubteély the family remains the
important factor of influence in shéping the persona-
lity and behaviour of every individual. It draws the
first impreséion on the clean siatg of the newborn's
unformed habits and unshaped attitudes., It contributes
thé frame work to the personality structure. Consequ-
ently, it has the highest opportunity to provide every
kind of possibility to form desired personality of its
own members. No doﬁbt, the value of family life rests
to certain extent upon the unity of purpose and harmony
between its members. The family life life covers the
whole personality of the child. The functions of the
family life are summarised by Prof. Neumeyer Martin
IH;(BZ}?qiﬁ the following wo:&s:- “The basic functions
of family are those of reproduction and physical care
of children; the informal education and training of
these children, including the transmission of culture,

especiélly moral and religious ideals and standards,



271

and practical‘knowleééég the provision of opportuni-
.f‘ties for affecﬁion,‘féllewshiﬁ, #nd development. of
soclalised perQOﬁalifiéé} the exercising of control

- and protéetiog;,and théfécoﬁomic functions of making
a 11viﬁg and supplying the ﬁaéic neceegsities of life.
It is also a spatua-:iking'and status—maintaihing
~insﬁitut10n,‘giviﬁg ﬁhe individusl members a sense Of

worth and importance.”

Family 1ife plays-the valuable role in the
child's 1ife. The 1oésen1ngfof1ne family ties is a
predisposing cause of crime and vice. In the family
where the. emotional relationship between the parents
and child ig tannaus or exaﬂgerated, the possible
1njuiries.to‘the personali ty are»manifold (3). If it
fails in performing 1ts function, i1t is likely to be
the'mosf poﬁeht“social force in pfdducing éntisocial
tendencies and forms of behaviour, If the discord and
‘ disharmony are created in family, the even growth of
healthy personality is likely to be dgéi§§g;§f Imperfect
fém;ly 1ife produces an imperfect child which may turn
out in a later life a delinquent. Tensions in the
faﬁily, maritali‘discbras between the parents, confli-
cting authorities and other emotional conditions which

vastly thwart the child's needs for affectional security
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and growing in&épendence, are the breeding ground

for deligquency. The extent of family dis-organi-
zation in the homes of delinquents has led some (32)
to believe that the real delinquents are the parents,
not thelir child:en. Technically and legally, of course,
a c¢hild is always a delinquent, but morally, socially
and causally it is the adu1f~who had failed (6). Envi-
ronmental pressures can elther gulde the adequate
growth of perSOnality‘or thei can thwart or confuse
it., To understand the child one must have to knoy
his family, ﬁot ﬁecause it surrounds him, but because
the lives of 1ts-members‘ge£minate colour and shape
his life. Evéiy kind of evil flows from polsoned
family 1life, while every good grows from pure and
crystalled family life. -

- To quote the words of Professor Teeters and
other (44)¢:

" The significance of the well-
integrated and socially mature home
cannot be denied, - But the ideal home
is very rare in these confused days
when the stresses and strains of modern
1ife make it extremely difficult to
attailn peace of mind, Of course
confused homes do not produce deiinquents,
but neither are they especlially healthful
places in which to rear children®. .
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A good home is one in which family 1life is
well-balénced; in which each member contributes
his possible share to the family as a whole. Ths
home is the first and best effective, trainingtgk
ground in social co-operation. Often the home is
regarded as a shelter or hotel; the father 1s
occupied in hi§ work for the whole day and simply
comes to look upon the home as a place which |
gives him food and comforts in return for payment
towards its maintenance. The mother, if she is
not engaged in remunerative work herself, may come
to regard the home as‘her workshop and children
as they grow older, may come to treat their home
merely as a base for outside activities. A home
of this kind has no influence and hold over the
inmates, because it does not bind 1ts members together.
It has no moral spiritual unity. Indeed ® community
life would bebetter than such a family, because it
wouldvat least know its deflciencies and try to
make up for these by diréct teaching. When a member
ofAfamily develops criminal behaviour, it becomes the
necessity for others to chgck it and if possible to
ascertain and remove the cause. While discussing

about the roots of crime, Prof, Alexander Franz and

William Healy (2)bsays: - )



YThere are certain definable charscter
trends and psychologleal factors which
make the individual more susceptible
to influences of the environment in
the direction of criminality. These
character trends develop chiefly
under the influences of first
environment of the child - namely the
“the family, especially of course, the
child-parent relationship. In the
first place, i1t is necessary to -
differentiate the close family envie
~ronment (child-parents and sibling
relationship) from the social’
environment in the broader sense,
.which begins to exert its influence
in a later period of the individual's

. development- namely,namely after the
child comes in closer contact with
persons other than the members of
his family".:

It is also evident that our unfacourable home
situations make easier for he young individuals to
indulge in emotional conflicts whichﬂcrOp up in the
family life as a reaction agalnst the soclal order.
Consequent to such conflicts there accumulated
frustrations and hostilities of every sort, which
result in anti-social behaviour. Like individual,
family -group has also a fundamental need for
security, for étability of 1ts own relationships.

It is rightly sald by Professor Sullenger Thomas
_Ear1(32) in this connection:
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HUnhappy. Or abnormal home life is a
paramount cause for young peoples leaving
homes; where family ties are broken or
where there are step parents, or where

- there 1s financial trouble, the youth
endeavours to remedy the situation by
setting out in search of a change.

There general psychology seems to0 be
that they feel that_ they are unwanted or
a burden to thelr familles®.

Further he saysi-

A child is very much like a young £

- tree. If the tree has a good soll, plenty
~ of sunlight, fresh alr and molsture and

1s not crowded, it grows straight and

natural. If 1t becomes up in or is

transplanted to poor soil, where the

sun never wawms 1t and it iIs crowded, it

grows crooked, stunted and unhealthy.

Crowded condltions in the homes and -

nelghbourhoods react in the same general

way Ylpon the Childootctoaoéco'obo

We found many delinquents poorly nourished,

crowded into shacks, the floor being the

only bed for he childrent, A

S

- Thus, good family life‘with>mutudl’trustxbetween
the pgrents,happy'faﬁily relations'befween the parepts,
a céntroilable size without ovércrpwedneéé,-equal
oPpértunitigs‘tb all for reallsing their ﬁotentialities,
well balance§ treatment for the children,cohesiveness

:in the .famuy rare family strifes ana’conflicts,
emofinnal seqﬁrit& of love and‘affeptlon,unity of
5purpqse‘bétﬁeen'the members of the family,proviéion

" of opportunities for enough fécognition; worth and



imporﬁance of eéeh family memper fogthe heal thy
" development of personality healthy environment
and naighboured, thése are extremely necessary
factofs for he adequéfe growth of the inmates

in the family. Each of these is in one form or
wthe other has been“discussed in the foilowing

lines.

A



- SIZE OF THE FAMILY

- ey

Much difference of opinion is prevailing
regarding the significant relationship between
the size of the family and delinquency. Professors
Reckless and Smith(35)€say -

' ~ "Size of the family seems also to
be related to delinquency that is,more
delinguents rather than non-delinquents

_are from larger families"

~ Prof. Nye F. Ivan (33)™says -

WlL.ess délinquency was found iNececeooe
small families.. P "

Professors Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck(BQthave
found no significant reiationship batween size of the
family and delinqpeney when they say =

"There is, however, no significant
V difference in the size of the households of

whieh the delinguents and non-delinquaents .
are a part”.

Information gathered on size of the families of

subjects in this study however reveals no significant
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TABLE NO.s3 -

Size of the Family ¢

e e Ve B8 WD B S T GAR T s St GRS % D D M A Bl Wl U G W4 Y S et B WS R e B W W e O W G0 RS G B R R

Sy , Delinquents Non-delinquents
No, Descripltion =mmemermsme oo o o e
‘ No. %age No. %age

1. 2- 3 30 - 20.0 18 12.0
2... 4~ 5 29 19.3. 24 ' 16.0
3. 6= 7 43  28.72 - 42 28.0
4.. 8- 9 30 2000 40  20.7
5. . 10 = 11 11 . 7.3 .15 . 10.0
6.. 12 or

More 7 4.7 11 7.3

Total 150 100,07 150 .100.0

Xz"' é'j.u P’<O‘30

Non-significant
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’reiationsﬁip between delimquency and the size‘of the
family. The data in this’investigation as represented
_ 1nﬁtable hO.:SS:;and illﬁsﬁrated by‘the_graph in
figurq;;szz) are quite unique or may be revealing the
normal picture as 1t is obtained under conditlons of
family structure in India. Delinguency is not signifi
icantly related to the mize of the family; However,
“there is some trend of relation, but the direction‘

of relation is‘not ée easy to tréce. The non=-delingu-
ents are almost distriibuted normally in the families
whose size vériés from two to twelve or more, L.e. as
expected_noigal pnpuiation comes frdm~families of all
size with a normal ‘distribution and it is.satisfy;ng
that our data qame_fraﬁ th;4tru1§ representative
samplé} HOW9Ver,'dﬁlinqueh£s are not normally

- distributed ﬁith the size;df the family. As the data
in table no. s show, most of the delinquents belonged
to family with size up to‘se§en in an increasing order
and henceforth the frequency decreases. In families of
size upto three children, there were 20. % delinquents,
in size ‘of five 19.3 %, in size of seven 28.7 %, upto
nine 20.0 %; upto eleven 7.3'% and in size pf twelve
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or more 4.7 %. The similar figures for non-
delinquents are 12.0 %, 16.0 %, 28.0 %, 26.7 %,
10.0 % and 3.3 % respectively.

The frequency in non-delinquent group went
on inereasing in the first part of the family
curve; and then decreasing forming nearly a nommal
curve. The first part of the curve for delinquents
resembled that for non-delinquents, but the later
drop iIn case of deliﬁquent wés llttle sudden and
for non-delinquents the drop resembled the earlier
rise. Earller heavy resemblence and later slight
difference in trends accounted for overall lack of
relatioh between slze of family and dalinquency,‘
though 1t may be casually said that less delinguents

are found in much bigger families.
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OVER-CROWDING IN THE HOME

Tike size of the family pertaining to the number
of members in the family, similar another factor is
 the over-crowding which pertains to number of indivi-
duals per room per family, the housing space and V
facilities in‘%he family. As regards the definition
of 'overcrowding' more than two individuals per room
wefe considered as a case of overcrowding in the home.
For the purpgse of overcrowding even children were
regarded as a@ulfs. Most of workers in the field have
found delinquency highly related with overcrowding in
the ﬁome. So far as the present investigation is
concerned, no such relation has been observed. It
was expected that the two groups being matched on
economic level would not showyany significant differe-
nces in housing facilities eﬁjoyedAand other outcomes
following. In line with this expecfation there were no
significant differeuces between the two groups in
enjoying several housing-facili?ies. In a few other

respects shown later, there was some differences inspite
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of equal eéonomic status, perhaps because possessing
equal economic status did not necessarily mean making
equal use of the money had. Mdstly,‘however, as
expected there was a-lack of significant difference.
This lack of difference,might be due to the equal
economic statué of the~family in both the groups that
were matched on this variable. The sampling and the
design were such that the economic position of both
the groupé was the same because it was aimed to search
into factors associated delinquency irrespective of
the economic condition which usually has been observed
the dominaﬁing‘factor obécuring others. Under these
conditions of équal economic facilitieé, it is likely
that the two groups might not differ-also in other
conditions‘fpllowing from economic status. It is thus
likely that home facilities of inconvenienees of space
would be the same and delinguency would not show any

relation to overcrowding in the home.

From Table No. 358 it becomes evident that in
delingquent group moreﬁﬁhan'seven in ten (70.7 %)
were coming from families having overgrowdadédi% the
home and more than two and one half in ten (22.3 %)
were coming from families having sufficient space in

the homej; similarly in case of non-delinquent group



TABLE NO, e

Over-crowding in the Home

g;j'};”“f"; """"" Delinquent Non-delinguent
e Iﬂ e B ATT e o e s e om e D e e o S e P Ier Kt - w B s € R .
No. Peseripuion  =ga” %age No. Z%age
1.  Yes 106 70.7 28 65.3
2. No 44 29.3 52 34.7
Total 150 100.0 150 100.0

- £08 i TI G Tt S T W W we TR R W B SO S D13 e AN E1 KED ER SR e 30 655 06 B D S0 Wb K G I B 408 I IR B B S e
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more than six and one half in ten (65.3 %) were coming
from families having overcrowdedness in -the home and
more than three in ten (34.7 %) were coming from
families having sufficient space in the home. These
are not statistically significant differences and hence
overcrowdedness in ﬁhe preSent‘case'is not associated

“with delinguency.

However, scholars like Cyril Burt (5) and Sheldon
and Bleanor Glueck (39) founﬁ overcrowding in the home
as a major cause of delinquency. ih the present investi-
gation, either because of controlling economic status
6r perhaps because‘of people being habituated to
c?owded living in a thickly populated, poor country
like ours, the overcrowding does not seem to be related

to délinquency.

Number of Rooms

Overcrowding above means more numﬁer of indivi-
duais per room. Another aspect of overcrowding results
fram legser number of rooms per-family in the hauseé
inhabited. This can be termed as overcrowdedness. |

‘Information on this was also gathered and both the

groups differed in this respect. Table No.§7 shows
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TABLE NO.S7

Number of Rooms

Bves cnovdded_wme gt

Gm azy Awe KW I TER £ e 46 Ga WX KON SISO NI RS KN DU TUC W W A Sub B RN e B8 Bt Seut Sdn W B30 TUR S0 I R B2 BET A fme e

Sr. . Delinquent  Non-delinguent
No. Description =s==--Somm=mmemo—— e —————
No. “%age No. %age
1. One Room 71 47 3. 29 19.3 .
2. Two Rooms 48 32.0 31 20.7
3. Three Rooms 20 - 13.3 30 20.0
4. Tour Rooms ) 6.0 25  16.7

5. Five or
More Rooms 2 1.4 85‘ 23 ¢3

- S en EPh A P Iy O AT W e B0 FIR Wea e ) 20 CO € G FOR M MR 6 W0 DR P S S P T CHp TN M KT GRS KN S0

i .y Gu 2 KA o Sun s W W I e G2 N PR IR G DA P T 0m au Mwe G SAR Chr BN N B S0 S SR AR B mm SN Kin 2 Gl T O S Sue
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that higher nﬁmper of families'oanon-delihquent group
“were living in houses having five or more rooms

(23.3 % vs. 1.4 %) similarly more families were living
in a’house’hafing four rooms” (16.7 % vs. 6.0 %) and so
also more families wefe living in houses having three
roans (20.0 % vs. 13.3 %), in comparison to housing
facilities of.delinquénf group. However, below three
rooms,ﬁhigﬁer’number of families among ﬁhé délinquent
group were living iﬁ a hougse having only one room

(47.3 % vs. 19.3 %), and also more families were living
in houses having two rooms (32.0 % vs. 20.7 %) in
comparison to housing facilities of non=delinguent
group. It could be seen that houses inhabited b&
majority of delinguents had one or twaroams, while
majority of non-delinqﬁents lived in housés with rooms
ranging from three to five and more. These differences
were Statis%ically'significant,‘though overprow&ing in
terms of room as discussed earlier was not related to

delinquency.

Number of Families Dwelliqg_
in the same Building :

Still another aspeet of overcrowdedness would be

the total number of individual families that would live
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together in the same building. Information regarding

" the number of families (including their own family)
dwelling in the same building of both the groups was
also obtained. It is observed from the Table No. ¥
that more than three in-ten (33.4 %) families among

the delinqugnﬁ_gfoupﬂﬁere living in the houses where

one or two families were dwelling; more than one in ten
(13.3 %) were living where there were three or four
femilies; less than one in ten (7.3 %) were living

Qhere five or six fami;ies were dwellings; only two

(1.3 %) families on the whole were living where seven

or eight families wéré dwelling; while more than four

in ten (44.7 %)'were living where nine or more fémilies
were dwelling. TIn caserf non-delinquent group, seven
in ten (70.0 %) families were living in the houses where
one or two families‘were living in fhe houses where one
or two families were dwelling; more than one in ten
(13.4 %) femilies were living where three or four
families were dwelling; only five (3.3 %) families were
living where five to six families were dwelling; and
three (2.0 %) where seven to eight families were
dwelling;'and more than one in ten (11.3 %) were living
whére nine or more families were'dwelling. Ccmparatively;

higher number of families among the delinquent group
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TABLE. NO.S$% .

Number of Families Dwelling in the same Building

T o Bcr Do KN W K3 v e 3R B e T G0 B COGH R M W 6 e S W S B B TN e B 0 R LW S 0N WU G AR Wup M AGF TWS BOR EWE £ X

Sr. Delinquent -~ Non-delinguent =
Descripti T e o e
No. . PEOR T Yoo Fage No. %age
1. 1 -2 50 - 23.4 105 76.0
2. 3-4 20  13.3 20  13.3
3. 5-6 11 7.3 5 3.3
4, 7 -8 2 1.3 3 . 2.0
5. 9 or More 67 44 .7 17 11.4
Total 150 100.0 150  100.0

N O A v 4 Vo S T S A e FOR A1 KIS B KW S W O SR S e W e W A T o D T TG S R N T S U £ G S N £
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(44.7 %3 were living in-houses where nine or nore than
' nine families were dwelling, in contrast to the non-
delinéuent group most of,whom (70.0 %) lived in homes
where only one or two.families in a1l stayed. These
differences were also statistically significant. In
Shorf, delinquency was not related to overcrowding in t
the first sense,,viz;, greater number of individuals
per room, but overcrowdedness in sense Qf lesser number
of rooms,pef family or higher number of families co-
staying, was significant;y4éssociated with delinguency.
It is‘likely that greater number of individuals per
room‘might»not be truly the overcrowdedness;’it is
merely overcrowding which is encouraging rather than
detrimental to normal growth. However, truly harmful
is the dvercroﬁdedness resulting from lesser rooms in

the house and more families staying together.

The Type of House :

By the by, it was thought to study whether the
subjects were living in owned houses, renﬁed houses or
in institutional houses. Information regarding the type
of house in which the families of both the groups were
living Was also obtained. It is observed from the

Table No. 3—3 that more -than three in ten (33.3 %)
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TABLE NO.5{

Type of gbuse'

Sr. Delinquent Non-delinquent
o AT oo Fame o hame
1. Om 50 | 33.3 37 .24
2. Institutionsl 13 8.7 12 8.0
3. ‘Rental‘ - 880, lob 7.3
metal 150 100.0 150 100.0

W . ban o o o W A Vo SU SH S SR T AP B ND W G M K SIS D Amm Suw DU SN IS e e SIS MSL W FEB TR W BB SR BB LI e
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families of thewdelinéuent group has their own houses,
less than one in ten (8.7 %) had houses provided by

the institution or the employer; and more than five in
ten (58.0 %) has rented houseé; while more than two in
ten (24.7 %) families among the non-delinquent group
has their own houses, less than one in ten (8.0 %)

had houses provided by the institution or by the employer,
and more than six in ten (6%. 3 4) had rented houses. -
However, these differences were not significant and
this can be accounted for by same economic status, as
discussed eérlier. It was also found that though
higher number of families among the delingquent group
had own houses in comparison to the non-delinguent
group (33.3 % vs. 24.7 %), the houses owned by

delinguent group were like huts.

Rent per Month in Rupees :

Next, Table No. (6 supplies information on rent

paid ber month by families in -each group. It is
interesting and instructive to note that though both
were economically on same levél, they differed
significantly in amount of rent paid. Equal eafning
4id not mean egqual spending or equal enjoyment and

recreation. The poor homés inhabited by delinguents
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might thus be contrlbutlng to the llkellhood of getting

dellnquents.

. It is observed from iable No. 60O - that more than
two in ten (24.0 %) families among the delinquent group
were paying monthly rent between Rs. 1 to 53 .more than
one and‘pne half in ten §10.7 m) were paying bhetween
Rs. g to 103 1eé; than one in ten (8.0 %) were paying
between Rs. 11 to 15; less than one half in ten (2.0 %)
were paying between Rs. 16 to 20 and Rs. 21 to 25; one
half in ten (5.3 %) were paying Rs. 2é‘or more; and
more than four in ten (42.0 %)fwere elither living in
their own houses or in those which were provided by
the institution or the employer. In contrast to this,
_one in ten (10.0 %)ﬁfamilies among the non-delinquent
group paid monthly rent between Rs. 1 to 5; more than
one half in ten (6.7 %) paid rent between Rs. 6 to 10;
one half in ten (5.3 %) paid rent between Rs. 11 .to 15;
one in ten (11.3 %) paid rent between Rs. 16 to 20;
more than one in ten (14.0 %) paid rent between Rs. 21
to 25; two in ten (20.0 %) paid as rent Rs. 25 or more,
and moré than three in ten (32.7 %) had not to pay any
‘rent, the houses mostly being owned by them or being
\provided by the institution‘or employer. These differe~

nces were statistically significant; the delinguent
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~ TABLE NO. €6

Ao d- I=cuza rex Quq&&ﬁa.

T SO W TER G TV G WL OB, WME €62 AR e EVO DT Tw B TR SO S Kb 0N S e S SN G0N TN CON S SR SRR SO D0 D6 €08 S Sa W S SN Lok Ben

No. Jage No. %age
""""" Rapees . T
1.1~ 5 36 24.0 15  10.0
2, 6 - 10 25 . 16.7 10 6.7
3. 11 - 15 12 8.0 8 5.3
4. 16 - 20 37 2.0 17 113
5. 21 - 25 3 2.0 21  14.0
6. 26 - onwafd_ 8 5.3 30 20.6
7. No Rent 63 4é.o 49 32.0
T Total 150  100.0 150  100.0

N T WD M O S ST S KO TAR OGh A KD e N Tew e CRe KN TN SN SR UM K 6 WG TAM CEB TDw SmD WD BOR EWA GRS frR Gu b WA Se Set s e s



RE~NT PRPER  NMONTH,

11
|

36

30 l

12

PER
——Tit
C——

6 ' i
O o
f 2 3 4 5 'S 7
r.~vo
Flc'r._t;t]
- DE&r.

e N ON - DEL.



294

group paid lessj; the non-delinguent group paid compara-

‘tively more and enjoyed faci;itieé of housing.

Chanrge of Residence :

Finally and incidentally, infermation was also
collected on how unstable each group was with respect
to length of staying or changing hogses. Thus, Table
No. ¢ shows that casually a higher number of families
among the non-delinquénﬁ group néver changed their
residence (20,0 % vs. 85;5'%); while higher number of
families of the delinquent group changed their rgsidence
occasionally, i.e. about once in five years (6;7 % vVS.
3.3 % ) and equal rumber of families in both the groups
changed their residence often (5.7 % vs. 6.7 %). It
wvas expected‘that instability reflected in changing
houses might mean lack of cerdial relations with neigh-
bourhood. However, it was observed that those families
who were changing their residence on and off were
serving in government departments. So with their
transfer they had to change their residence. Under
these circumstances, change of houses should not be
taeken as any sort of ériterion‘associated with lack of
cordial félations or adjustment and heﬁce with delin~

guencyj; more or less it was normality. kﬁoreover,‘the
incidental differences obtained were also not

significant. -



TABLE NO.§|
Change of Resgidence

. — . — - s - - W S U W N S0 WS U W S -

§§ Description .Delinguent Non-delinguent
................... T Feme Ik P
1. Often ‘10 6.7 10 6.7
2. Occasional .10 6.7 5 3.3
3. Never 130 8€.6 135 90.0
"""" Total 18 100.0 150 1000
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© _COHESIVENESS IN THE FAMILY

' FamilylgoﬁesivéﬁéSS is ah important construc#’
:haﬁihg direct‘ﬁqaring:pﬁ the nature of growth of ’
‘children. This cons%fudt referé to having strong
emotional ties among the members .of the family,
unity of interests and purposes, pride for the home
and we-feeling in generala Further, 1n the families

with. lack of. cohesiveness, the indiv1dual interest
clearly exeeeds the family 1nterest, the home 1s
considergd_as placeAto take food and shelter during
the hight~time-and-ndthing'more;‘everyone is indiffe-
. rent to:fami;yfanﬂ is self;egntred. It is assumed that
the lack of cohesivenéss in the family has been -
"_aééociatéh‘ﬁith‘delinquency;.Wheré family meﬁbersare
;quarfelling with one anoﬁher; there 1s no common

/interest to bind them and the healthy development of
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child's personality is thwarted. Where the family
cchesiveness is wanting, there is every possibility

for incidence of delinquent behaviour in the -

children.

An evaluation of each family on the basis of

_ data gathered from the school record and from
interviewlng the child and his guardian with respect
to state of chhesiveness orlsnoothneés of family =
relations was made ané the figures aré‘kn represented
in table no. 62 which shows that ﬁefy smell number
of families of the @linquent exhibited good or fair
cohesiveness in the family. Poor cchesiveness was

found in a vast number of families of the delinquents

in comparisin to non-delinguents (61.4 % 17.3 %).
These figures were statistica%ly significant.

When conflicts between the family members are
constant, the cﬁild feels insecure and neglected. All
_members of the family are concentrating on famlly
strifes rather than on the development of the ghildren.
Sometimes, children are exploited for the persomal
advantagé. It 1s rightly said by Prof. Stott that one
unhappy person within a“family'gircle ﬁeans other
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TABLE’ NO. (13- -

Cohesiveness in the Family

S e s B S s O D GE1 W) R X7 BN She SEB M e G M IR M O R T e A S G G L e U Y KD AT T e S S D

Sr. : Delinquent  Non-delinguent
No. Deseription -gg==="zzog==""~ No. “Gage
1. Good 20 13.3 57 38.0
2. TFair 38  25.3 67  44.7
3. Poor 92 61 .4 26 17.3
''''' Total 150 100.0 150  100.0
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unhappy peqple(él); A tough-minded member of the
family cbnstantlﬁyinvalved ih the family quarrels

has his combativeness aroused and the accompanying

emotion 9f anger tends to become so fqrceful that

" it easily gets heyond control and induces criminal
. ceonduct, directly or indirectly; the”person becomes
habituallg irritable and pugnacious as a result.

" The tender-minded and'submissive'persdn in similar
cireumstances is apt to develop a feeling of insecurity
which may prove a handicap to fubture success in 1life(13).
Constant fémily conflicts and strifes lead to family
disorganisation. The family disorgénisation is a
process of disruptién and the disbupting factors that
lead to a broken home may have more panmful effects
on children than the gctual break. ,The diff1cu1t1es
are likely to arise, when the balance and unity of a
group are upset. Children learn h0w'to live with
others first in the homes, then in the play group and
the school group. A maladjusted home is likely to
produce disintegrated personslities which may turn out
delinquentélat a later periOG. When there is lack of
harmony in the home, 16ve and security are poles apart.

To the child, home 1s a place of peace and tranquility.



But when it is full of strifes and conflicts, his
hopes are dashed to pieces. Prof.B. S. Singh(40)b
says - SN

WHarmony in the home 1s aB necessary for
~the proper development of the. child's
personality as are the air, sun-shine and
vater for the healthy grow%h of his blood
and bones". .

Mary chadwick as quoted by -Prof. - R. S..

" Singh(40) rightly suggests = .

A good many of the dlfficulties that
arise.in a family as children grow older -
originate from 1ack of - harmony between
the parents“ ,

Prof. Abrahamson is also of the same view

- as quoted by Prof. Neumeyer Martin H. (32):-

n There was: much more family tension in the
families of 100 offenders than in the homas.
of 100 non-offenders"

And in the same tune Professor Sheldon and

'Eleanor Glueek(sg)fho]_d -

n Thus in the highly important quality
that is both expressive of loyalty to he -
blood-group and supportive of the individual in-h
in his sense of security viz.family cohesi-
veness the delinquents were far more
deprived: (of -cohesiveness) . than the non-
delinquents" . .

,MéIn short, in agreement with all these authors,

T ":L:v

. the present 1nvest1gat10n supplies empirlcal evidence

; supporting that family - eoh931Veness,lharmony or we-
~fee11ng has a 1arge ‘share 1n mouldlng ‘the child
,gr0w1ng in the. family.

300
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BROKEN FAMTLIES

Lack of family cohesiveness is one of the

components of afbrokéh home'. A home is said to
be 'broken home' when’ elther parent is m1551ng due
to death, dlvorce, desertlon or long separatlon.
It is generally agreed by almost all the research
workers in the fleld that h;gher mumber of delin-
_quents come from broken homes then from normal homes.
Authorities like Cyril Burt (5), William Healy and
, Auéustus Bronner(21), and Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck
(39) also supported the same view. The present‘
aLthor also +to seek any sach relation assorted the
’ supJects under each category viz., those coming from
" normal home andthoseiqoming froh,broken homes as
defined above. The data are represented in Table No,.« 3
from which it. is evident that not fewer than seven

in ten (73. 87' ) of the homes of the del:inquents, compared vn.th



TABLE NO.$3

Broken Families

- S - WD GG A R S S W WS B W RS G4 W S S e WS SIS W W S S Vo G T A S S -

B S oo O T s W W W WA G W ST W T P

W S S D S A S AR G - W A4S G W W A WO W SR G VR G SN UER SN W W N W S G W S Ok Wt W o A

1. Broken

2. XNormal

R M R L W - ) S S O WD T W P WA SPR S S WSS S WO S Ak W WS G WER WSS W 80

S . W WY T W ST WS MR T W W S S A S Ay TS W o qowe WO o WS USSR e WS W W WS W AP WA W G A e - -

Delinguent
No. %age
110 73.3
40 26.7
180 100.0
P <ro|

Non-delinguent
No. %age
32 - 21.3
;18 78.7
150+ 100.0
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4

two (21.3 %) in ten of the homes of the non-delinguents,
had ;n faet been broken by death, divorce, desertion

or long sepafation; only 26.7 @ delinguents come from

| normal homes against 78.7 %:non—deiinquents. Thus,
almost three fourth of cases had broken homes. These

are very significant figures.

Next, it 1s also observed from the later table
- that even among the broken homes, more familles of
the delinguent children in comparison to those of
the non-delinquent children were broken wmra due to

divorce (2.0 % vs. 0.7 %).

- When the parents are separated from each other,
the most tragic is the fagte of .their young children.
'They lack in nurture and guidance, ideal of true life,
family 1ife filled with love, warmth and affection
which have g60d4influencés upon the character formation
of the young child. By break in the family generally
the handicaps are too great for a sméil child to
overcome. When a child is uprooted from his natural
home, he suffers from emotional disturbances and
insecurity. Break in the famlly creates new situations
and sometimes it ‘becomes very difficult for the young

child to adjust to new ones. All the good influences
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of the real home 11fe'are,tak¢n away from thé child
vhen the pareﬁtsvare separatéd. When. either

parent remarries, the mos# dfsastrous ﬁesult ié

the inadequate.development of the personality of
thefchild and this is in the;loné Tun more tragic
than the ‘actual break in the family. It is aiso
'genéraily agreed by fhe_magistrates aﬁd probation
officers working in such areas that want of parental
love 1s the root cause for trouble in a great many

cases of this sort (31).

Mother and father are just like the two wheels
of chariot which caﬁnot move smoothly if either
of them is separated (40). Broken famili is. also
.an important cause of chiId’hegleét.\;Where'the
father is sepgratéd} anxiety and evér-prbtectiveness
cause chii@theglecf in the sense fhét the child is
" not allowed to grow as individuals. Break in the -
family by the death oftfatheficarries all the
social daﬁages that are possible, but~usually it
has also thé loss of economic support for the
family. When the break in the family is caused by
divorce or desertion,,cqnflicfé.of loyalties in
the home will have far-reaching effects on the -

personality @eveldpment in case of both parents

o~
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as well as children (220. ' In the broken families
thé pfocess of socialization and development of
‘mature personalities are refafded. Children from

' broken families,iack personality integratioﬁ and
adjust poorly in life because they cannot effecti-
vely combine their hotives,‘ﬁast experiences and
the necessities of the present situations. Thus,

a broken home eventually is the predisposing

cause of disorder of conducts (30). In the

_ broken families children remain at a far distant
end of proper parental éare; other members of the
' family or near or distant relatives or neighbours
become the immédiaté“guardiané of the. children when
they lack éither pa}eht. ‘Allltry to take advantage
of éuéhhbhildréﬂ, ﬁﬁt=in return no one is prepafed
to look after their necessities. They consequently
lack efficient direction,effective control and
‘sincere guidance of the t;ue'parenﬁs. ‘They wander
' aboﬁt and nmix with undesirable elements ip the
society.’ All these situations provide nurture for
behavioural disorder. The fole of broken families
in producing juveni;é &eligduency‘is brought out
also‘by other investigators too; euge. Hermann (27)4

observes :
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*t Approximately one-third of all
cases come from broken homes".

Further Thomas Earl Sullenger (42)%and others

remark :

" Many studies, ranging from an
analysis of a few individuals to the
intensive analysis of 4,000 children
by Healy and Bronner,lndicate that
from 25.0 % to 60.0 % of 'delinquents
are the products of broken homes".

Further,

" Home broken by @ivorce has a
more disastrous effect than any other.
The effects of divorce are not always
expressed in delinquents but produce
.abnormal situations that are very
~harmful to the,child‘s1soeial nature".

L.o-n About 89‘0~ﬁ of our controls
-, come from normal families consisting
.of father, mother and children. About
68.0 % of our delinquents come from
such (broken) families".

By : '

% More of the parents of the
delinquents than the non-delinquents
are separated, divorced, have never
been married %o each other, or are

. no longer living".

Other relevant information on parents is

given in the following lines :



307

-

Marital Status of the Parents :

“ ﬂ The marital status of the own parents is also
“evident. from Table Né) €4 . It is observed that

- the.ﬁore parents of the delinquent children '

| remarried, (21.7 % vs. 4.0 %),'divéréed (2.2 % ¥s.

‘ 0.7 %), desired (8.0,%va.\lﬁ3 #), separated .
(2.7 % vs. 0.7 %5 and very‘few were'living togéther
(26.7 % vs. 78.6 %3 in comparison to the parents

of the nonsdellnquent chi]dren.

'Existence of eitheriPareﬁts :

Table No. éS’shows that more number of
’delinquent children were found to have lost thelr
fathers only (20.7 % - 13.3 7), mother only

(19.3 % - 8.0 ?) and both parents (33 3% - C o B
in comparlson to non-dellnquent children. Further,
comparatlvely fewer dellnquents ‘had’ their‘both
parents llving, 1n comparison to non-delinquents

“children (26.7 % - 78.7 %).

Boys Living wiﬁh»oﬁﬁ Mother anﬂ Father =
'rTable No.\éé shows that higher number of

‘noﬁ-delinquént children were living with their own



© TABLE, NO. Y

Marital Status of the Parents

T ae O S OV P W T A R S S O, GO SO TR A WD B Mg o S S ) ST G O D 3 ST W S M AT My DR G

Sr. ~ _Delinguent _ Non-delinguent
No. ©Status No. fag No. . %age
1. Normal 40  26.7 118 78.6
2, Death 58 38,7 292 14.7
3. Divorced 3 2.2 i 0.7
4, Deserted 12 . 8.0 2 1.3
5. Separated 4 2.7 1 0.7
6. Parent
Remarried 33 21.7 6 4,0
T Total. 150 100.0 150 100.0
2 — cal
X% =% -QY Pt
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TABLE NO.£S

Existence of Either Parent

O Y B Gt o A e G 20t G S LA W T Y W Tl O Cala WA O R M A S| A e g St ) R M) S WA W B S A B B

W T M W W G B " A W G S OO A T Y G, e S S . e T e S OB m S50 R A BT M W . D00 G A S O TR S W Tt

-l Father -
g Died or ,
Disappeared 31 20.7 20 13.3

2. Mother =~

Died or A . .

Disappeared 29 19.3 12 8.0
3. Both -

Died or - :

Disappeared 50 33.3 - -
4, Both Living 40 26.7 y 118 78.7

Total 150 100.0 150 100.0
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TABLE NO. 66

Number of Boys Living with own Father

T B W Say gop S S B TR S G S T AN PR B G R S T D S W R R G G SR R B, SR R A I W EOR TN Ml S O R

B W L ARG S M W MR S R S MK Gk S T G NN 406 T e S W S B W G W e D e M SEP E CHE WM R WA war M AR B GRF GEL

1. With own
Father

2. Not with
own Father

D e G W WA SO S WS A TS AL GAF B W S U SO Ol S IS W N L S T T S S R B W T I G e N AN T A3 ea B W

W ) LT e A G S O S W T, W S D e SN G TR SO Ve S S e N By S See G U St WY S G G OB Gn e Sy ey S DY UXY AT)

TABLE Ao B)

e e Tes 28 G0 e B e e S 0 TAB M Wl GBS0 KT B DN THD GO WK BTN TER TR Be 0B S T TR e W A S G0 T KD S I R D PO6 G

- S a1 W S e R Soup S0 e O U o KR B A M S B S B TS WAS WA T R WG MR T K00 Mom WD To L Kim N R ke ke G

1. With owm
Mother

2. Not with .
own Mother

b A T G WS TTX A ETE NI SR S T WD B0 A B U GO K3 S %ah D 6 G K8 P D M T L O NS T S B e SR D S Evm

€ S S WA Wy S B T WA W R W BN L o W00 W 4 s AL e

Delinguent
No. %age
69 46.0
81 54.0
150 100.0

- G B B T N WS M R CGE SR A SN AR A L6 KW KN CIN N SN ST K0 SO0 S7A ww

Delinquent
No. %age
71 47.3
79 52.?
150 100.0

Non~delinguent
No. Jage
130 86,7
20 13.3
150 100.0

Non~delinguent
No. - %age
138 92.0
12 8.0
150 100.0
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~ father rather than with others (86:7 % vs. 13.3 %),
while more delinqueﬂt\childfen,were found living
with step father or othgr rather than“with oun
father (5%.@ % vs. 45.0 4). As regards the life
with mother practically half fﬁe deliﬁquent
children were found miving with own mother and half
_with step mothér»or others (47.3 % vs. 52.7 %),
while higher mumber of non-delinguent children
were found iiving with own mothers rather than

living with step mothers or so (92.0 % vs. 8.0 %).

Type of the Family in .
- which Child was Living :

. The family is said to be joint when the uncle,
* aunt, children , grand éhildren, nephew, niece

and others are living toggther,'enjoying the same

- property, and have a common nessj otherwise it is

a case of a separate family.

(faldas Na. €5)

It is evideﬁtkphat higher number of non-
delinquent children were observed to be living in
joint family‘systém and fewﬂin’separgte fahily
' ’syétem (64.7~% vs. 35.3 %); while reverse was the

case with delinquent children (11.3 % vs. 83.7 %).



TARLE NO.{%

Type. of Family

W mre e e R S R KD I S e S8 G BN B S R O At M e e TR S L T S T e D B iy P W o W EER ol S B A

Sr. . ws __ Delinguent -Nén—delinquent
o, PesSeripblon o e s
No. %age No. : %age
1. Joint 17 11.3 97 4.7
2. . Separate 133 83.7 53  35.3
Total 150 100.0 150 100.0
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~‘It is statistically significant that délinquent
children mostly éome from a family which was
separated from its base. It is likely that under
such separated system, there are no elderly

persons btoguide and take care of children nor
younger members to help when the father is husy for

. the whole day with his service outside and the
mother engaged in domestic routine work. A joint
family as in our'country is economically as well

as psychologicaelly safe and sound. In separated
system, when father is away outside and mother is
busy inside, the life under such circumstances’
becomes very mechanical and dull and children usually
often do not: even see the:facg of the father

" returning home in late houfs"after work. It is
likely thét‘uﬁderfsuch‘low econemié conditions the
joint familyﬁsyétem«is psychologically a blessing
for grovtﬁ.of_children though for other purposes

it is often a curse. Anyway, the data obtaiﬁe& or -
present sample seem truly representative of
conditions of ourjonuntry‘an& reveal the significant
'relatiohsbip bet&ken the incidence of delinquency
and the séparated’family, though it might be a -

different case in other countries.
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 BOCTAL AND GROUP LIVING IN THE PAMILY

Pamily is primarily the some influencing factor
~ affecting the child*s'bgrsonaiity. Social living,
'aiﬁgd at having>and cuiti%ating the emptionai ties
between the family mémbers through group recreatio-
nal,éctiviﬁiés in'tﬁe'gamily,‘is-bne of the impoﬁ-
tant conbributor to the health& gr@wﬁh of each
member. Such activities stréﬁgﬁhen the family

. attachment and their lack weakanss tﬁe family

ties. Such family recrestional activities include
different types of group engagements, such as '
going out togethef for a walk or on a picnic,
templeyattending or some sermons, visiting a picture
~house -or gardén‘or'participéting in any other
-entertainmeﬁt,-function or organising deily mass
prayers at home either.in the morning or in the
evening or having"éoﬁe sorﬁ‘of asembly of all
members. for some common discussion daily after

work hours. or even  weekly, or any such group m

meetings .of all family members., During interviews,
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information was gathered on such group affairs,

It is ev1dent fromtable No. 2 that
higher number of fammlles among the dellquent group
has practlcally no ;amlly group activities of

-0 e hod OCcasienal. (277 (s vy So-sd)
kind ( 66,6 % s 69*6 %) s 2nd very few had often
(4.7 mlvs 45;3 %) in comparison to .similar figures
for ndn—delinguent group. These differences were

highly siggificant.

Such recréational life in family group creates
an atmospherg for strong emotional ties between
the members of the family. BEnjoyhng sucﬁ'group life
in the family’étrengthens one's securiéy of love,
affection and fecognition of status among its
component members. It develdps We-féQéing among the
members, and respectful understanding of members
and their problems. The presence of famiiy group
recreation opens the diafety valve for the pent-up
emotions of the children to be directed along the
proper chaﬁnels. It provides emotional éutlet of
safest kind. Enjoying and participating in such
group living, the child does not feel that he is
neglected or excluded and thus there are less
chances for cultivating hostilities among members

‘of the family. In other words, provision of
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TABLE NO. 67
Social and Group Living in the Family.

ek e R R e b

I??:-j‘filfnéy _gg%?}g;igz_-3935?91’2’3%522
1. Often 7 4,7 23 15.3
2. Occasional 43 ' 27.7. 91 60.7
3. DNever 100 | 66.6 36 24.0
Cmtar . w00 10 w00
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adequate group recreational 1i?ing keeps the partici-
pants éwa& from harbouring cri@inal tendencies or
indulging in any antisocial behaviour. Juvenile
delinguency is sometimes entirely due to failure to
meet adequately the family gr6u9 recreational oppor-

tunities whenever possible.

Professors Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck:(59)‘also
say - ' ' “

"ﬁailﬁre of the parents to foster recreational
outlets (prov1s1on for recreatlonal act1v1ules for tha
family) in which all membevs of the famlly could
 participate strongly reflects-less cohesiveness in
the familiés of the delinggents then in those of. the
non~-delinquents, and lack of family cbhesiveness
increases the féndéncy to act with little regard for
family desires and sténdards"}

Attitude  Taken by the Family in

entertalnlng the chlld's friends
in the home:

Anothér consideration similar to group living
of family members is the proviéion for the group
living of children with their associatésm. To provide
for group-living to the children, their friends are
a better source and parents' attitude towards enter-

taining child's frlends is ah 1mportant factor
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determining the growth of such group living. Infor-
" mation was obtained in this respect also‘and
summafised‘ih Table No. 20 .—. It is found from -
Pable No. ;~:LE that more families among the
delinquent group were comparatively "inhospitable”
(36.6 % Vs 9.3 %) to the grein@s of their children.
This iphospitability was indicated by actively

‘ diégouragiﬁg»bringing them & home or, by insulting
or threatending or consciously neéleéting them if
brought at home. Five in ten ( 54.7}%) among the f
families of the delinquent and sim in ten (60.8 %)
aﬁcﬁg the families of the non-delinquent group were
indifferent towards their friends viéiting the
home; while less than one in ten (8.7 %) in the
families of the delinquents and three in ten (30.0 %)
in theﬁfamilies of the nqprdelinquents were found

_ shqwiﬁé.wgrm attitude towrds friends of children,
visiting home. Warm attitude meaﬁ% consciously

" welcoming or eﬁcoufaging‘theif doming and giving’
proper responses to them. These differenceS‘ '
between.two‘ groups were éaﬁistioally significant.
‘jProfessors Sheldon$ahdyE1eaﬁor qlﬁéck also
dbserved_signifiéant differénées between both the

"~ groups regarding the attitude adogte& in the
fanilye towards the child's friends coming %o



TABLE NO.7¢

Attitude Taken in Entertaining the
Child's Friends at Home

.G e U T M W A TR WG WA S SD BR G e W S W WU T B W e AL B S e T TS U O O G T . A o -

E e G G A W W T SN W S M GES SN WS W SR WS AR G S M

.................... o  Feee Mo e
1. Wamm 13 8.7 45 30.0
2. Indifferent 82 54.7 91 60.7
3. Inhospitable 55 36.6 14 9.3
e 1o 1000 10 1000
X2=.L{Q,~er2—' p &Ko)

319



} U F ' ‘ .

| : ‘

60 “‘
“ | ' '

A0

20 -
lo :
l ]
o 5 ' i’
)
L2 ‘
SR.No- y |
Frer. 4y

— NonN- D&z,



320
their home (39).

In brief, provision of social, recreational
1life eithef within andbetween the mémbers of the
family or along with other friends of the children
has an important bearing on the development of
healthy,outlpok apd consequent healthy behavour

" pattern.



321

PROVISION FOR RECRBATION IN THE FAMILY

Practically as in western coutries, families
in India are not insisting on or particulaf about
the adequate provision for recreation in the home
fér children. That may be either due to poor
economy‘or due to p@or insight in the child‘'s
nature, which may be in turn because of lack of
education on the part of the parents. It is usually
said that adeguate opportunitiesyand facilities for
recreation and education for leisure protect the
growing youths from the evil influences of this

machine age.

Professor Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck (39)
found significant relationship between the
provision for recreation in the home and‘deli-
nguency. They found higﬁer number of families among
thé delinéuent Broup has meagre (52.2 % Vs 35.7 %),
few had some (42.6 % vs 50.3 %) and very few
had adequate (4.0 % vs 13.8 %) facilities for

recreation in the home in comparison to non-
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delinguent groups. - - - -

Even*tﬁe White’Hbﬁse‘ionference on Child
Healnh and Protectlan (46) held the: same view in

the follow1ng words :

‘M That much’ 1uven11e dellnquency
is due to our failure -adequately to
meet the play .needs of children and
the recreational needs of young men
and Women"

Prof. Kr. Singh R. S. (40)cdays :

S "% Ag a matter of fact a child is
' .the symbol of activity. It is an old
" . saying that youth is wild. #He ie full
enthusiasm and energy. He is splrlted
© like a soda water bottle. Now in order
to consume his energies there must be
some recreational outlet. But if the
energlas are unconsumed and stored,
there is every chance for them to flow
1n tha wrong chqnnels“ :

In view,of the:importahcé of reéreati&ng for
growing dﬂiidren and“joutﬂs; paitiéuléfly in this busy
' complex llfe, an attempt has been made 1n this
1nvest1gat10n too to find out 1ts relatlon to nature
“of growth ‘of" personallty, if any under the condltlons
ax1st1ng 1n our country Hence, data as: shown in

‘Table No. 7‘L Were obtalned on avallablllty
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TABLE NO.7/ .

Provision for Recreation in the Home

- - - - W W N S G T W VR U S e S e s Wt e WA W W M e S m— e

ST Facilities  Delinquent Non-delinguent

O,

....... e Fage_____No._ _ %age_

1. Adeguate 10 6.7 14 9.3

3. Meagre 112 74.6 96 64,0
Total 150 100.0 150 100.0

. W W W O T W S o o o N SO W N S T S W G A G LY W AN O A e



PER

pRrovisiony FoR RETCREBTION !N THE HomE

72

60

48

36

24

|2

N
N

SR No -

FiGa- 4

— DFL.

- NoOoMN- DF1.




324

recreation in home of all children studied in order
to find out any relation of lack of recreation to
indidente of delipquency. However, the present

data showed that delinquency was not observed to be
significantly related to lack of recreation in the
home, though it was observed by investigators in
foreign contries. Thus, though there is no signifi-
cant relation, casually Tsble No. 7/ shows a
trend that higher number of families among the
deliquent~group had 'meagre provision!'! for recreation
in the home (74f% 5 6440 %). This means having no
toy except a piece of stone or wood or some broken
toys. Few‘delinguents had 'some provision' for
recreation in the home (1€.7 % vs 26.7 %); ‘some!
p:ovisiog means having some ﬁdys or occasional

books to read and some kind of indoor games like
- playing terds and kodis and marbles, and no

other facilities like 'a géod libmary, radio, etc.
Very few of delinquents had 'adequate!' facilities
"for recreation in thehome (6.7 % vs 9.3.%), like
books to readm picturesbooks, varied types of indoor
games, opportunities for outdoor games and recreation
and ab some places even fadio etc, Eowever, these
differénces,between two groups in respect of
faciltieis for recreation were not sétisfﬁcébiy

significant.



325

In the present investigation the observation
regéiding the relationshiip between provision for
recreation in thehome and delinquency is countrary
to those by Dr. Cyril Burt (5). Kr. R.S. Singh (40),
Professors Sheldon andEleanor Glueck (39) andthe
opinion of the White House Conference on Child Health
and Protesction (45). This lack of relation or obser-
vation contrary to expectation might be accoﬁnted for
by special outlook or attitude tb recreation among
Indian families and folks. Indian philosophy or view-
point of recregbion is in sharp contrast to the
western viewpoint. Indian saints have extolled the
virtues of hard life at cost of recreation and this
philosophy prevalent in most indian families seems
tov have dictéted tha ways of living of members who
consequently look upon recreation not as essential
for adequate growth of personality. Thus, it is likely
that even normal group studied did not differ much
from delinguent group so far as provision or recrea-

tion was concerned,

Earning Members in the Family :

Perhaps, poberty;is the root cauée'ﬁf all evils.
How can one earning member in the family provide for

recreational activities when he hasnot enough even
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for ba;g existence and maiﬁtenanoe of all members in
the family ? Usually in Indian structure of family
life, one member earns and others are parasites.

Data were gathered in this respect too on both groups

of subjects.

From Table No. 22 it is clear that fourteen
families of delinguents had no earning family member
or members,'while all the families of non-delinguents
had someone or more members earning. Further, it was
obse?ved from interview that mostly all the earmers
were constributing for the maintenance of the family
in non=-delinquent group; while in some cases of
delingquent group where even more than one members
were earning, they were not contributing forthe
maintenance of the family. It is observed from Table
No. _77 that higher number of non-delinguents'
femilies were having one earner in the family (54.0%
Vs 46.7 %) in comparison to figures for families of the
delinguents. Practically there were equal number of f
families in both the groups which had twe earners
(28;0 % Vs 27.5'%)'and three earners (8.7 % vs 8.7 jb);

the table speaks other casual figures too.

In short, less earning members,more members to

be maintained and consequent lack of means for

subsistence as well as for recreation or relaxation



TABLE NO.72-

- Eearning Members in the Family

. L P O W L W A S CED WD S W Sy S R WSS W S s S AW S O M SR U WAL S U S S P WS GER A Y O e S

. e WA W CER NI N A W N W D NS TED W W W TR WA TR TG WS U M ST NER A6 W SN W M s S THR b S er WP N S T SN

Sr.

No. No.

2. Only one 70
T 2. Two 42

3. Three 13

4. E;our ’ 8

5. PFive or More 3

- S - T o W WA WS S WP A WK D WP D TR ADS GNP e T O W T e e A T Sk W W R S S S S S -

- —— - o D W WY M U A N W W M Vo T W S MR S S P W B0 W W £

28.0
8.7

5. 3

27.3

C 8.7

1.3 .

8.7

327



EARNING MEMBERS 'N-—TH&E FAMILY

i

FiG, 49

— JEL,

- NﬁN-T)E'Lt



328

are the usual conqoﬁittanfé of poverty and some-

times associabtes of delinguency.
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DISCIPLINE -IN THE FAMILY

Disciplinary practices adopted by the father
"enq:mether’in"the famil§~haﬁe véry important effect
'--ubon ﬁhe férmationibf-the concepts of the rigﬁt‘and
the wrong by the Chlld and ultlmately that developed _
‘concept exerts 1ts 1nfluence in guldlng the chlld
through thevarlous courses of conduct. It has a
,far-reachlng effect upon the development of personality’
 and charcter of the young chlld It- 1s said that
.'strong—W111ed parents have weak-w111ed chlldren. In
view of - thls, durlng the1nterv1ews 1nformatlon was
'fgatherea orally as to how the chlldren viewed the
gbarent or the general atmosphere 1n the famlly,
‘whether it WaS strlct, normal or lacklng in any

_ dlsc;pllnary measure,

It is ev1dent from Table No. 7{3 that nore

fl_parents of- the dellnquent group (30 O A vs 20.7 %)

'ﬁwere found strlct Wlth thelr chlldren, that 1s, they ‘

;Were harsh unreasonably demandlng complete obedience



TABLE N0.79
Discipline in the Family.

S o e i A KOp S XD S GOy R SN S G et s S W el gy S S P W e e R I D K S0 Sk e M e K S T

Sr. D e.1. . Delinquent - Non-delinguent
No. eseription me- i im e Sl
No. Hage No. %age
1. Strict 45 30.0 31 20.7
2., - Normal 25 18,7 99  66.0
3. Nil 30 5343 22 13.3
Total 150 100.0 150 -100.0

B
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through zmst fear and_vigoroﬁs in their punishmept;
very few (16}7 % vs 66.0 %) were found normal in

the treatment 6f their children, i.e. they were not

~ harsh, Weré reasonable and acting through pursuation,
rafel& taking &he courseuof physical puniéhment“and
again a greaﬁer~number.if péarents of-delinquent‘
group (55;5 % vs 13%.3 %) were found having no
disciplinery controlever tﬁe childreﬁ that is, they
were indifferent to %heir”behavﬁour irrespective of
'gooé‘or bed in contrast to the parents of honf&elin~
Quent group., These differences between two groups wer e

highly significant. -

Further, it would be also seen that laék of
discipline is a étrbnger associate of<delinguency V
than strictep discipline through both extremes are
unhealth situations. Generally‘ﬁormal disciplinary
attitude of the baﬁeﬁts towards their children is
most essential for theproper’growth of the child.

The most inimical to rigﬂt developmént-ié the
'chéﬁging,iorcible as well as feeable type discipline.
Where‘d@scipliﬁe is nil or weak, the children run

wild in ébsenoé of any direction. If the disciplinary
attitude is strict, children will have to repress their
inner:ﬁrges and natufal desires. Lack of expmession ©
throuéh safé outlets due to fear of éarént's anger -

results in some kind of compensatory act of



disobedience, aggression, regaression or even

frustruation on part of children.

Entertaining faulty views on discipline andli
‘indulgihg'in-cosequent‘éractice in the home of
delinquents tend to be impoftant contrubutors to
delinguenty. Lack of proper guidance and lack of
construgtive aiscipléne lead to lack of integration of
personality, which may produce delinquency (30).
Inconsistent and excessive angér coupled with
strictuess is fruitful.sourcé of emotionai dist;ftion_
'and undesirsble behaviour, ultimately resulting in
ambivalence towards or difiance of authdrity.
Inconsistency ih thé diSciplinary‘attitude by thé
parents createé éense of uncertaiﬁtyvandhéﬁcé insecurity
and unwanteﬁneés._?hé"thld‘feels thaﬁ'he"is'unloved
and inwelcome@,;Uiﬁimateiy’the chilq trieS'%o gratify
his frustrated emotions by teking recourse to delinguent
acts. Unde emotional conflicate which child is not .
habituated to %acé he falls an‘éasy prey to<éiigguency
as a lsdt resort.‘Developing antisocial attitudes and
practising anti-social activities, the child tries
to satisfy his frustrated ego‘or express his repressed

urges.
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.
Prof. Carr (6) says-
" Excessive pepression tends to produce
heurotiusm; parental. rejection tends to turn
a boy into the 'ILione worlf' type of delin-

quent; and parental neflect and 5001a1
exposure tend to develop the gang boy".

Thus , it is in fitness af things to say that

evérj child from his infancy needs wise and continous
) v
discipline, tempered With’lQKe. It is said every by

Prof. vyrll Burt (5)?—

"Thehourgy nagwlng for nezlected taske, the -
daily slap for noisiness or careleosness, or
simply the irksome restraints of a puritanical
code, become in the end too depressafve to bear:
the child broods;iandj=i#n brooding, doubtless
magnifies his grlevance and ill-treatment;

. then, after little or no warning, the actual
precipitating 1mpu1se, the spark that fires
train, flashes up in a second from some
.tr1v1a1 scene"”, Further he 'says - -

"mo esaape“chasblsement to. baffle rebuae
and to ‘gain his private ends, the child fmnds
it easier to- cultlvate the hablt of de61t
and -double dealing .

Dr.. Marfatla (29)¥Wh11e criticising the strict

parental dlsclpllnary attltude towards chlldred
says - o
. "Rejection, when ﬁanlfested by strictness
or punishment and cruelty, produces in the
child hostility towards theparent. This -

~ hostility later spreads'to anythlng that stands
: for power and- authorlty o ] )
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It is. generally recognlsed that dlSlpllnary
_atultude of theparents tonards the child “is a contrl—
butlng ;actor. Tven Healy and Bronner also found
‘that- 40, o % of 4000 caes of dellnquent chlldren in
‘Chlcago and boston came from homes where there was
velther a deflnlte lack of efflcletlve 61501p11ne or
wherg ﬁlsclpilnary measqre were too strlct too lax
unjust or tooiinéonsistentz as quoted by PDOL. Neumcyer
’Martln H. (52) He hlmself Whlle glVlng hlS oplnlon
on-it says - B h A '

"Whethef‘fhepéﬁéﬁﬁé éré tog.strict or ‘500
© . lax or eratic in the discipline, de11nquency
lax is-more prévalent in such hames than in

those in which parents are f%rm but reasongble
and, klnd in-their. QlSClpllne .

'_Even Sheldon andEleanor Glueck (59) also

vsummarlse thus -

"4ll-in all the most marked dlfferenoe
between the dlSClpllnary practices of the
parents of the delinquents and those of the non-
delinquents is. found in the considerbalt greater
e#btent to which the former resdrted to physical
punishment and lesser extent to which they
reasoned with the boys.about theur misconduct.
In interpreting this, it should be kept in
‘mind that’ the delinquent boys, being so
éontlnually'lnvolvolved in misbehaviour, might
have called for more. rigid or more erratic
control on thepart of their parents. Never-
theless the above analysis is a revealing comme-
ntary on, the relative effectiveness of physical
punishment as opposed to-an appeal to.reason in
~the control of child behaviour e T



Methods adopted by the parents in controlling the
Childs

Be31des the 1nformat10n on general nature. of
d1301p11ne, the methods of d1301p11nary measures
adopted by each parent were also analysea and

these data are: summarlsed in Table No. 7% ana '75

. Tor theﬁfatherhand the ﬁother‘réSPectively.’
it:is_observed from Table No. lzg”‘ﬁhat a greater
:ﬁﬁmber‘of fathefs éf'the’delinéuents (40.0 9 p Vs
26;0 %) were favourlng the corporal punlshment in
céntrolllng the child; whllg a.gﬁgater number . of
-fathefs cfjtheinon-deliQuenté were (16 7 vs 8.7 %j
favourable to deprlvatlon of prov1leges in the
family ( e.g. refu31ng £0 pay pocket money, fining
) meals, refus:.nry to prepare nev clothss er supply
other necess1t1es etc.)s -so also a greater number
of fathers pf nonrdellnquent;group (32.7 % vs 5.5 %)
wére.séolding aﬁd‘threatending tﬁe child; ‘or were
-reéo:ting to‘reasoning.(1§.5-%“vé 2.7 %) for
.cqnﬁrolling_thé chi}d.*Simiiérly, it is evident |
‘frém«the Tgbi? ﬁo? j&i:’thgt more mothers of the
deiinquenﬁs‘were‘féﬁpurable, 1i£e:fa$hers to the
: cobpqral_pqnispmént'for‘controliiné,the child

(17.3 % #siﬂd.o %) néxt,"motbers of both the
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TABLE NO.7Y

Methods Adopted by the Father to control

the Child
é;f"';"""?":“’7'52;“:{25«3&;5%"'““ﬁéﬁiaéiiﬂiﬁéi'ft
escription =rm-=—e s rmmcem o ——
No. L ~ No. fHage No. %age
1. Corvoral ) . )
Punishment 60 = 40.0 40 © 20.0
‘2. Deprivation _ { .
of ‘ o .
Priviledges 13 8.7. . 25 1647
3.. Scolding and ' *
Threatening 8 5.3 49 32 .7
4. ‘'Reasoning . 4 = 2.7 20 13.3
50 Uo K' 55 4-3.3 16 lQQ?
Total 150  100.0 150  100.0
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TABLE ©NO.7§

Methods Adopted by the Mother to Control
the Child

R e e R T R g L R R )

S b e o e e o S8 Ml e B T R M S R S G R Se G B S 6% K £ SR K ke K T A e G e S e o Sl

1. Corporal X ' ’
Punishment 26 17.3 - 15 10.0

2. Deprivation
, of
Privileges 40 28.7 40 26.7

3.. Scolding &

Threatening 17  11.3 47 31.3
4, Reasoning 11 - 7.3 43 28.7
5. U.X. 56 37.4 5 3.3
" Tfotal | 150 100.0 150  100.0
\
o’/
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- groups were-equélly favoursble to deprivation of
privileges (26.7 % vs 26.7’%); but again more mothers
of ﬁﬁe_non«delinquént group were favourable to scolding
and ﬁhréatendigg (51;5 % ﬁs 1&.3 %) énd also reasoning
"(28.7 % vs. 7.3 %) in cémparison to mothers of the

- delinquent group. All these‘idifferences were signi—
ficant. Where-the information regarding the ﬁéthods
adopted by the father or mother was not traced, such
cases ﬁaﬁebeeniput-undgr‘another category, name&&
'dnkqbwn'.'

Again, coﬁparihglboth tables, it is seen that
fathers of both .the groupslwéré ﬁore favourable to
corporal punishment then themothers ( N.D. 40.0 %
and D, 20.0 of fabhers vs. NeDe 1743 % = De 16.0‘of
mothérs)f Mothers deprivation of privileges (L N.D. 26.7
% & De 2.7 % Vs N.D. 16.7 % F. & D,S;}?.% ) and
reasoning (N.D. 28.7 % . & D. 7.3. % vs. WD, 13.3 %
& D. 2.7 %).,iti is quite natumal that iather being
stern and generally staying outside the home and

engaged in busineés.w&fk may‘adopf more %igorous
method to get quicker control over the child, -
while mother being btendexr at~heart For her children
and staying larger period of day ‘in the home may
prefer mild§r and slower forms of meﬁho&‘ap her

disposal for controling the child,



NEIGHBOURHOOD

It has been also said that besides the family

influence, environmental influences of neighbourhood
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have also their due share in development of delinquency.

It is geﬁérally égreed by research workers such as
Kvaraceus (24)m Earl Thomas Suiiengér (42) and
Martin H. Neumeyeér (32) that delinquency has a
definkte relation with the type of neighbourhood,
Next to familf, nbighbburhéod is one of the impqrtant
factors affecting the development 6f'personglity.
Hence, dabta were gathéred during the interview ‘
) fegafdiné the'gensral type of neighboufhood in which
the family of thensubjects'inhabited. The term
nelghbourhood for thls purpose was ectenaed to
1nc1ude the aréa 1mmedlately enClOSlng the famlly

quarters.

From table No. 76& it is found that higher
number. of delinguents (68.8'%'vs. 25.3 % ) were
observed‘coming'from tpoor!t neighbourhood, determined
by thickly populated.people of menial,-hand-to-mouth
workers of low casﬁes, andkwith no adequate opportuni-

ties or wholesome facilities for recreation; few



340

TABLE ©NO. 746

Types of Neighbourhood

- G G W M 9 RS e G s MR A0 5 e MY S B0 B O oA ek Do M ey W S W Sy B B S GRS S e s

Sr. . Delinguent Non-delinquent
No, Descripbion —=r=sesommmomm oo e
No. Zage No. %age

1. Good 15 10,0 33 22,0
2, Fair 33 22.0 79 52.7
3. Poor 102 . 68.0 38 25.3
Total 150 100.0 150 100.0
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(22.0 % vs. 52.7 %) were from fair neighbourhood,
indicated by absence of wholesome faéilties for
recreations and bresence of neighbours of higher midde
class with all types of vices; and very few (10.0 % vs.
22.0 %) from 'good’ neiéhboufhood, meaning absence of
centres of vices, ajailablity of wholesome facilities
for recreation and 1ack»of usual conflicts between
the -neighbours. These differences between the
Vneighbours. These differences between the two groups
were statistically’significant, meaning that most
delin@uén%‘childreniwere products brought up in poor

neighbourhood.

- It is generally agreed that.next to family,
neighbourhood is ;he most potenb'factor‘in influencing
the children's conduct. Generally; neighbourhoodﬂis
a Tamily of families knifi-to-gether. Good neighbour-
hood means secubity and poor neighbourhood means
insecurity. Conduct of immediate neighbours, like the
conduct of close ﬁembers in.the fémily, also affects
the children's %ays-of behaving. Some cases neighbours
' act as a guardians. The child's society next to family
is neiéhbourhood; It is the intermediary link between
the.faﬁ;ly life and social lifg in general. Good
neiéhbourhoéd'ﬁeips to form better norms of conduct

in the children; while poor neighbourhobd which
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consists of gang life or people with different
cultural atandards, constantly quarreling in the near
vicinities, presence of the centres bf/vices, lack
of wholesome recreational faciltieis of children
etc., sows the seeds of criminal tendencies in the
children. At such places children find all opportu~
nities to observe and mix with anti-social adult
criminals and learn the first alphabets of crimes.
Crime-produéing areas are generally areas of
deprivation. and frustration. In such'areas, S0me-
-times even the cheap commercialised, apparently
recreational but truly debtrimental opportunities are
avallable, which attract easily the growing immature
children, snd soma lead them to live delinquent life.
Prof, Dollard J. and others (10 say -

"Despite the great 1mpoftance of conditions
within the home in determining the character
development. of children, the standards and -
practices of neighbourhood contemporaries also
have a significant influence although socially
‘inferior neighbourhoods also 1likely to be
areas of deprivation and frustration, their
main contribution to the ranks of criminality
probablyty results from the fact that the
extra legal penalties for mlsconducb are
less bhan in other communities®.

- wven Earl Thomas Sullenger (42)%in his book
"Social Determinants of Juvenile Delinguency" says
that neiéhbourhood‘is‘thé important geographical,

cultu:al>unit in determinign delinquency.



Further he sa&s -

"Phe location of delinquency territory is
closely related to the processes of city
growth. The invasion by either industry or
commerce tends to deteriorate the immeduate
adjacent residential. areas and causes the

. bopulstuon to move out. The dwellings thus
vacated and not needed for husiness
become undesirable, and the rents are driven
down to a level whit¢h attracts thegroup with

thelowest economic status, It is in this

section that the highest percentage of delin-
quency appears. That their location was the
business centre of the city is not .accidental
but full product of the gracess ‘of unregulated
expansion in city growth . :

In this connection,‘Prof.'K#araceus (24)?observes
further :-

"The crowding together of many families, each
living in its own all-too~conjested living space,
seems to be a depressing phenoumenon likely to
breed promiscuity and lack of respect for others,
In such neighbourhoods a tradition of delinguent
conduct is likely to arise, in whcih children
specially boys, grow to matuarity as members of
self-perpetuating gangs with theéir own special
codes of loyalty and o; socially acceptable
behaviour". Further, "Many other serious temptations
to children exist in neighbourhoods were luow
standards of social behaviour prevail. The child
can early become acquainted with the prostitute,

" the 'book-makerst!, and the 'fixer', and can
gauge his standards-of ethics by the degree of .
nelghbourhooa acceptance of the theory that it

© is smart business to het whyt you can for
nothlng'.

Areas with hlgh rates of dellnquency have
cultural, social and economlc conditions- that
differenctiate them from communltles w1th»lqw rates of
delinguency. ’Ceftain delinquency—producing conditions

" seem to be inherent in certain localities especially



.

those 1n the urban zones 1n transm1351on.

Conmunltles dlf er greatly 1n 5001al values, norms

a>”and attltudes. In dellnquenoy—broduc;ng nelghbou ~hoods

~chlldren\enqggpter gomget;gé, ‘often conellct1ng

::syetems of_values, fhéycutfufe>impact is’not:

unified and inteéfefed‘(Bﬁ)’ Unﬂer such:conditions _

of hlghly congested unhygenic llVlng, in 1nduetr1a1
>_area w1th rare scope not onlj to have healthy

) recreatlon ( exceptlng 1ndu1g1ng in sexual satisfaction

~Wlth no restralnts),.buu also,with no scope for
sulflclent air and sunshlne, the area is oound to be

“the brooalnO place for dellnquent behavmour. Not merely,

“ statvstlcal flgures, ‘but even day—to-day ohservatlon '

anywhere in ‘such 1ower areas of 1nduetr1al living

blaces Would su;flce to serve as ev1dences t6 this

’:; sad state of af?alrs..

CIn brief, the discuSsidn'in:preceediﬁg lines
encompaSees the varrled factors - that havebeen

someway or the other a58001ated ‘Wwith the growth of

- Juventite delmnquency.‘_g*x g .



