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  Abstract 

Criminality is a complex construct, and studies delineating the relationship between morality and crime, 

within a broader explanation of offending, are scarce. The purpose of this study was to empirically 

investigate the relationship between criminal behavior and character traits, as espoused by the Islamic 

concept of character i.e. Husn-i-akhlaaq. Differences on the target construct were mapped between a 

community sample of non-offenders (n=50) and an incarcerated offender sample (n=50) regarding both 

positive and negative character traits, using the Husn-i-akhlaaq Inventory (HAI). Results showed 

significant differences between the two groups on the Razail domain scale and most of its facet scales, with 

incarcerated offenders scoring higher as compared to non-offenders, thus indicating a relationship between 

negative character traits and criminal behaviour. On the three positive domain scales the differences 

between the two groups were non-significant, however, on some of their facet scales the differences were 

significant. A closer analysis of these facet level results reveals the presence of many positive primary 

character traits in the non-offender population and, some in the offender population too, with significant 

differences. Similarly, the presence of a few primary negative character traits in the non-offender sample 

indicates the presence of certain vices in this group also. The presence of both positive and negative 

character traits, in an individual highlight the dimensional nature of character and it may be the relative 

strength of the vices as compared to an individual’s virtues which may just tip the scale, ending the one 

with more vices in a lifestyle characterized by criminal behavior. This has important implications for 

proper character assessment and effective character interventions. 

 

Keywords: Crime, Positive Character Traits, Negative Character Traits, Incarcerated Offenders, Non-

Offenders, Assessment, Character Interventions. 

 
Introduction 
 

Many societal problems like corporate scandals, tax evasion, teenage pregnancy, abuse and infidelity are 

due to character flaws (Miller, 2014). The pressing problem of drugs, violence, and gratuitous crimes also 

result from a lack of character (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). While, the oldest and most intensively 

studied topic in the social sciences is crime, morality within a wider explanation of offending has been a 

stagnant area of research until now. However, current efforts aimed at delineating the relationship between 

the two are promising and important. Broadly speaking, causes of crime can be explained at three 

levels; biological, psychological and social or political. But when explaining the relationship 

between morality and crime, psychological and social factors gain prominence. Piaget (1932) while 
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known for his famous cognitive theory also worked on children‟s morality. Kohlberg (1969, 1976) revised 

the Piagetian perspective and extended it beyond childhood morality to incorporate moral development in 

adolescence and adulthood too. Kohlberg‟s moral development theory has not been without criticism 

(Gilligan, 1982; Schweder, 1982; Sullivan, 1977) and was subsequently revised into a sociomoral stage 

theory by Gibbs (Gibbs, 1979, 2003, 2010). Gibbs and his colleagues proposed a four stage sociomoral 

theory. Social perspective taking and empathy were given more importance in Gibb‟s four stage theory and 

that is why it is called „sociomoral reasoning‟ theory. It covers Kohlberg‟s stages 1- 4; high scores on the 

first 2 stages represent immature moral reasoning and high scores on stages 3 and 4 reflect mature moral 

reasoning (Gibbs, Basinger, & Fuller, 1992).  

 

A Psychological Explanation of Character 

 

Currently the most pragmatic psychological approach to character is in line with personality psychology, 

and specifically that of trait theory. According to Costa and McCrae (1995) traits are consistent and 

enduring individual differences in thinking, feeling, and acting. However, the new psychology of traits 

while recognizing individual differences as stable and general is also cognizant of their being shaped by 

individual settings and also capable of change. They are stable by definition but also malleable, again by 

definition. Thus, on the one hand while situations effect the expression or inhibition of character traits 

(Peterson & Seligman, 2004), on the other hand they are necessarily voluntary and reflect choice and will 

(Compton, 2004; Sav-Harvi, 1976). Also, people may have certain character traits dispositionally, but they 

may still need to work on them to make them part and parcel of their personalities, while others maybe 

absent altogether, and may need to be cultivated from the very start. Character is neither unitary nor 

categorical, instead character is plural and dimensional i.e. it is made up of different character traits 

(Peterson & Seligman, 2004), which are universal dimensional traits; individual differences that exist in 

degrees in people, that can be assessed (Dalsgaard, Peterson, & Seligman, 2002; McCrae, 2000). 

 

In line with this approach, Islam offers a comprehensive theory of character, right from its metaphysical 

theoretical underpinnings to a multi-axial classification system, to an effective system of character 

education. Islamic character i.e. Husn-i-Akhlaaq is mostly other oriented; the welfare of others and society 

is at its heart i.e. it is related to huqooq-ul-ibaad or the rights of others. Islam emphasizes huqooq-ul-ibad 

(rights of others) more than huqooq-ul-Allah (rights of Allah). While, for the individual the development of 

good character entails the realization of his full potential as a human being, for the society at large it 

ensures smooth running, tranquility, and consequently happiness and peace. In Islam, character spans all 

our habits that cut across all our social interactions, transactions, and relationships with others (Hashmi, 

1996). Therefore, Islam also provides complete details regarding the various situations and conditions that 

call for the expression or repression of character traits. The most comprehensive, organized and pragmatic 

approach to Husn-i-Akhlaaq was put forward by Syed Sulaiman Nadvi (Nadvi & Naumani, 1976). He 

delineates a multidimensional hierarchical model of character (Nadvi & Naumani, 1976), that very 

comprehensively captures its nomological net (Chronbach & Meehl, 1955). Thus, Husn-i-Akhlaaq‟s 

nomological net consists of many facets i.e. specific or primary character traits that are organized under 

four broad domains or higher-order character traits.  

 

The four broad domains are: Huqooq-au-Faraiz (Obligations /duties) consisting of facets like; Walidain-ky-

Huqooq (Parents‟ rights), Aulaad-ky-Huqooq (Children‟s‟ rights), Huqooq-i-Zojain (Spouses‟ rights), Ahl-

i-Qarabat-ky-Huqooq (Family members‟ rights), Humsayon-ky-Huqooq (Neighbors‟ rights), Yateemon-ky-

saath husn-i-salook (Orphans‟ rights), Hajatmundon-ky-Huqooq (Needy persons‟ rights), Baiwa-ky-saath 

husni-i-salook (Widows‟ rights), Bimaaron-ky-Haqooq (Rights of the sick), Mehmanon-ky-Huqooq 

(Guests‟ rights), Ghulaamon-ky-Huqooq (Servants‟ rights), Musalmanu-ky-bahmi-Huqooq (Muslims‟ 

mutual rights), insaani-baradari-ka-huq (Human rights), and Janwaron-ky-Huqooq (Animals‟ rights). The 

Fazail (Virtues) domain comprises of facets like; Ikhlaas (Sincere intention), Taqwa (Fear of Allah, an 

inner sense compelling us to do good and prevent us from doing bad), Tawaqul (Dpendence on Allah), Sabr 

(Patience), Shukr (Gratitude), Sidq (Truthfulness), Sakhawut (Generosity), Iffat-au-Pakbazi 

(Temperance/Chastity), Dyanatdari-aur-Amanut (Trustworthiness and Honesty), Sharm-au-Haya 
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(Modesty), Rehum (Kindness), Adl-au-Insaaf (Justice), Ahad-ki-pabandi (Keeping promises), Ihsaan 

(Delivering goodness beyond one‟s rights), Afu-au-Darguzar (Forgiveness), Hilm-au-Burdbari (Going soft 

on others), Rifq-au-Lutf (Gentleness), Tawazu-au-Khaksari (Humility and humbleness), Khush-kalami 

(Good speech), Eesaaar (Altruism), Aitidaal-aur-Miana-Rawi (Moderation), Khuddari-aur-Izzat-i-Nafs 

(Dignity and self-respect), Shujaat-au-Bahadri (Valour and Bravery), Istiqamat (Steadfastness), Huq-Goi 

(Saying the right/just thing), and Istighna (Un-dependence).  

 

The Razail (Vices) domain consist of facets like; Jhoot (Lying), Wada-Khilafi (Not keeping promises), 

Khayanut-aur-buddiyaanati (Untrustworthiness), Ghaddari-aur-Daghabazi (Treason and treachery), 

Buhtaan (Slander), Chughal-Khuri (Telling on others), Gheebut (Backbiting), Du-rukha pun (Double 

faced), Budgumani (Attributing ill intentions towards others), Maadaahi-aur-khushamud (Flattery), Bukhul 

(Stinginess), Hirs-au-Tamah (Greed and Avarice), Chori (Stealing), Rishwat (Bribery), Sood-khuri 

(Interest), Bughz-au-Keena (Hatred and Malice), Ghaiz-au-Ghazab (Anger), Sharab-Khuri (Drinking), 

Fakhar-au-Ghuroorr (Arrogance and Pride), Zulum (Cruelty), Fuhush-Goi (Bad Talk), Riya (Showing-off), 

Khud-beenee-aur-Khudnumai (Self-love and self-projection), and Hasad (Jealousy). The Aadaab 

(Etiquettes/good manners) domain comprises of specific character traits (facets) like; Fitri-Aadaab (Natural 

etiquettes), Taharat-ky-Aadaab (Etiquettes of Cleanliness), Khany-ky-Aadaab (Etiquettes of eating),  

Aadaab-i-Majlis (Etiquettes of gatherings), Aadaab-i-Mulaaqaat (Etiquettes regarding meetings), Aadaab-

i-Guftagoo (Etiquettes of conversation), Aadaab-i-Safar (Etiquettes regarding travelling), Aadaab-i-

Khwaab (Etiquettes regarding sleep), Aadaab-i-Libaas (Etiquettes regarding clothes), Aadaab-i-Musarat 

(Etiquettes regarding happy occasions), Aadaab-i-Maatum (Etiquettes of mourning), and Mutafaraq 

Aadaab (Varied manners).  

 

Huqooq-au-faraiz, Fazail and Aadaab are positive character traits and Razail are negative character traits. 

Also, Husn-i-Akhlaaq has both an inner aspect i.e. Fazail (virtues) and Razail (vices), and an outer aspect 

huqooq-au-faraiz (obligations/duties) and Aadaab (Etiquettes/manners), and it can be good or bad. There is 

an ever-evolving, dynamic interplay between all these domains and their respective facets, which are all 

correlated. But, while there is positive correlation between the former three domains, there is negative 

correlation between these and the Razail domain. The former, Islam encourages to be adopted and the later 

to be removed from oneself or controlled for proper character development. 

  

Literature Review 
 

Conduct disorder with its links to anti-social personality traits is particularly linked to self-reported 

offending in both males and females (Gudjonsson, Einarsson, Bragason, & Sigurdsson, 2006). 

Similarly, lack of moral education, may make people more susceptible to crime (Eadie & Morley, 

2003). Social ecology or social disorganisation theories say collapse of traditional values and norms 

generate crime. Lack of conscience and self-control in juvenile delinquents, indicative of low moral 

functioning, again speaks of deteriorating moral values in the society.  A pessimistic attitude to 

school and authority, low commitment to goals, refusal to acknowledge ones‟ own responsibility, and 

the rights of others, can all be indicators of a predisposition to delinquency (Vito, Maahs & Holmes, 2007). 

So are lack of self-esteem and empathy (Krueger, Rebert, Schmutte, Pamela, Caspi, Moffitt, Campbell & 

Silva, 1994). Impulsivity and callousness are also major predictors of crime (Vitacco, Neumann, 

Robertson, & Durrant, 2002).Gibbs considered the role of cognitive distortions in the development of 

moral reasoning too. He explained that even offenders who commit serious crimes are likely to feel some 

degree of guilt and regret, which normally inhibit such behavior. However, the person who continues in 

criminal behavior, is because they have self-serving cognitive distortions which reduce these feelings of 

guilt (Gibbs, 2003). Research has supported this assertion showing that aggressive, antisocial and 

delinquent adolescents used cognitive distortions as justifications for their behavior. Skye‟s and Matza 

(1957) in their “Neurtralization Theory” also proposed that offenders justified their behavior by portraying 

themselves as the victims and the actual victims as somehow deserving the crime committed against them. 

While Kohlberg‟s and Gibbs approaches to moral development are nested within the cognitive 
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developmental domain, others have adopted alternative theoretical approaches to moral development, 

nested within the social domain (Semetana, 1999; Turiel, 1983) or the emotional domain (Eisenberg, 

Reykowski, & Staub, 1989; Hoffman, 2000).  

 

In one group of studies, aimed at finding the relationship between moral reasoning and offending, non-

offenders were compared with convicted or incarcerated offenders. Results indicated that offenders as 

compared to matched non-offenders reasoned at less mature stages of moral reasoning (Arbuthnot, Gordon 

& Jurkovic, 1987; Blasi, 1980; Nelson, Smith & Dodd, 1990, Palmer, 2003a). Studies using self-reported 

measures like the Defining Issues Test (DIT) (Rest, 1979), Moral Judgement Interview (MJI) (Kohlberg, 

1976), Sociomoral Reflection Measures (SRM) and (SRM-F) (Gibbs, 1992) with males, females, and 

officially convicted and non-convicted adolescents and young adults, showed that officially convicted 

individuals exhibited moral reasoning at the less mature stages (Palmer & Hollin, 1997, 1999, 2001). 

Similarly, in some studies behavioral ratings of participants were used as indicator of anti-social behavior. 

The results showed that lower conduct ratings were associated with less mature levels of moral reasoning. 

Two recent studies; one in the USA (Greg, Gibbs & Basinger, 1994) and the second in UK (Palmer & 

Hollin, 1998), studied moral reasoning among young offenders across all moral values, using the SRM-F. 

Less mature moral reasoning on all five moral issues, assessed by the SRM-F, was found for offenders., 

moreover, Palmer (2003a) takes an interactionist approach to explaining the relationship between morality 

and crime by arguing that a person‟s moral reasoning is influenced by peers, cognitive distortions, and 

parental and child-rearing practices. Moral reasoning in turn influences social-information processing 

which impacts upon behaviour. Parenting and child rearing practices, social-information processing and 

behaviour in turn are affected by social and environmental factors too (Buttler, 2005). 

 

As regards character traits, the current western conceptualization of character, which has based the 

scientific study of character mostly on Aristotelian concepts, only talks about virtues or positive character 

traits and it does not talk about vices or negative character traits. Though, Aristotle clearly spoke about the 

importance of restraining vices also, for proper character development (Winters, 2012). More recently, even 

from a philosophical, especially a virtue ethics perspective, a person‟s character has been shown to be the 

totality of his character traits, which can be good, bad or somewhere in between (Garrett, 2005). And it‟s 

encouraging to witness the future of positive psychology looking at an integration of the positive and 

negative emotions in humans into a broader conceptualization of the good life (Aspin-wall, Standinger & 

King, 2001). This supports the present study‟s multidimensional construct of character i.e. Husn-i-Akhlaaq, 

which contains both positive and negative facets (primary character traits), organized under the four 

domains (high-order character traits), assessed by the four domain scales and 68 facet scales of the HAI 

(Gillani, 2021). They are essentially interrelated and for the development of good character while on the 

one hand the expression of positive character traits from the three positive domains is important, so on the 

other hand, is the suppression of the negative character traits making up the fourth domain. For, if one is 

satisfied simply with the removal of negative character traits, he is like a farmer who after ploughing the 

field and cleaning it of weeds, sits down in expectation of the harvest, without having sown anything in the 

field at all. And if one only develops positive character traits and does not weed out negative character 

traits, it‟s like planting a healthy seed in a diseased soil thus, thwarting or jeopardizing its growth altogether 

(Al-Ghazali, as cited in Rizvi, 1994).  

 

Rationale  
 

The recent integration of moral reasoning research with criminological and forensic psychology research 

would provide valuable insights regarding the relationship between morality and offending. Thus, the 

present study was also an effort geared in this direction, by studying the relationship between character 

traits and criminal behaviour. Furthermore, the present study also aimed at a more comprehensive 

assessement of character, not possible previously as many assessment instruments in this area were 

developed for the assessment of individual character traits like the forgiveness scale, the gratitude scale etc. 

These have different formats which would work against the creation of an inclusive battery, that would not 
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be practical to use (Peterson & Park, 2006). The most inclusive measure so far is the Values in Action 

classification system (VIA) (Peterson & Seligman, 2004), which only measure virtues and even these not in 

their entirety. It measures six core virtues with 24-character strengths. Similarly, current Muslim measures 

of Husn-i-Akhlaaq are also piece-meal and do not measure the construct comprehensively, e.g. the Sahin 

Index of Islamic moral values (Francis & Sahin, 2008), is a 17 items scale that measures only 10 character 

traits, randomly drawn from the three domains of Husn-i-Akhlaaq i.e. Huqooq-au-Faraiz, Fazail and Razail. 

On this scale no item represents the Aadaab domain. Similarly, the Religiosity subscale of the Multi-

Dimensional Personality Inventory (MDPI) measures only 21-character traits belonging to the four 

dimensions of Husn-i-Akhlaaq as follows; Huqooq au Faraiz, 3, Fazail, 9, Razail, 7 and Aadaab, 2 (Zeb, 

2013). Thus, in the light of these facts the current study was carried out with the following objectives and 

hypotheses: 

 

Objectives 
 

1. To carry out a more comprehensive assessment of character traits using the HAI. 

2. To map differences between an incarcerated sample and a community sample regarding both positive 

and negative character traits. 

3. To determine the external validity of the HAI. 

 

Hypotheses 
 

1. Incarcerated offenders will score low on Fazail, Huqooq-au-faraiz and Aadaab domain scales and their 

respective facet scales as compared to non-offenders.  

2. Incarcerated offenders will score high on Razail domain scale and its facet scales as compared to non-

offenders. 

3. Most people will have various combinations of the different types of character traits. 

 

Materials and Methods  
 

Sample 

 

Using Purposive sampling technique, a total sample of (N=100) subjects was selected. Half of the sample 

(n=50) were incarcerated offenders and were selected from Central Jail Peshawar. They were sentenced and 

imprisoned for crimes like homicide, drug trafficking, robbery and theft, and their duration of imprisonment 

was from 3 to 4 years. They constituted the comparison group, while the other half (n=50) including non-

offenders, selected from the general population in the community, constituted the control group. This 

community sample included people from all spheres of life, from a wider age group range, was gender 

inclusive, and included people from different socio-economic strata as reflected in their different 

occupational or non-occupational statuses. The total samples‟ age range was from 15 to 70, years, of which 

57% offenders were in the age range 29-49 years, 30% were in the age range 20-29 years, while 13% were in 

the age range 50-70 years. As regards non-offenders, 59% were in the age range 20-29 years, 30% in the age 

range 30-49 years and 4% were in the age range 50-70 years. All the incarcerated offenders‟ sample was 

male, while both genders were represented in the non-offender community sample, with 74.2% males and 

25.8% females. On the whole 57% of the sample was married and 43% unmarried; in the non-offender group 

67% were unmarried and 39% married, while in the offender group 75% were married and 25% unmarried. 

As regards education 77% of the non-offender group educational qualifications ranged from bachelors to 

PhD/professional degrees, while 23% had matric and FA/F.Sc level education. On the other hand the 

offender group educational level was 85% matric and FA/F.Sc, and 15% were bachelors and master‟s degree 

holders. All subjects belonged to the Islamic faith. 
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Research Design 

 

In order to compare the two groups of non-offenders and incarcerated offenders on the construct of Husn-i-

Akhlaaq and to investigate if any relationship existed between character traits and criminal behavior, a 

Between-subject Quasi experimental design was used. 

 

Instruments 

 

The Husn-i-Akhlaaq Inventory (HAI) (Gillani, 2021), used in this study, is a conceptual, standardized tool 

for measuring Islamic character endorsement and variation. It comprises of 407 psychometrically sound 

items. It has four domain scales (representing four higher-order or global factors of Husn-i-Akhlaaq and 68 

facet scales (representing primary character traits subsumed under each domain). Thus, the Huqooq-au-

Faraiz domain scale comprises of 95 items; distributed among its 12 facet scales, the Fazail domain scale 

has132 items distributed among its 22 facet scales, the Razail domain scale consists of 103 items distributed 

among its 23 facet scales, and the Aadaab domain scale is made up of 77 items, distributed among its 11 

facet scales. The Razail domain scale with its facet scales, measures negative character traits, while the other 

three domain scales with their respective facet scales measure positive character traits. It‟s a 

psychometrically sound instrument with high reliability. Coefficient alphas for the four domain scales ranged 

from .90 to .93, and for their respective facet scales they were mostly in the .71 to .86 range. Its validity has 

been confirmed at the lower-order or facets level by conducting first-order CFAs and at the higher-order or 

domains level by second-order CFAs. Model fit indices like CFI, IFI and TLI were above .90, RMSEA less 

than .05 and chi-square/df was less then 2. Thus, indicating well-fitting models for all four domain scales and 

their respective facets scales. Our approach would be to measure each domain by summing scores on its 

facet scales. Thus, prospective users will have highly reliable measures of four global domains as well as 

more specific information on specific character traits (facets) within each domain as reflected by their facet 

scale scores.  

 

Procedure 

 

The purpose of the present study was to explore the relationship between character traits as espoused by 

Husn-i-Akhlaaq, the Islamic character conceptualization, and criminal behavior. The required data was 

taken from Central Jail Peshawar and various colleges, universities, professional organizations and 

the community of the city of Peshawar. The researcher first took institutional permission from the 

concerned jail authorities. Due to security reasons, since the researcher was not allowed to collect data herself, 

the jail superintendent collected data, who was given all the necessary instructions regarding data collection. 

However, examination of the returned data revealed that majority of the forms, i.e. (40 out of 50) were not filled 

properly and had to be discarded. Then, two police officers who were given proper training to collect data from 

the incarcerated offenders, collected data on 40 new HAI forms. After taking informed consent from the 

prisoners, rapport was developed with them. They were assured of their anonymity, and the confidentiality of 

their responses. Standard instructions of the HAI inventory were followed by data collection in a group setting. 

After data collection the subjects were thanked for their participation in the study. From the control group, the 

data was gathered following the same procedure with only one difference, that it was collected in both a group 

format and also individually. In the individual format, individuals‟ consent was taken first. After data 

collection, the data entry phase began followed by data analysis. The results thus obtained are presented in the 

following section. 

 

Results  
 

Using SPSS, T-Test was carried out, to find out if any significant differences existed between the two 

groups with regard to the construct of Husn-i-Akhlaaq. 
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Table 1: t-value showing differences between incarcerated offenders and non-offenders on the Huqooq-au-

faraiz domain scale and its facet scales (N=100) 

Domain/facet 

scale 

Non-offenders 

(n = 50) 

Incarcerated offenders 

(n = 50) 

95% CI 

 

 M SD M SD t p LL UL 

TOT.Huqooq-

au-faraiz 

428.5000 46.32990 427.7600 32.48897 -.157 .875 -17.14 14.62 

TOT.W 47.28 11.87 52.10 4.19 -2.70 .008 -8.35 -1.28 

TOT.A-Z 75.54 12.62 76.04 9.26 -.22 .821 -4.88 3.88 

TOT.AQ 44.00 6.49 45.68 6.07 -1.33 .185 -4.17 .815 

TOT.H 20.72 3.77 20.20 4.86  .597 .552 -1.20 2.24 

TOT.HJ 33.42 4.73 33.80 3.97 -.435 .665 -2.11 1.35 

TOT.G 13.22 1.77 13.42 1.66 -.581 .563 -.88 .48 

TOT.Y 20.80 3.16 20.34 3.24 .797 .475 -.81 1.73 

TOT.B 27.12 3.34 37.00 3.38 .178 .859 -1.21 1.45 

TOT.BR 26.90 3.41 25.64 2.65 2.05 .042 .04 2.47 

TOT.M 12.86 2.24 13.58 1.70 -1.80 .074 -1.50 .06 

TOT.IN_MS 84.02 9.33 77.90 8.59 3.41 .001 2.55 9.68 

TOT.J 21.62 2.91 23.06 7.56 -1.25 .212 -3.71 2.83 
Note. W= Walidain-ky-Huqooq (Parents‟ rights), A= Aulaad-ky-Huqooq (Children‟s‟ rights), Z= Huqooq-i-Zojain (Spouses‟ rights), 

AQ= Ahl-i-Qarabat-ky-Huqooq (Family members‟ rights), H=Humsayon-ky-Huqooq (Neighbors‟ rights), Y=Yateemon-ky-saath husn-

i-salook (Orphans‟ rights), HJ=Hajatmundon-ky-Huqooq (Needy persons‟ rights), B=Baiwa-ky-saath husni-i-salook (Widows‟ rights), 
BR= Bimaaron-ky-Haqooq (Rights of the sick), MH= Mehmanon-ky-Huqooq (Guests‟ rights), G= Ghulaamon-ky-Huqooq (Servants‟ 

rights), MS= Musalmanu-ky-bahmi-Huqooq (Muslims‟ mutual rights), IN=insaani-baradari-ka-huq (Human rights), J=Janwaron-ky-

Huqooq (Animals‟ rights). 

 

Table 1 shows that there were no significant differences between incarcerated offenders and non-offenders 

on the Huqooq-au-faraiz domain scale. However, on the „human rights‟ and „rights of the sick‟ facet scales 

the non-offenders, and on the „parents rights‟ facet scale the offenders scored significantly better than their 

counter parts. 

 

Table 2: t-value showing differences between incarcerated offenders and non-offenders on the Fazail 

domain scale and its facet scales (N=100) 

Domain/facet 

scale 

Non-offenders Incarcerated- 

offenders 

 

 (n = 50) (n = 50) 95% CI 

 M SD M SD t p LL UL 

TOT. Fazail 563.80 60.94 555.42 36.28 .835 .406 -11.52 20.28 

TOT.T 27.98 2.44 28.64 2.35 -1.37 .172 -1.61 .292 

TOT.IK 10.22 3.24 6.71 3.49 5.12 .001 -2.13 4.82 

TOT.TQ 21.80 3.18 23.40 8.28 -1.27 .205 -4.09 .890 

TOT.S.SUK 29.40 4.75 29.88 3.45 -.57 .565 -2.12 1.46 

TOT.SQ 18.04 2.69 16.72 1.72 -2.91 .004 -2.21 -.421 

TOT.ST 53.02 7.13 53.84 4.26 -.69 .487 -3.15 1.51 

TOT.IP 40.94 4.99 41.90 2.90 -1.17 .243 -2.58 .662 

TOT.DI.AP 52.58 6.73 52.20 4.55 .313 .755 -1.92 2.64 

TOT.R 34.16 5.03 35.08 3.68 -1.04 .300 -2.67 .831 

TOT.AI 14.08 3.89 8.32 3.93 7.35 .001 4.20 7.31 

TOT.IS 10.04 2.39 9.46 1.76 1.38 .171 -.25 1.41 

TOT.AD 19.80 3.77 19.18 2.63 .953 .343 -.67 1.91 

TOT.HB 15.46 2.83 15.82 2.32 -.694 .490 -1.38 1.51 

TOT.RQ 25.52 3.84 25.36 2.89 .235 .815 -1.19 .495 
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TOT.TK 19.48 4.52 20.86 2.94 -1.33 .185 -2.53 2.17 

TOT.KQ 30.02 4.05 29.32 3.34 .941 .349 -.776 -.406 

TOT.AM 

TOT.KD 

20.84 

35.06 

3.01 

4.77 

22.32 

36.06 

2.35 

2.48 

-2.73 

-1.31 

.007 

.192 

-2.55 

-2.51 

.511 

1.84 

TOT.SB 40.92 5.34 40.94 3.97 -.02 .983 -1.88 1.85 

TOT.IQ 9.56 3.31 5.34 3.34 6.33 .001 2.89 5.54 

TOT.HG 13.50 4.93 10.22 3.78 3.72 .001 1.53 5.02 

TOT.IG 22.34 2.96 22.48 2.14 -.27 .787 1.96 .886 
Note.  IK= Ikhlaas (Sincere intention), T= Taqwa (Fear of Allah, an inner sense compelling us to do good and prevent us from doing 
bad), TQ= Tawaqul (Dpendence on Allah), S= Sabr (Patience), SUK=Shukr (Gratitude), SQ= Sidq (Truthfulness), ST= Sakhawut 

(Generosity), IT= Iffat-au-Pakbazi (Temperance/Chastity), DI=Dyanatdari-aur-Amanut (Trustworthiness and Honesty), SH=Sharm-

au-Haya (Modesty), R=Rehum (Kindness), AI=Adl-au-Insaaf (Justice), AP=Ahad-ki-pabandi (Keeping promises), IS=Ihsaan 
(Delivering goodness beyond one‟s rights), AD= Afu-au-Darguzar (Forgiveness), HB=Hilm-au-Burdbari (Going soft on others), 

RQ=Rifq-au-Lutf (Gentleness), TK=Tawazu-au-Khaksari (Humility and humbleness), KQ=Khush-kalami (Good speech), 

IR=Eesaaar (Altruism), AM=Aitidaal-aur-Miana-Rawi (Moderation), KB=Khuddari-aur-Izzat-i-Nafs (Dignity and self-respect), 
SB=Shujaat-au-Bahadri (Valour and Bravery), IQ=Istiqamat (Steadfastness), HG= Huq-Goi (Saying the right/just thing), IG= 

Istighna (Un-dependence).  

 

Table 2 shows that non-offenders scored higher than offenders on the Fazail domain scale but the results 

were non-significant, though on many facets scales the non-offenders and on some facet scales the 

offenders scored high and the differences were significant. 

 

Table 3: t-value showing differences between incarcerated offenders and non-offenders on the Aadaab 

domain scale and its facet scales (N=100) 

Domain/facet 

scale 

Non-offenders 

(n = 50) 

Incarcerated- 

offenders 

(n = 50) 

 

95% CI 

 

 M SD M SD t p LL UL 

TOT. Aadaab 332.18 24.39 328.64 32.58 .528 .598 -9.75 16.83 

TOT.FA_MTA 47.36 6.01 48.78 3.44 -1.44 .151 -3.36 .52 

TOT.AT 24.96 4.84 24.16 4.37 .866 .388 -1.03 2.63 

TOT.KA 59.42 7.37 60.14 4.62 -.585 .560 -3.16 1.7 

TOT.MA 25.24 4.76 25.66 3.54 -.500 .618 -2.086 1.24 

TOT.AMQ 31.52 3.88 30.60 4.18 1.13 .258 -.683 2.52 

TOT.AG 33.18 4.48 32.36 4.57 .905 .368 -.978 2.61 

TOT.ASF 16.94 2.93 15.18 2.94 2.99 .003 .593 2.92 

TOT.AKB 25.06 5.37 24.84 5.69 .199 .843 -1.97 2.41 

TOT.AL 24.58 3.91 24.74 2.94 -.231 .818 -1.53 1.21 

TOT.AMS 34.26 4.44 33.38 4.81 .950 .344 -.95 2.71 

TOT.AMT 9.66 3.60 8.80 2.64 1.35 .177 -.39 2.11 
Note. F=Fitri-Aadaab (Natural etiquettes), AT=Taharat-ky-Aadaab (Etiquettes of Cleanliness), KA=Khany-ky-Aadaab (Etiquettes of 

eating), MA=Aadaab-i-Majlis (Etiquettes of gatherings), AMQ=Aadaab-i-Mulaaqaat (Etiquettes regarding meetings), AG=Aadaab-

i-Guftagoo (Etiquettes of conversation), ASF=Aadaab-i-Safar (Etiquettes regarding travelling), AKB=Aadaab-i-Khwaab (Etiquettes 

regarding sleep), A= Aadaab-i-Libaas (Etiquettes regarding clothes), AMS=Aadaab-i-Musarat (Etiquettes regarding happy 

occasions), AMT=Aadaab-i-Maatum (Etiquettes of mourning), MTA=Mutafaraq Aadaab (Varied manners). 
 

Table 3 shows that non-offenders scored higher than incarcerated offenders on the Aadaab domain scale 

and most of its facet scales but the results were not significant. 
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Table 4: t-value showing differences between incarcerated offenders and non-offenders on the Razail 

domain scale and its facet scales (N=100) 

Domain/face

ts 

Non-offenders 

(n = 50) 

Incarcerated 

offenders 

(n = 50) 

 

95% CI 

 

 M SD M SD t p LL UL 

TOT. Razail 242.34 75.03 350.96 53.51 -8.34 .000 -134.48 -82.75 

TOT.JT 5.34 3.14 13.48 2.68 -13.92 .000 -9.30 -6.97 

TOT.WK 8.32 3.11 21.52 2.45 -23.52 .000 -14.31 -12.08 

TOT.KB 9.12 3.70 17.44 3.14 -12.10 .000 -9.68 -6.95 

TOT.GB 7.06 3.90 6.12 3.08 1.33 .185 -.458 2.33 

TOT.BT 5.66 3.64 14.04 1.61 -14.86 .000 -9.49 -7.26 

TOT.CK 7.88 4.45 6.54 3.98 1.58 .116 -.337 3.01 

TOT.GT 9.54 4.41 7.66 3.53 2.35 .021 -.292 3.46 

TOT.BG 6.92 3.25 8.50 2.06 2.90 .005 -2.66 -.499 

TOT.MK 6.08 2.60 11.90 2.71 -10.91 .000 -6.87 -4.76 

TOT.BUK 11.14 4.01 7.88 3.14 4.52 .000 1.83 4.68 

TOT.HT 11.00 6.77 10.30 5.03 .586 .559 -1.66 3.06 

TOT.CH 9.60 4.27 27.98 2.43 -26.40 .000 -19.76 -16.98 

TOT.RT 5.22 2.71 13.14 2.39 -15.33 .000 -8.85 -6.82 

TOT.SD 8.82 4.25 8.82 1.52 -30.97 .000 -21.04 -18.51 

TOT.BK 2.08 7.42 2.66 7.00 -.40 .689 -3.44 2.28 

TOT.GG 18.72 5.39 19.48 4.39 -.773 .441 -2.71 1.19 

TOT.SK 5.48 2.65 12.72 2.33 -14.45 .000 -8.23 -6.24 

TOT.ZU 9.78 4.24 26.00 3.65 -20.48 .000 -17.79 -14.64 

TOT.FG 16.88 6.62 17.26 6.69 -.285 .776 -3.02 2.26 

TOT.FSH 18.62 7.12 22.10 6.50 -2.55 .012 -6.18 -.771 

TOT.DR-RY 21.90 11.52 17.76 9.27 1.97 .051 -.012 8.29 

TOT.KK 6.64 2.83 7.44 2.63 -1.46 .147 -1.88 .286 

TOT.HS 12.46 6.03 12.44 6.24 .016 .987 -2.41 2.45 
Note. JT=Jhoot (Lying), WK=Wada-Khilafi (Not keeping promises), KB=Khayanut-aur-buddiyaanati (Untrustworthiness), 
GB=Ghaddari-aur-Daghabazi (Treason and treachery), BT=Buhtaan (Slander), CK=Chughal-Khuri (Telling on others), 

GT=Gheebut (Backbiting), DR=Du-rukha pun (Double faced), BG=Budgumani (Attributing ill intentions towards others), 

MK=Maadaahi-aur-khushamud (Flattery), BUK=Bukhul (Stinginess), HT=Hirs-au-Tamah (Greed and Avarice), CH=Chori 
(Stealing), RT=Rishwat (Bribery), SD=Sood-khwari (Interest), BK=Bughz-au-Keena (Hatred and Malice), GG=Ghaiz-au-Ghazab 

(Anger), SK=Sharab-Khuri (Drinking), FG=Fakhar-au-Ghuroorr (Arrogance and Pride), ZU=Zulum (Cruelty), FSH=Fuhush-Goi 

(Bad Talk), RY=Riya (Showing-off), KK=Khud-beenee-aur-Khudnumai (Self-love and self-projection), HS=Hasad (Jealousy).  

 

Table 4 shows that incarcerated offenders scored higher than non-offenders on the Razail domain scale 

and most of its facet scales and the results were significant. This is in accordance with the research 

assumption that criminal behavior is associated with negative character traits i.e. Razail (vices). But on 

the facet scales of ghuroor-au-takabur (GT) (pride and vanity), bukhul (BUK) (stinginess) and riya (RY) 

(showing off) the non-offender group scored significantly higher too. 

 

Discussion  
 

The purpose of this study was to empirically explore the relationship between criminal behavior and 

character traits, both positive and negative, and as such map differences between the two groups on the 

target construct. The results (tables 1, 2, 3) show that while generally the non-offender group scored higher 

than the offender group on the three main positive domain scales, the results were not significant. However, 

results on the primary traits as measured by the facet scales are interesting. A closer analysis of these facet 

level results reveals the presence of many positive primary character traits in the non-offender population, 

as compared to the offender sample, with significant differences. Thus hypothesis 1 is partly confirmed. 

The presence of some positive character traits in the incarcerated offenders is encouraging too, as mapping 
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these differences could prove very fruitful for future intervention programs with this marginalized group. 

Results (table 4) show that offenders scored more on the Razail domain scale and most of its facet scales as 

compared to the non-offenders and the differences in scores were significant thus, supporting hypothesis 2, 

which assumed a positive correlation between criminal behaviour and negative character traits. The facet 

level scales of this domain also bring forth some interesting results between the two groups. Thus, on a 

couple of facet scales even the non-offender group scored higher than their incarcerated offender 

counterparts, indicating if, certain vices may be more prevalent in a community sample. Thus, these results 

also confirmed hypothesis 3 which stated that most people will have various combinations of the different 

character traits. 

 

Furthermore, results of (tables 1, 2, 3) reflect that while the offender group generally scored lower than the 

non-offender group on the (Fazail) virtues, (Huqooq-au-Faraiz) duties/ obligations and (Aadaab) etiquettes 

domain scales, the results were not significant. However, there were significant differences between the two 

groups on some of these domain‟s facet scales. Thus, out of a total of 23 Fazail primary character traits 

(facets), non-offenders scored higher on 11 primary character traits and the differences were significant for 

six facets i.e. ikhlas (IK) (sincerity), Sidq (SQ) (truthfulness), istiqamat (IQ) (steadfastness), haq-goi (HG) 

(saying the right/just thing) Diyantdari-aur-amanat (DI) (trustworthiness and honesty) and adl-au-insaf (AI) 

(justice). On the remaining 5 facet scales i.e. ahad-ki-pabandi (AP) (keeping promises), Isaar (IR) 

(altruism), afu-au-darguzar (AD) (forgiveness), and istighna (IG) (un-dependence), although the non-

offenders had a higher score but the differences between the two groups were non-significant. On the 

remaining three facets, the offender group showed higher scores, but again the results were non-significant, 

it nonetheless indicates the presence of some virtues in the incarcerated offenders too. Hence, on the 

duties/obligations facet scale of walidain-ky-huqooq (W) (parents‟ rights), the offender group scoring 

higher, could have both positive and negative explanations. For Pakistani people observance of the rights of 

parents is important, from both a religious and a cultural perspective. So, a positive interpretation would 

mean, they are fulfilling a cultural and religious obligation. The presence of this positive trait in our 

offender population is a good sign, a strength, that could be called upon, if intervention programs are to be 

planned.  

 

On the negative side however, sometimes and in some segments of the Pakistani population, lack of 

knowledge about good child rearing practices, whether from a psychological point of view or in light of 

Islamic teachings on the same, or lack of awareness regarding mental health, makes an enmeshed family 

interaction style, in which an authoritarian parenting style prevails, and respect means unquestioned 

obedience and having no say even in important personal matters. This may stop one‟s moral development 

as Piaget pointed out at the external morality stage, which impedes regulation of moral behaviour from 

within, that is imperative for autonomous morality in the long run. And this may be one reason for such 

individuals getting involved in crimes as they grow older, because they still operate in their daily living 

with a naïve egotism, which together with a lack of external control (dilution of parental control with age) 

may make them more susceptible to anti-social and criminal behaviour. A significant difference between 

the two groups on the facet scales of „rights of the sick‟ and „humanity rights‟; with the non-offender group 

scoring more than the offender group is a reflection of their „social interest‟ as Adler puts it (Ansbacher, 

1970), or an expression of higher moral functioning as Azeemi, (2003) puts it according to whom in the 

spiritual world the status of a person is determined by how much one works for others. On the Aadaab 

domain scale and more than half of its facet scales while the non-offenders scored higher the results were 

not significant.  

 

Thus, Positive psychology‟s definition that “human beings are not just broken and diseased, but they also 

have virtues and strengths” (Seligman, 2002a) just explains our results regarding the presence of some 

positive character traits in the offender group too. Thus, we can say on the basis of these results that, even if 

offenders scored high on the Razail domain, they showed some positive primary character traits on certain 

facets of Huqooq-au-faraiz, Fazail, and Aadaab domains too, which if worked on, may act as a buffer not 

only against negative character traits, but other correlates of crime too. These results also provide empirical 

support for the theoretical formulation that the presence of Razail (vices) will adversely affect positive 
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character traits even if they are present, by mitigating or cancelling their effects altogether. This confirms 

the essential theoretical relationship between positive and negative character traits, that highlights the 

control or removal of negative character traits for proper character development. 

 

Furthermore, on the Razail facet scales (table 4) the incarcerated offender group exhibited twice the number 

of negative character traits as compared to the non-offender group and the differences were significant. 

They showed higher scores on such negative character traits like Jhoot (Lying), Wada-khilafi (breaking 

promises), khayant-au-baddiyanati (KB) (lack of integrity), buhtaan (BT) (blaming others), budgumani 

(BG) (attributing ill intentions to others), and madahi-au-khushamad (MK) (flattery or praising others for 

some personal gain), chori (CH) (theft), rishwat (RT) (bribery), ghaiz-au-ghazab (GG) (violence and 

aggression), sharaab khuri (SK) (drinking), zulum (ZU) (cruelty), fakhar-au-gharoor (FG) (pride and 

vanity), fuhush goi (FSH) (inappropriate language), khud bini-aur-khud numai (KK) (extreme self-love and 

self-projection), thus indicating a higher degree of these negative character traits in this population as 

compared to the non-offender group. Hasad (HS) (Jealousy) and sud khuri (SD) (usury) were present in 

both groups. These results are supported by research on the relationship between moral reasoning and 

conduct problems, including criminal offending among young people (Blasi, 1980; Nelson et al., 1990; 

Stams et al., 2006). Similarly, the presence of negative character traits like cruelty, violence and aggression, 

lack of empathy and lack of social perspective taking are associated with anti-social behaviour including 

criminal activities (Gibbs, 2010; Palmer 2003a). Men with intellectual disabilities who are sexual offenders 

also have lower general and specific victim empathy than men with intellectual disabilities who have no 

history of criminal offending (Langdon & Hockley, 2012).  

 

The presence of fuhush goi (FSH) (inappropriate language), including inappropriate sexualized language 

also finds support in empirical research, where female criminals along with other inappropriate sexual 

behaviors, used inappropriate sexual language too (Lindsay, Whitefield, & Carson, 2006). Negative 

character traits like (KK) (extreme self-love and self-projection), (MK) (flattery or praising others for some 

personal gain), (SD) (usury), (FG) (pride and vanity), may also be indicative of such criminal 

characteristics like grandiosity, callousness, and manipulation which are frequently reported in psychopaths 

too. The presence of more aggression (GG) in criminals also finds support in research, as impulsivity, 

aggression and callousness are major predictors of crime (Vitacco, Neumann, Robertson, and 

Durrant, 2002). Research has also shown that refusal to acknowledge ones‟ own responsibility, and the 

rights of others, can all be indicators of a predisposition to delinquency (Vito, Maahs & Holmes, 2007). On 

the other hand, non-offenders scored significantly higher on Gheebat (gossip) riya kari (showing off) and 

bukhul (stinginess), which shows that, maybe these negative character traits are more prevalent in the general 

population, while the presence of others, as shown above, may be more prevalent in an offender population.  

 

Many studies have shown that offenders‟ reason at less mature levels of moral reasoning. Developmentally 

immature‟ moral reasoning at the lower stages of moral development is associated with both egocentricity 

and with the avoidance of punishment and rule adherence i.e. Stage 1. Moreover, Stage 2, which involves 

reasoning at a higher, but still „developmentally immature‟ level is associated with exchanges, deals, and 

meeting needs, along with some decentering, but the continuation of an egocentric bias where one‟s own 

needs and interests take priority, continues (Gibbs, 2010). Gibbs stages‟ 3 and 4 involve reasoning at the 

mature‟ stages and is associated with further decentering, and the development of an understanding of pro-

sociality, care and good conduct, as well as an understanding of society, rights, and character (Langdon, 

Murphy, et al. 2010, 2011). Similarly, the Islamic conceptualization of character is mostly other oriented, 

and is against becoming egoistic and self-centered, in fact this later tendency is mostly reflected in the 

expression of negative character traits. In a recent study on offenders (McDermott & Langdon, 2016), it 

was found that the entire sample had „developmentally immature‟ moral reasoning abilities, which of 

course is associated with an egoistic bias, resulting in lack of empathy and cognitive distortions, which are 

used by many delinquents to justify their criminal behaviour.  
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In the light of this evidence the results of our study became very interesting. The dimensional nature of 

character with the presence of both positive and negative character traits and, vices being distinctly 

different from virtues, highlighted the presence of both in an individual but it may be the relative strength 

of the vices as compared to an individual‟s virtues which may just tip the scale ending the one with more 

vices in a lifestyle characterized by criminal behavior. Thus, the importance of restraining or controlling 

vices for proper character development cannot be emphasized more. Furthermore, the dimensional nature of 

character as espoused by the Islamic conceptualization of Husn-i-Akhlaaq, taught and modelled by Prophet 

Muhammad (SAW), finds support in the interactionist view regarding the causation of crime too (Palmer & 

Hollin, 2003a), as all these domains interact with each other to produce prosocial or anti-social behaviour. 

 

Future Directions  
 

There are many additional risk and protective factors that impact upon the probability, that whether 

delinquency or adult criminality will emerge. Wider systematic factors such as; social, political, and 

economic factors, are also associated with crime (Loeber, Whim, Slot, & Stouthamer, 2006). Thus, while in 

criminality the role of character, especially failures in morality or the presence of more negative character 

traits is certainly salient, political failures in governance, deep societal schisms, widespread loss of trust in 

national leaders, in the rule of law and the criminal justice system, economic problems and the cultural 

milieu are also important. However, the goodness or badness of any of these institutions does not generate 

on its own. These institutions are made up of and run by people, whose goodness or badness directly affect 

their working environment. Thus, focusing on human resource management by working for sustainable 

positive character changes in people‟s lives, through character development programs will, besides helping 

individuals becoming better human beings, by reaching their highest potential,  would certainly benefit 

other people too.  

 

This would also result in creating more positive, productive and creative work places and institutions, and a 

more just and peaceful society at large. Hence, this calls for future research to better delineate the 

relationship between criminal behavior and character traits. This study also lends support to the validity of 

the HAI as a robust measure of mapping differences between different groups of people on the construct of 

character. The Razail scale has emerged as a strong measure to assess differences between offenders and 

non-offenders, however, the presence of positive character traits in an offender population and the presence 

of certain negative character traits in the community sample, also underscores the robustness of the HAI 

(Gillani, 2021) as a comprehensive and valid character assessment instrument with  important implications 

for crafting effective and empirical character development programs.  
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