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Recent years have brought an increased impetus to thinking about
classification systems and typologiesl of criminals and delinquents. Of the
several forces contributing to this development, two stand out. One force
has come from developing research programs., As in other fields, scientific
progress in the field of corrections depends on reducing the infinite
variety of problems through conceptualization.

Research efforts, in order to attack the problems of the field system-
atically, have required some sort of theoretical framework, either one which
focuses on the etiology of criminal and delinquent behavior or at least one
which charts in an organized fashion signs, symptoms, or dynamics of patterus
covering the wniverse of offenders.

The second impetus to offender categorization has come with the switch
from custody to treatment emphasis in handling offenders along with the
disappointments regarding the total effectiveness of some attempted treat-
ment programs. Like the humanitarian reform movement itself, trade training,
increased facilities for socially acceptable outlets of aggression,
individual and group counseling have each been thought of as the answer to
the crime problem., While movements in behalf of these causes have
undoubtedly made important contributions to the field of corrections, they

have tended to be viewed as cure-alls, and it is a matter of record that we

do not cure all delinquents and criminals.

*Prepared for the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration
of Justice, Task Force on Corrections, 1966,

Ithe terms "classification system,"”" "typology," and "taxonomy" have been used

somewhat interchangesbly in this paper, even though a case may be made for
dittferentiating among the terms for some technical purposes.




Bationale for Classification

Cne of the few agreed-upon "facts" in the field cf corrections is
that offenders are not all alike, That is, they differ from each other, not
only in the form of their offense, but also in the reasons for and the meaning
of their crime, Some individuals violate the law because the peer group on
which they are dependent for approval prescribed criminal behavior zs the
price of acceptance, or because the values which they have internalized are
those of a deviant subculture. Other individuals break laws because of
insufficient soclalization, which has left them at the mercy of any except
the most protected of enviromments, 8Still others are delinquently acting out
internal conflicts, identity struggles or family crises, This list is of
course illustrative, not exhaustive.

Much of the literature in this field is still written as if all
offerders are alike, Many causal theories, purporting to explain "delinquency,"
have described only one segment of the total offender population and have con-

cluded, for example, that "delinquency is a peer group phenonmenon, "

2 3

Differential association theories,” soclal disorganization theories,” role
theories,u psychogenic theorie35 - 811 appesr to have some wvalidity when
applied to some segment of the offender population, but none of these theories
alone is sufficiently complex to account for the total observable range of
causal factors,

Program prescriptions as well have tended to be made in an "across-the-

board" fashion, with increased staff-offender ratios, improved job opportuni-

ties or insight therapy recommended for all, Although some action programs

2por example, the work of Sutherland and his followers (78).
3For example, Shew and McKay (75), Merton (52), Cloward and Chlin (8).
l['For example, Gough (26), Sarbin (73), Parsons (61), and (recently) Cohen (9).

>For example, Friedlander (14), Healy and Bronner (34), Redl (67), Erikson (10).
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have been aimed at specific segments of the heterogeneous offender population
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few programs indeed have based their goals for intervention and their treatment

and managemeqﬁnpresc;iptiogg'ppw§wgpegifi§@_§ationale for handling differentially

Pl

the varieties of offender problems which appear in a correctional setting.

A comment should perhaps be made with regard to an extreme opposite
position taken by some treatment-oriented people who have emphasized the great
differences among offenders and have resisted any schematizetion on the basis
of loss of meaningful information about individuals. This position does guard

against the mistake of administering the same kind of treatment to all

offenders, but &t the cost of requiring an infinite variety of treatments to

Tit the unigueness of each case. This position almost precludes conceptualiz-

ing the delinquency prcblem, developing intervention theories and practices,
and instigating research investigations. As such, the position must be
rejected,

Theoreticians, practitiocners and researchers increasingly seek some
clasgification system ~ some meaningful grouping of offenders into categories -
which offers (1) a step in the direction of explanatory theory with the
resulting aid to prediction which follows from understanding, (2) implications
for efficient management and effective treaiment decisions, and (3) greater

rrecision for maximally effective research.



Typolorgies of Criminals and Delingnents

Systems of classification of offenders might be grouped in several

ways.,

One such grouping, based on the nature of the underlying dimensions

crucial to the classification system, follows:

1.

2.

3

Prior probability apprwaches represented by the Borstal studies (50)

and the California Youth Authcrity and Department of Corrections Base
Expectancy studies (6, 2U); the Glueck prediction tables (21); and
configuration analysis procedures represented by Glaser (19);

Reference group typologies represented by Schrag (7k) and Sykes (79});

and social class typologies represented by W. B. Miller (53);

Behavior classifications (covering a wide range of specificity from

offense types to conformity~nonconformity dichotcmies) represented
by Roebuck (71), McCord, McCord and Zola (51), Chlin (58), Reckless
(66);

Psychiatric-oriented approaches represented by the work of Jenkins

and Hewitt (39), Redl (67), Erikson (10), Aichorn (2), Mekkay (49),
Reiss (69), Argyle (3}, Bloch and Flynn (7), the Illinois State
Training School Treatment Committee (38);

Sccial perception and interaction classifications of Gough and

Peterson (26), Huat and Hardt (36), Sarbin (73), Peterson, Quey and
Cameron (63), Gibboms (15), Studt (76), MacGregor (47), Sullivan,

Grant and Grant (77), Warren (83), and Russon (72).

6

Several reviews of the large number of recent contributions in this area are
available, notable among these a publication by Moles, Lippitt and Withey,
A Selective Review of Research and Theory on Delinguency (S4). Among other

reviews are those by Grant (28), Gluecks (22, 23), Kinch (L2}, Lejins {43)
and Roebuek (70).
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Several of the investigators listed under social perception and inter-
action classification systems might equally well be grouped together on the

assumption that their typolegies all represent developments in ego psychology,

with important underlying concepts identified as stage of ego integration,

level of psychosocial development, level of interpersonal maturity, complexity

of perceptual differentiation, level of cognitive complexity, etec., Such

investigators as Hunt, MacGregor, Makkay, Sarbin, and Warren are currently
working on typologies of offenders, utilizing primarily ego psychology concepts.

In addition to the five groupings, some investigators, using a more
eclectic approach by including measures of several of the above areas of
dimensions have produced empirical-statistical typologies. Among these
investigators are Hurwitz (37), Jesness (L0) and Palmer (59}, In a recent
paper, the Gluecks make a case for this approach and appear to be proceeding
in this eclectic manner to develop a typology (23).

All of the sbove classification systems are not equally relevant for
all purposes. Some systems concern themselves solely with etiology; others
solely with treatment, Some consider precipitating; others maintenance
factors. Some focus on soecial organization; some on family organization;
some on intrapsychic organization, Some are specific to offender population;
others have many domains of applicebililty. ©Some are empirical-~statistical;
some are empirical-observational; some are theoretical models. Some systems
represent continua or hierarchies; scme are developmental, Scme have many
more direct treatment implications than do others; some are more fruitful
than others in preducing research hypotheses.,

Clearly, the last word on typologies has not yebt been written.

Sociologists continue to accuse psychological typologies of taking_insufficient

pam——y YR

cognizance of envirormental factors; psychologists continue to accuse gocio-

Lt e

logical typologists of having insufficient regard for intra-psychic factors.
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Nevertheless, it is now pessible to find investigators who are attempting to
link theoretically the socioclogical, psychological and situational varisbles
which are all relevant to a completely satisfactory texonomy.

Cloward and Chlin, in their book, Delinquency end Opvortunity: A

Theory of Delinquent Gangs (8), note that, in identifying cause for failure

in the legitimate system, some individuals blame the social order and others

blame themselves, and suggest that this differential perception will largely

determine what the individual will do about it., The authores note that

attributing fajlure to the social system is seen as supportive of the

delinquent subculture, while attributing failure to self is seen as

supportive of the legitimacy of conventional norms. They indicate the need

to "...identify the types of personality that characteristically attribute
causality (for failure) to themselves or to the world without.” (p. 112).

Cohen, in a recent article in the American Sociclogical Review, "The
Sociology of the Deviant Act: Anomie Theory and Beyond" (9), notes that
anomie theory must establish a more complete and successful union with role
theory and theory of the self. He suggests that anomie theory is concerned
with only one structural source of deviance and that other deviant behavior
is directly expressive of roles, In seeking a general theory of deviance,
he asks: '"Is it possible to make any general statements about the kinds
of deviance that may be attributed to anomie and the kinds that may be
attributed to role validation through behavicr culturally significant of
membership in the role? Or may two instances of any sort of deviant
behavior, identical in their manifest or 'phenotypic' content, differ in
their sources or 'genotypic' structure?” {pp. 13-1L).

Warren, in a recent paper, "The Community Treatment Project: An
Integration of Theories of Causation and Correctional Practice” (82), has

ttempted to identify within the delinguent popula?iggwgggﬁgm§g95£oups fg{
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which sociclogical factorsA{FOCial disorganization, differential association,
inedequate access to the legitimate opportunity structure, etc;) appear to
have the greatest causal significance, those subgroups for which E?X???&Eﬁiﬁé}
§2232£§ (gnternal conflict, identity struggles, inadequate socialization,
etc:) appear to have the greatest relevance, and those subgroups for which

situational factors (gcute family crisis, etc{) appear most important in

leading to the delinguent act,
As in all science, criminological investigators have approached the

provlem by looking first of all for the simplest explanations of events. As

cur knowledge has grown, it has been necessary to look at our subject matter

in an increasingly complex fashion in order tec handle the data that has been

accumulated. It is a well-agcepted principle in psychology that a single

behavioral event may stem from a number of different causes or motives, and

that any single cause or motive may lead to any one of several different

behaviors, [?hat is, the delinquent act as a behavioral event may occur
because of agitation of a weak youth by a strong youth, because of an
adolescent’s need to conform to a peer group prescription for acceptance,
because of the anxicty and despair a family meivber feels in a family crisis,
because a youth needs a car to transport his girl friend to the dance, etc.]
The behavioral event - a car theft, for example - may have arisen from any

of the listed causes or still others, With regard to the second part of the
principle - that any single csusal factor may result in different kinds of
behavior - it is possible to know a good deal about the causal factors in a
particular delinguency and still not be completely certain why the individual
committed an act which led to his appearance in the delinquent system rather

than committing an act which, for example, led to his appearance in a mental

hygiene clinic,
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It may be that this discussion overdoes the obvious. There are at

least two reasons for belaboring the point. The first is that there are

still those who discuss the cause for delinguency or seek a cause which will

explain "most"” of the delinguency. Secondly, when the focus is on the

management and treatment of cffenders, the varieties of causal factorq become

crucial to the esteblishment of dif ferential goals and methods for turning

A

offenders into non-offenders.

A classification system of offenders need not serve all purposes in
order to be adequate for some purposes, Cerbain factors are important in all
taxonomies, however., In addition to the criteria of complete coverage of
the relevant population, clear-cub, non-overlapping categories, internally
meaningful and consistent categories, and parsimoniousness which is expected
of a good typology, it is especially important to a classification system

usable for scientific purposes that the types be sufficiently well defined

that the abstractions can be used with high reliability by trained raters.

Beyond these general requirements, it i1s possible to use for certaln
purposes a classification system which has no etiological referents, one
which has no implicetions for treatment, one which is specific to an
institutional setting, and so on.

Classification systems which are useful for management purposes solely
are distinguishable from those which are more relevant for establishing treat-

1
ment goals. For purposes of this paper, the term mquggmegtimmgggg
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efficient and effective control over the behavior of the olffender during the

Esrlod of agency respon51b111ty for the offender, so that further lay
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violations are not commitied. In contrast with "management,” the term

“treatment applles to the attempts to change the individual offender or

the relevant aspects of his environment in such a way thet long-term (i.e.,

beyond the period of direct agency responsibility for the offender)

nonviolation behavior is assured.




Clasgification for Management Purposes

Efficient and effective management in an institutional setting involves
protecting the weak from the strong, those with relatively nondelinguent
attitudes from those with strong delinquent orientations, those who are
easlly agitatable from those who agitate, non-homosexuals from homosexuals.

Since & correctional agency has a msndate to protect the commnity from

offenders, inmates with high escape potentisl must be identified and placed
in maximum security facilities. All of these discriminations imply the
need for a classification of offenders on a variety of dimensions. [chgr

managenent decisions 1n an 1nst1tuu10nal settlng which require some

I e e ettt b Rl Rl - e

classification of inmates include: open versus closed institutions, single

versus dormitory rooms, amount.snd kind of punishment, job assignment, time

in the institutions, use of tranquilizers, custody security level

[P — PP e . "

In a field setting, management involves primarily control of offenders
to prevent further law violations in a way that protects society and the
offender at a "reasonable" price tag. This means, for example, assigning to
high surveillance conditions those who need constant external controls to
prevent crime, and assigning to low surveillance conditions those individuals
who represent low threat in this regard. It implies also agency responsibility
for decisions regarding extent of the parolee's freedom to determine his own
living arrangements, his job, his obligations.

All of these managcment decisions require an implicit or explicit

classification system. The difficulty, of course, with an implicit grouping

is that there is no way of checking the accuracy or the vaiue of the system;

T e b 1 s o A Rl

there is no self correctlng _process built in. Currently, in the reception and

T P,

diagnostic centers of many correctional programs, decisions are made with
regard to "rehabilitating" a particular offender, using the variety of

conditions and programs available to the correctional system. Recommendations
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for decisions are typically made by intake workers using a subjective
welghting of numerous opinions, impressions, and perhaps a Tew educational

and aptitude measures. The basis of the intake worker's Jjudgments may be

clear or unclear in his own mind. In either case they are likely based on

uncorrected personal biases smnce he rarely flnds out whether or not his

e o e+ BT . s i e e rn et e e [ P

recommendations were, in fact, carried out and, if carried out, vhether or
not they led to a "rehebilitated” offender. Even if feedback to the intake
worker were complete with regard to the effectiveness of his recormendations,
the correctional system would benefit only having experienced intake workers

on the job - as long as the bases for judgments remained implicit and

intuitive, It is only when recommendations are made on explicit dimensions and

expectations that the system has the benefit of checking out expected

relationships and passing along relevant information to new and inexperienced

[’:ff#ers.
The prior probability approaches (listed on pages 3 and 4) are examples

of classification systems useful for management purposes. Decisions regarding

whether a particular offender is to be handled in the community or in an

institutional setting can most rationally be made by consjidering, among other

e A o A s ks 1 ok o A T £ T R

things, the offender s rlsk of parole v1olatlon. Survelllance level on
B S —
parole and related aspects of caseload size may be determined in part by

knowledge of probability of viclation. In an interesting experiment in the

California Department of Corrections (31), parolees who represented low rigk

of parole failure (as predicted by Base Expectancy score) were assigned_go

mlnlmum superv131on caseloads (one contact with parole agent every three

a o mam e B v e+ ——

menths). Violation rates of this experimental group were no higher during

a lE—month follcw—un than v:olatlon rates of a comparable contre? group which

AT TR e e | | e e

recelved regular parole su*oerv1s:.on.7

B ViU T

.

l Compared with minimal supervision, regular supervision involved cne thir
more office contacts, twice as many field contacts, and more than twice as

many collateral contacts.
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Prior probability classification systems may be used, not only as an
aid to administrative decision-making, but also for a check on whether or not
management decisions have the desired effect. In a study reported by

Gottfredson (25), a correctional agency planned to release from an

iggt@tution somevhat earlier than would be expected, a group paroled to

special reduced caseloads. The goals involved were (1) decreased confinement
costs for the selected group and (2) at no increase in parole violgtions.

Two prediction classification schemes were needed to control known biases in
selecting candidates for special parole programs: a classification of offendersz
by parole violation risk group, and a classification of expected prison terms
under an indeterminate sentence law, Using these two classification systems,
the study showed that: overall, men selected for the special program did not
serve shorter terms; first termers selected tended to serve less time, while
recidivists selected tended to serve more time; for the total selected group,

no differences in parole violation were found; first termers selected tended

to have markedly fewer vialations during the first year on parole, whilc

SUNPEIS . SVR— Y

recidivists selected tended to.have more. Provided with these classification
and accounting procedures, it was possible for the administrator to test
whether or not paroling decisions had been made consistently with policy
objectives.

There are a mumber of studies nsing prior prohability and psychiatric-
oriented classification systems which have implications for the kind of setting
in which various subgroups of offenders may best be handled. The Borstal
studies (50) and Weel's study of Highfields (85) are examples of research
§bowing a relationship between kind of inmate and kind of correctional

setting. Both studies show“the maip ady@n?ggg_g@ QE¢§_§§§§i§uﬁ§ons over

e — e o

closed institutions to be for the better risk inmates. A study by Reiss (€8)

suggests that home and commmity placement should be the asgignment for all
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terms ._in_ilf%,,S’PiPUF_ion.S or to community placement contingent on case progress

should be made for those w1th ‘relatively weak personal controls; assi Tt

closed 1nst1§ut10ns should be made for those with marked soc1al deterloratlon

¢ e e e e VU o 113+ o R b et

or very 1mmatur? personalities. : ﬁec5r£§)m§pgg§$ts that Socialized
delinquents should be placed in an open, relaxed institutional atmosphere
where the diversion of delinquent energy is best accomplished; Unsocialized
Aggressive delinquents should be placed in a controlled institutional
enviromment since permissiveness will only make this group more difficult to
handle..}Argyle (3), among his many recommendations, suggests that the
Deviant Identification type of delingquent should be separated from his peer
group and installed in an essentislly nondelinquent enviromment.

Several of the social perception and interaction classification systems
have been used in meking management recommendations or decisions. Gibbons
(15) bases his typologies of juvenile and adult offenders on patterns of
social roles as defined by offense behavior and career, and by self concept
and attltyges. Among other management recommendations, Gibbons suggests that
Predatory Gang Delinquents be segregated from other boys in order to
minimize victimization; that Casual Delinquents, Nongeng Member be kept out
of the correctional system (threatened and released) in that no intervention
%Eufgggiggg; tEgE“E@guﬁptqmobilg‘?E;gfk—“ Joyrlder _be diverted from the

- g

"tough guy pose 1n an 1nst1tut10n by recreational and athletic programs;

L PN B T

that Heroin Users be placed in milieu-management programs like gynanon -
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a protectlve environment; that Overly Aggressmve Dellnqgenﬁs be foreibly

a4 Y e -, N g i Stk e T

controlled 1n1t1ally in a a residential setting; etc. Using Warren's

B it T

Interpersonal Maturity Classification System: Juvenile (83), Jesness (U41)
is currently conducting a study in which jnmates of a boys' training school

are assigned to living units on the basis of delinquent subtype. An attempt
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will be made to develop and describs the management techniques most useful
in dealing with each subtype. Warren and the Staff of the Community Treatment
Project (83) have developed a treatment model, which defines nine delinquent
subtypes and prescribes differential management (as well as treatment)
techniques in the community for the verious subtypes. Nature of controls
to be used by the treatment agent, characteristics of a suitable placement,

school, job and leisure time recommendations are described,

Classification for Treatment

The task of treatment in a correctional program is to modify the
cheracteristics of the offender and/or aspects of his environment which ere

responsible for his involvement in deviant activities.f'From many treatment

prescriptions, it is clear that, in addition to the long-term prevention of
law vioclations, there is intent to also bring zbout changes in the offendeg
and/or in society which will reduce the cost to sceciety in other ways by, fo?
example, decreasing the chances of the individual's existing on the W¢1f3§§
or unemploymgpt rolls or by inereasing the individual’s responsib;léty_§§“§

Al

family member and a5 a citizen,

One source of evidence for the importance of a classification system
which differentiates among subgroups of the delinquent population is provided
by treatment studies, Studies of the impact of treatment of client populations
have been generally discouraging. Ilo one has yet empirically answered Eysenck's
challenge that the proportion of mental patients improved following trestment
is approximately the same as the spontaneous remisgion rate_(ll). Beviews of
the correctional literature tell a similar story - some studies showing the
treated to be considerably improved following treatment, some showing negative

effects, and most showing no difference., Bailey (4), in a review of one

hundred correctional outcome studies conducted between 1940 and 1359, noted
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that those studies which exhibited the most rigorous experimental designs
reported elthor more harmful effects of treatment or "no change,” A fairly
typical study is the one which preduces contradictory evidence gbout
improvement, with the treated subjects looking improved on some measures of
change and either unimproved or in worse condition on other behavioral
measures (see, for example, O'Brien (57).)

How should these negative and inconclusive studies be viewed? Cne
possibility is that, in our present state of knowledge, treaters siuply don't
know how to bring about changes in individuals via a treatment PIOCess.
However, another possible explanation is available - an explanation
illustrated by the PICO 1 study and by the Camp Elliott study. Adams (1)
reported on a three-year follow-up of youthful offenders who had taken part
in the Pilot Intensive Counseling study - a program of 1nd1v1dual interv1ew

therapy. Subjects_in the study were classified ag "amensble" and "non-

emenable” to treatment: both groups were then rendomly assigned to treatment

or nontreatment conditions. Parole _Derformance of the four subgroups was

S

compared on many criteria of performance, The_treatment amenable 5rogp had
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a 81gn1flcantly better parole record than the nontreated amenable group,

i, o
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Furthermore, the treated nonamengble group had the poorest parole ‘record of

the four subgroups, poorer than either the nontreated amenablosuo{ the
nontreated nonamenables,

The Camp Elliott study by Grant and Grant (27) investigated an experi-
mental living group program with military offenders, Among the several
controlled conditions in this study were the interpersonal maturity levels
of individual prisoners in the living and treatment groups end the
cygygoperistics of the supervisory team: fThe most important finding from
this study was that the into:action bEFW??F‘thﬁ mapurityﬂ}gyg;uofuﬁyg

subjects and the supervisor characteristics significantly affected later
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success rate of subjects. Not only were the treatment methods of some

supervisory teams ﬁ;g;erp§}%y-ori§§ted) effective in increasing the success

rates of some kinds of offenders (pigh maturity), but also they were markedly

detrimental to the success chances of other kinds of offenders (1ow maturits),

Furthermore, the externalry-orlented sqperv1sory team had the Teverse effgct

b sy
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on hlgh and low maturlty subgects. As long as the data of the Camp Elliott

B it AR g

program were used as a study of single variables, its findings were comparable

to those of meny other correctional studies; that is, no demonstrable treatment

(supervisory effectivggess) effect, and only a low, though significant,

bty

classification (maturity) effect.

In both the Camp Elliott end the PICO 1 studies, 1t was only when the

1nteract10n of the treatment and classification variables was considered that
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one found productlve relatlonshlps w1th later success/fallure rates.‘ Thus,
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by lumping together all subjects, the beneficlal effects of a treatment

program on scme subjects, together with the detrimental effects of the same

treatment program on other subjects, may each mask and cancel out the other

It is very likely that, in many treatment studies, this magking effect
has occurred because the data have not been viewed in sufficiently complex
fashion or because the crucial dimension ~ the classification of subjects

in & treatment-relevant way - was missing, If one accepts the notlon that

offenders are different from each other in the reasons for their law
viclaticns, then it appears rather cbvious that attempts to change the
offender into a nonoffender will vary in ways which are relevant to the

cause. Ideally, the goals of the treatment wmll relate in some direct

rmanner to the causes of the delinquency, and the treatment metheds will

relate specifically to the goals for the various offender subgroups.
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Treatment decisions which must be made by a correctional organization
involve in pert some of the same issues which are involved with management
decisions. For example, the correctional setting may be a treatment tool as
well as a management tool, Mueller {55) conducted a study in which
"treatment” was defined as the setting in which the offender was handled.
The "treatments" available were (a) release 4o direct parole in the cormunity,
(b) forestry camp, and (e) training school. Mueller found differential
effects of these treatments over kinds of delinguents. Conforming and over-
iphibited boys had higher parole success rates when assigned fto non-

institutional or open ingtitutional programs, Assigning aggressive or

insgqurghdelinquentgnﬁq any program did not lead to greater success. Subjects

least like socialized delinguents and most like emotionally disturbed
delinguents were more successful on direct parole, almost as successful in
and following camp assignment and more inclined to fail than succeed in and
following a training school experience,

Another group of treatment variebles which may be differentially pre-

scribed for various subgroups of offenders relates to the characteristiecs of

the treater. An excellent study abttempting to mateh types of probation
officers with types of youth on probation was carried out by Palmer (59, 60).
Ratings were made from recorded interviews with officers and probationers,
and the ratings were cluster-analyzed, The analyses yielded three

distinet empirical groupings of officers and eight groupings of youths. The
empirical clusters of probaticners were labeled: (a) Communicative-alert,
(b) Passive-uncertain, {(c) Vertally hostile-defensive, (d) Impulsive-anxious,
(e) Dependent-anxious, (f) Independent-assertive, (g) Defiant-indifferent,
(h) Wants to be helped and liked. As measured by en index of youths'
evaluation of the relationship with their officer and view of the overall

effectiveness of probation, a number of irteractions between officer type and
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probationer type were shown., For example, Relationshilp/Self-expression
officers achieved their best results with youths who were Communicative-alert,

Impulsive-anxious, or Verbally hostile defensive, Suryg@}l@g;q[ﬁg}f-control

officers had their greatest difficulties with individuals who were Verkally

~—r—p—

hostile-defensive or Defiant-indifferent. Surveillance/Self-expression

officers seemed uniquely matched with probationers who wanted to be helped
and liked.
A third group of treatment variables which may be differentialiy pre-

scribed for various subgroups of offenders relates to characteristics of

Programs and gpecific therapeutic methods, Many clinical reports can be

found in the literature which suggest differential programs for specified
kinds of offenders, To date, few programs have offered any supportive research
evidence for stated hypotheses. In the line of recommendations, Jenkins and
Hewitt (39) have suggested the following treatment program for the
Unsocialized Aggressive delinquent. There should be a warm and accepbing
attitude on the part of the therapist. He should, in small steps, establish
and effectively maintain pressure toward required behavior and against certain
ocbjectionable types of behavior, The authors believe that the methods
suitable for use with the Neurotic child will make the Unsocislized Aggressive
child worse; for example, the encouragement of free expression of aggression
for this type of child does not help because his well of hostility is
bottomless, Jenlkins and Hewitt's thinking on the treatment of the Socialized
or Adaptive delinguent appears to be based on the assumption that, for this
child, the delinquent behavior is a function of social status, role, peer
associates, group identifications, and the attitudes and values learned
through social contacts. Thertregiment plan then is based on the child's
ﬁyndamental socialization, capacity for loyalty, capacity to identify with a

masculine, socialized adult. The methods the anthors suggest are somewhat
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similar to those suggested by Clifford Shaw and his associates in the
Area Projects in Chicago for use with the group often known as Cultural
delinquents,

In their book, Origins of Crime, McCord, McCord, and Zola (51) suggest

8ix different treatment plans for six offense types - criminals who commit a
wide range of anti-social acts, those who commit crimes against property,
those who comit crimes against persons, sex criminals, drunkards, and
traffic offenders, The recommended treatment for those who commit crimes
against property, for example, centers on giving attention and recognition
and on providing consistent, nonpunitive discipline.

Also in the line of recommendations for treatment, Gibbons (15) offers
suggestions for differential therapeutic methods for his various subtypes,
defined by social role. For the juvenile subtypes, Gibbons recommends group
therapy for Gang delinquents and Joyriders, intensive individual psychotherapy
for Overly Aggressive delinquents, depth psychotherapy for Behavior Problem
delinquents, milieu therapy for Heroin Users; group or individval client-
centered counseling and family therapy for Female delinguents, and no
treatment for Casual delinquents. For the adult subtypes, Gibbons recormends
group therapy for Semiprofessional Property Offenders and Violent Sex
Cfferders, client-centered counseling for Haive Check Forgers and Nonviolent
Sex Offerders, intense individual psychotherapy for "Psychopathic" Assaultists,

no treatment but help with community adjustment for Projessional "Fringe"

Violators, Embezzlers and Personal Offenders - "One Time Losers;’ altering

society so that consistent law enforcement is maintained is prescribed as the
treatment for White Collar Criminals.

In an attempt to increase the precision and effectiveness of soclal
casework practice, Freeman, Hildebrand and Ayre (12), working at the

rittsburgh Family and Childvens Service, have developed a typology of clients
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with corollery treatment techniques. While this tyrology is not specific
to the offender population, it is an excellent example cf a treatment model
built from clinical experience and clinical need. The underlying dimension
relating the types is a continuum of levels of emotional maturity or ego
autonomy. The authors suggest "that the treatment techniques most
appropriate to the task of strengthening the coping powers of each type are
prescribed by the very nature of the ego structure and the perticular stage
of ego development” (p. 429). This typology has much in common with the
typologies of Hunt (32), MacGregor (47), and Warren (83) in that they are
all based on an underlying developmental growth continuum,
MacGregor (46, 47} in a research study of the families of middle class
delinguent youth, has developed a typology of family patterns. Products of
the study are a set of propositions by which families may be classified for
treatment planning, T@erfam;}y_@iagpgses labeled in terms of the arrest in
development of the nominal patient are:
Type A Infantile functioning in adolescence (schizophrenia);
Type B Childish function in adolescence or preadolescence
(character disorder), the Autocrats;

Type C Juvenile functioning in adolescence or preadolescence
(childhood neurcsis), the intimidated youth;

Type D Preadolescent functioning in adolescence (adjustment

reaction of adolescence), the Rebels.

The bases of the diagnosis involve ratings of such factors as family
response to crisis, family relationship with community, femily leadership and
exploitation, sibling interaction, and family communicative style. The
general therapeutic goal stated is to help the families let their youth

advance beyond the developmwental arvesl in which all participated, and the
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major method is multiple impact therapy (two days of concurrent sessions
with varying combinations of therapeutic team and family members), The
following are some of the treatment recommendations made for Type D: The
defiant Rebel should not have his responsibilities diminished. Rebellion
should not be encouraged, but respect for the Rebel's opinions and standards
should be shown by the treatment team. Identification of the child with the
father should be pointed out to the father, and he should be encouraged to
offer more open support to his wife. Treatment recommendations for Type B
include: Help the mother to turn to the father (rather than the child)
for emotional release, and help the father offer the mother emotional support.
Help parents get over fear of exposing themselves to competitive evaluation at
home, ququragerfqther to trust himself to intervene more directly to
influence the children., Help mother relinquish her aggressive power role
and trust husband's leadership. As a model, treatment team member should
demonstrate for the parents healthy and vigorous interaction. Mother should
be encouraged to develop interests other than child-rearing, Encourage
father-child interaction by having them, in the mother's absence, discuss
their dealings with her. Discuss directly with the child ways of decreasing
parental dependence on him, Help the Autocrat see that he is beigg
exploited as muach as he is controlling others. Help prepare the Autocrat
for the changing balance of forces in the family, and help prenare the
parents for the tests of the change which the Autocrat will present.,

Based on a theory of sccialization - Conceptual Systems (32) - Hunt
and Hardt have related developmental stage (Conceptual level) to delinguent
behavior and delinguent orientations, and have speculated sbout the implica-
tions of the theoretical model for differential treatment of delinquents (36),
FiveVCOnceptual Levels are defined, each level characterizing the person's

interpersonal orientation (knowledge about oneself and the relation between
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self and others)., A major application of the Conceptual Systems model has
occurred in the field of education (35). Diagnoses of Ccnceptual Level were
made on the students of & lower class junior high school population, and
students classified at one of the three lowest levels were assigned to
¢classrooms which were hémogeneous by developmental stage. Differential
management and teaching methods were reported by teachers handling the
various groups. On the basis of this study, Hunt has defined optimal
environments for individuals at the three stages. 8ince research has shown
that these stages bear relationships to delinguent behavior and orientation
(36)’ 3&;@ and Hardt have drawn implications from the educational study

for the differential treatment of delinguents.

The overall change goal in this system is movement from e lower to a
higher conceptual stage. Within this general aim, specific suggestions are
made regarding treatment methods abt each level., For example, boys classifiled
as Sub 1 "require activities (rather than discussions) focused on the present
and organized very clearly” (36, p. 30). The training agent should offer the
Sub 1 boy "controlled experiences in which he is tangibly responsible for
outcomes" (p. 30). For the Stage 1 boy, the training agent should initially
exhibit authority clearly, since persons at this stage are very dependent on
normative expectations. Eventually the "agent should attempt to encourage
greater self-responsibility and an appreciation of alternative solutiong”

(p. 31). In working with Stage II boys, the training agent should help the
boy discuss his behavier and consider alternative solutions to his problems.
A long-term goal for this boy would be to acquire empathy by beginning to
understand that some of the feelings of others are similar t¢ his own.

The work of Warren and associates at the California Youth Authority's
Community Treatment Project is based on the theory of Levels of Interpersonal

Maturity, a formulation describing & sequence of personality integrations in
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normal childhood development (77). 1In meny ways similar to the Conceptual
System theory, the Iezerpersonal Maturlty Level Classification system focuses
upon the ways in which the individual is able to perceive himself and the
world, and to understand what is happening between himself and others as well
as among others: According to the theory, seven successive stages of inter-
perscnal maturity characterize Psychological development, renging frcm the
interpersonal reactions of a new born infant to an ideal of social maturity,
All persons do not necessarily work their way through each stage, but may
become fixed at a particular level, The range of maturity levels found in an
off'ender populatlon is from Maburity Level 2 (Integration Ievel 2 or l ) to
Maturlty Level 5 (l e Level 5 occurs with relative frequency in an edult
populatlon but is rare in a Juvenile delinguent population, so that Levels 2

through h are sufficlent to describe the cases in the Communlty Treatment
Froject,

An elaboration of the original classification system was developed
by Warren in 1961 for use in the Community Treatment Project (CTP), Assuming

that a diagnosis of Maturityhéeyelm;@ggﬁigiggmg_groqp of i@@ig}@ﬁg&ﬁﬂwhqﬁgggg

in cormmon & certaln 1evel of perceptual differentiation, 1t becomes apparent

e ot e

thax not all of the 1nd1v1duals in this group responded to this Derceptual

RS Y aall) MM

level in the_eeme WaY o An attempt was then made to clas31fy within each
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Maturity Level according to response set, In this manner, nine delinguent

subtypes were identified (two 12 subtypes, three 13 subtypes and four 1

subtypes). In theﬂlg6l“elabor@tion. the nine subtypes were described by

lists of item deflnltlons which characterize the manner in whlch the members of

each subgroup percelve the world respond to the world and are percelved L by
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others. At the same time, management and ftreatment plans were prescrlbed
for each subtype. These prescriptions grew primarily from the theory, but
also, to some extent, from previous work with military offenders (27).amiﬁﬁdil

prison inmates (29).;:



CHART A
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Based on the 1961 treatment model, the CTP began to treat serious
delinquents in a community setting {in lieu of institutionalizatioé). In the

m——————
five years of the Project's existence, the characteristics items for each

subtype have increased and become more detailed, and the treatment strategies
have become increasingly specific and realistic. The current descriptions

of the nine delinquent subtypes, with predicted most effective intervention

or treatment plans, combine to make up the 1966 edition of the treatment

model (83)., This model is much too lengthy and elaborate to review here.

It is possible only to note the various areas covered by the intervention
prescriptions, The specific goals of the intervention for each subtype follow
from the nature of the problem, as defined in the characteristics items.

From the goals, the specific intervention methods follow, The treatment plan

prescribes: the characterlstlcs of an apprqprlate placenent, preferred

—_———

femily treatment, school and/or JOb recommendatlons, sources of communlty

P

s e e A e Lttt d
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support leisure tlme act1v1t1es, recommendatlons regardlng peer group
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varlables, requlred controls, spec1f1c therapeutlc methods, characterlstlcs

- et o

of an approPrlate treatment agent and support requlred by the treatment

e et w1 e

agent worklng w1th the subtype.

S
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Cross=-Classification of Typologies

During 1966, a conference on typologies of delinquents was sponsored
by NIMH and attended by a number of the investigators whose work is reported
in this paper - Hunt, Hurwitz, Jesness, MacGregor, Mekkay, Reiss, Quay, and
Warren, David Bordua as well as David Twain and Seymour Rubenfeld of the
NIMH staff also participated in the conference, A cross-tabulation of

the classification systems8 was attempted. It was clear that three or four

It should be noted that, of those who presented classification schemes, all
but Quay referred to their system as a typology., Quay prefers to view
classification in terms of dimensions of behavior (65).
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broad bands across the classification systems could be identified and
tentatively agreed upon by the conference participants. A further breakdown
into six cross=classification bands seems possible.9 Chart A presents a
eross~classification of the typologies represented at the NIMH conference
plus a tentaiive cross-tabulation of other classification schemes.lo

Within the first of these bands, to be called for purposes of this

paper the Asccial type, are included Hunt's Sub 1 type, Hurwitz's Type 11,
“_ P R Satanl R R L o R R R, e o

Jesness's Immatqre-aggressive and Immature-passive, MacGreggor's

Sgﬁégophrenic youth, Makkay's Antisocial Character Disorder - Primitive

(aggress;ve end passive-aggressive), Qggy’s children high on Unsocialized-

psychopathic factor, and Warren's 1, Asocial esggressives and Asocial passives.

To this general classification band can be tentativelyll added: Argyle's
Lack of Sympathy type. Gibbons's Overly Aggressive delinquent, Jenkins and

Hewitt's Unsocialized Aggressive delinquent, Schrag's Asocial type, Studt's

by

Isolate. Behavioral and family history characteristics of offenders who fall

in this first classification band are generally agreed upon. The offender

classified in this band is described as primitive, under-inhibited, lmpulsive,

[ v i s e B Pa— .

hostile, insecure, inadequate, maladaptive, concretely negativistic,

e .
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gratification, non-trusting,

undifferentiated, demanding of immediate

e s et
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thoroughly egoqen@{;p, alienated, etc., it is generally agreed that this

- S — il L

type of offender does not see himself as delinguent or crimina.li but rather

Since the cross-classification presented here is somewhat more complex than
the one discussed at the NIMH conference, the responsibility for errors of
placement should be viewed as entirely that of Werren.

10 . . .
Several of the classification schemes reviewed for this paper were not in-

cluded in the cross-classification beceuse the typology did not make enough
diseriminations (Aichorn, Lejins, Lirndesmith and Dunham}, because the
typology purportedly differentiated among disturbance areas within the
individual rather than among individuals (Redl), or because the nature of
the underlying bases of the system did not relate to those charted (Chlin,

Walter Miller).

11'l‘hese eross~classifications have not been checked with the authors of the
classification systems.
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sees himself as the victim of an unreasona‘blei hostile and confusing
world, Those typologists who have investigated etioclogical factors have

consistently shown extreme emotional deprivation, generalized and continual

parental rejection, and frequently physical cruelty or abandonment. Most

of those investigators who relate to the treatment question for this type

recormmend a setting which offers & clear and concrete structure of low

pressure, warmth and acceptance from an extremely patient parent substitute,

slow and supportiygﬂdirection toward conformity, and attempts to reduce

the fear of sbandonment and rejection (via teaching rather than

el

psychotherapy).12
The second broad classification band which cuts across typologies -

the Conformist type -~ includes Hunt's Stage 1 group, Jesness's Immature-
passivel3 and Socialized conformist, Makkay's Antisocial Character Disorder -
Organized (passive-aggressive), Quey's children high on Inadequabe-immature
factor, and Warren's 13 Irmature conformist and Cultural conformist. To

this classification band can tentatively be added: Argyle's Inadequate
Superego delinquent, Gibbons's Gang offenders, McCord's Conformists, and
tudt's Receiver., Some typologists do not differentiate delinguent behavior
which is imitated or "conformed to" from delinquent behavior which grows out

1k
of an internalized value system;  thus, it is difficult to know whether

12‘I‘he definitions of subtype characteristics, the descriptions of etiological

factors, the treatment recommendations - none of these for this subtype
nor the following subtypes do justice to the detailed and extensive work
of some investigators. The intent here is simply to indicate in very
general terms examples of apparently agreed-upon and disagreed-upon
descriptions and prescriptions.

13
According to Jesness, the Immature-passive group probably splits, with about

half of the group most similar to the Asocial, passives in classification
band one and the other half most similar to Immature conformists of
classification band two.

1l
McCord, McCord and Zola (51) present evidence for the importance of this
distinction (pp. 195-198).
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Reiss's Relatively integrated delinquent, Schreg's Antisocisl type, Jenkins
and Hewitt's Socialized delinquent, and children high on Quay's Subcultural
factor belcng in part in this second classification band or whether all
delinquents classified in these ways belong in the fifth band (to be

described later), The offender classified in this band is described as

concerned with power, searching for structure, dominated by the need for

sqp}gl approval, conforming to external pressure, rule-oriented, unable to

_amanEn

empathize, cognitively concrete, hav1ng low self esteem, conventional and

—— e s ———
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stereotyped in understandigg, oriented to shqrt—term goals, superficial

relatlonships with others, self-presentatlon as problem-free, etc.
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This Conformist group has been further subdivided by some investigators into

those individuals whose self percggﬁiggs are delinguent ggg Ehﬂ.ﬁﬁﬁfﬂﬁm

i ily to & in

on-deld ‘ o 3 i 2
(delinquent or nondelinquent). Investigators who have studied etiological
factors for the Conformists have found patterns of family helplessness or
in@;ﬁfergggqnipather than open rejection), inability to meet the dependency
needs of the children, inconsistent structure and discipline, absence of
adequate adult models. Trestment recommendations for offenders in this
classification band include a clear, c?nsistent external structure in which
"eoncern" for the offender can be expressed via controls of his behavior,
use of group treatment to increase social perceptiveness, use of peer group
as a pressure tovard nondelinguency, teaching of skills in crder to help
change self-definition in direction of adequacy and independence,

A third clear-cut cross-classification band - the Antisocial=-
Maniﬁulator - includes Jesness's Manipulator, MacGregor's Autocrat, Makkay's

Antisocial Character Disorder - Organized (aggressive), Reiss's Defective




-28=
Superego type, and Warren's 13 Manipulator, To this classification band can
be tentatively added: MeCord's Aggressive (psychopathic) type, Reckless's
Psychopath, Schrag's Pseudosocial type, and Studt's Manipulator. The
offender classified in this band is described as not having internalized
conventional norms, guilt-free, self-satisfied, power-oriented, counteractive
to the authority system, noﬁtrusting, emotionally insulated, cynical, callous,
extgg@ely hostile., Those typologists who have investigated etioclogical factors
have shown distrustful and angry families in which members are involved in
competitive and mutually exploitive patterns, parents who feel deprived
themselves and who expect the children to meet their dependency needs,
alternating parental patterns of overindulgence and frustration of the
children, inconsistent parental petterns of affection and rejection. In
general, investigators report a discouraging picture as far as the treatment
of this group of offenders is concerned., Treatment recommendations take two
d%fgégct paths - on?ipath being that of encouraging the Manipul&tor_?o
develop his manipulative skills in a socially-acceptable direction (15)
and the other path being an attempt to allow the offender to work through
the childhood trauma in a treatment relationship which will revive his
capacity to depend on and be concerned sbout others (48). The first path
makes the assumption that it is possible to have a nondestructive,
nondelinquent "psychopath,” which many feel to be a contradiction in terms.
Treatment recommendations toward the goal of socially acceptable manipulation
include increasing the social perceptiveness and ability to predict via group
treatment, and increasing opportunities for legitimate accomplishments via
training in job, social, athletic, ebc., skills. The second pa lear

and one which has no guarantees of success. The latter course is =

difficult one to fit into most sgg;g; TASI A ON AN O 4 OIS Y
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The fourth classification band - the Neurotic Offender - includes
Hunt's Stage 11 group, Hurwitz's Type 111, Jesness's Neurotic {acting-out,
anxious, or depressed) types, MacGregor's intimidated youth, Makkey's
Neurotic, Quay's children high on Neurotic-disturbed factor, Reiss's
Relatively Weak Ego type, and Warren's lh Acting-out Neurotic and Anxious
Neurotic types. To this classification band can be tentatively added:
Argyle's Weak Ego-control type, Gibbons's Joyrider and Behavior Froblem
types, Jenkins and Hewitt's Over-inhibited type, McCord's Neurotic-withdrawn,

Reckless's Neurobic personality, Schrag's Prosocial type, and Studt's

Love-secker, As is indicated Dy the terms "iptimidated," "disturbed,”

LR 1] >

"overinhibited,” "anxious," "depressed.” and "withdrawn," most investigators

have identified an offender type in which symptoms of maladjustment are

clearly visible.'réome Investigators have identified a second subgroup of

.
neurctic offenders whose inner dynamies are quite similar to the visibly

disturbed offender, but whose inner conflicts and anxietles are "acted-out”

rather than appearing as neurotic symptoms;} In addition to Jesness's and

Warren's Acting-out Neurctic types, Gibbons's Joyrider and Studt's Love-
seeker types appear to be most like the second group of Neurotic offenders.

Investigators of etiological factors suggest that this type of offender is

often the victim of parental anxiety or neurotic conflicts between the

parents, with the offense viewed as a masculine identity striving. Some

T

jinvestigators have found a fairly typical role-reversal phenonmencn in which

the child, at an early age, has found himself expected to play a mature,
responsible role with a child-1like pareﬁ?{z It has been suggested by some
authors that neurotic delinquency is gzszrily a middle ClaSS:P?$E§£E°
However, figures from the Community Treatment Project show that, although

middle class offenders make up a larger proportion of the Neurotic subtypes

than of other subtypes, still by far the largeq@apgggpgyigp“qgmgggﬁggurotig
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subgroupsug§wwg}} as other subgroups is lower class (84)., Treatment
recommendstions for the Neurctic offender focus on the resolution of the
neurotic conflict (insight into family or individual dynamics vhich lead
to the offense behavior) - by family group therapy and/or by individual or
group psychotherapy for the offender.

The fifth classification band - the Subecultural-Identifier - includes
[ ee———— e - ]

Hunt's Stage 11, Hurwitz's Type 1, Jesness's Cultural delinquent, MacGregor's
Rebel, Makkay's Subcultural type, Quay's children high on Subcultural factor,
Reiss's Relatively integrated delinquent, and Warren's lh Cultural Identifier,
To this classification band can be tentatively added: Argyle's Deviant
identification type, Gibbons's Gang offenders, Jenkins and Hewitt's

Socialized type, Schrag's Antisocial type, and Studt's Learner. Ihe

essential characteristic of this the of offender is that the individual,

w15

developing "normallz in most resgectsi has internalized the value system

of a deviant subculture, [Ehe violation behavior - stealing from

representatives of the larger culture, for exeample - thus becomes simglx an

expression of what the Subcultural - Identifier considers i or @;.3

Investigators describe this offender type as interpersonally resEonsive,

psxchosocialgx healthy, loyal to his own principles and his own group,
adeguate, proud, suspicious of the guthority system, capable of identifying
himself with g meture socialized person. and accessible to new eerriences.

As wes noted, in the description of the second classification band, those

investigators who have focused on offender behavior and delinguent
attitudes have not distinguished between the Subcultural-Identifier and the

Subculturel-Conformist. At these levels of cbservation, the two groups

15
Some investigators (MacGregor (U46) and Makkey (49), for example) have noted
that this type of offender, while having a satisfactory mother-child
relationship, has not had a strong, authoritative, respected father with

whom to identify.
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appear similar: highly peer group orientetia distrusting of the suthority
system, comfortable with "delinquent" label. extensive delinquent higkories,
problems viewed as 'external’ rether fhon  internada. gpparcntly self-

satisfied, In addition, both types include high proportions of minority

group members, Striking differences between the two groups appear when the
foeli of observation are family stability and concern, individual capacity for
self-knowledge and self-evaluation and differentiated perception of others,
interpersonal relationship ability, goal orientation, concern with status,
time perspective, etc. This series of characteristics becomes crucial to
assessment of the individual's potential for becoming a contributing citizen
and for making management and treatment decislons, Two levels of treatment
appear to be recormended for the Sub~cultural-Identifier - one fogussd.gn

sto i io vior and one focused on changing the content of

his value system. For the former, suggestions for stopping the violation

behavior inelude teaching the offender "crime does not EEE" using lock-up
as_the demonstraticn method, and teaching the individual how to meet status
and material needs in ways accegtable to the larﬁer culture. The second
level of treatment involves working through a relationship with a strong
tdentity model vho is fnonrescitalive of-dhe JamRar culture and Sge

enlarging the offender’s concept of his in-groug and broadeninﬁ his self-~

definition.
R

The sixth classification band ~ the Situaticnal Offender - includes
Hunt's Stage II, and Waren's Ih Situational Emotional Reaction type. To these

may be tentatively added Gibbonms's Casual delinguent and Reckless's Offender

of the Moment, Offenders in this group are represented as normal individuals

for whom crime is ego-slien and whe give no evidence of long-term psycho-

neurosis or psychopathy. These individuals have presumably found themselves
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involved in violation behavior out of accidental circumstance or out of a

specific, nonrecurring situation which has texed their normal coping

ey, e e

cepacities, Treatment may be considered unnecessary or, if offered, is

T Tr e

oriented toward helping the individual solve the specific social or personal

problem which led to law-breaking.

In sumnary of the cross-tabulation chart, it appears that six classi-~
fication bands can be tentatively identified as cutting across various
typologies, The minimum number of subtypes identified by any of the typolo-
gists included is three, Of those systems which involve only a three-way
breekdown of the offender population, the single agreed-tpon subtype is the
one identified in this paper as Neurotic. Of the sixteen systems charted,
ten involve either a three-way or a four-way breakdown. Of these ten, the
most typicel pattern includes counterparts of the following subtypes:
Neurotic (10 out of 10), Subcultural-Identifier (8 out of 10), Asocial
(7 out of 10), Conformist (5 out of 10} and Antisocial-manipulator (5 out of
10). Classification systems which involve more than a five-way breakdown
of the offender population, add the Situational Type and/or subdivide the
Asocisl, the Conformist, and the Neurotic categories. Warren's typology
involves the largest number of subgroups, defining - in addition to the
Antisocial-Manipulator, the Subcultural-Identifier and the Situational -
two kinds of Asocial types (aggressive and passive), two kinds of Conformist
types (delinquently-oriented and nondelinquently-oriented), and two kinds of

Neurotic types (anxious and acting-out), for a total of nine subtypes.

Tt should be noted that most of the typologies are based on studies

of juvenile boys., Only Hunt, Schrag, and Warren have specifically included

girls or women and have found their typologies to be equaelly appropriate for

the female population. Schrag's typology is based primarily on adult

offenders (although institutionalized juveniles have been classified by some




of Schrag's followers), and the original form of Warren's typology

(Interpersonal Maturity Ievels, without subtypes) was found to be as

appropriate for an adult as a juvenile population. It is an assumption,

o T

although probably a justified assumption, that the six-band crosswclassifi-

p b e A e

cation system is an adequate way of stbdividing female Juvenile offenders as

well s afult offenders.

One test of the appropriateness of the cross-tabulation of the subtypes
from various classification systems might be the similarity of the proportions
of offenders placed in the various classification bands. Many of the typolo-

gists do not report these data., Even for those who do, the major differences

in the nature of the populations studied are so great as to make comparisons

of questicnable meaning. Table 1 presents the estimated proportions in the

six classification bands, using data from five studies of Juvenile offenders.

TABLE 1

ESTIMATED PROPORTIONS (F DELINQUENTS IN VARIOUS SUBTYPES

Jasness CTP TS Horwitz Reiss
Data Data Data Data Data
Subtype N=210 N=h0O  N=371  N=198 N=511
Asceial 18% 10% 10% 3%%
Conformist 30 28 40
Antisocial-Manipulator 12 15 15 129,
Neurotic 35 Lo 33 21 22
Subeultural-Identifier L 5 2 45 12
Situational 3 1
Total 1004 1004 1004  100% BGgx

¥54% of Relss's subjects were not classified.

The Jesness data are based on a study of young boys (ages 8 to 14) cormitted

to a state training school. The Community Treatment Project (cTP) data are
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based on boys and girls (ages 9 to 18) committed to the State Youth
Authority from juvenile courts and de¢lared eligible for participation in an
intensive community program, The Presion Typology Study (PTS) data are based
on older adolescent boys committed to a state training school, All three of
these study groups contain a popglation of serious or habitual delinquents.
The Hurwitz data are based on cases appearing before the juvenile court.

The Reiss data are based on 46% of a juvenile probation population - the L6%
identified as those probationers who were examined by court psychiatrists.
These last two study groups may be assumed to include in general less serious
delinquents than those in the first three groups.

The higher proportion of the Conformist type in the PIS data than in the
Jesness data and the CTP data probably reflects the large number of
recidivists in the PTS population. Warren and Palmer (84) have showm a high
failure rate for Conformists (compared with most other subtypes) following
traditional correctional programs., The Hurwitz data in Table 1 indicate
that Hurwitz's Type 11 (34%) and Type 1 (L45%) probebly centain offenders which
should more accurately be cross-tabulated in other classification bands. It
is likely that scme individuals in Type 11 could be classified as Antisocial-
Manipulators, and that some individuals in Type 1 could be classified as
Conformists. Another possibility is that the Subcultural-Identifier group
represents a larger proportion of a court-appearance population than it does
of the more serious habitual delinguent population committed to a State
program. This possibility is in lirne with Reiss's assumption that a large
muber of the 54% of the probationers in his study, who were not classified
by court psychiatrists, belong in his Relatively Integrated subtype (included
here in the Subcultural-Identifier group).

Based on descriptive data, a cross—elassification of several important

offender typologies is apparently possible, In the present state of the
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science of corrections, this much consistency in the data of various studies
is a most encouraging finding, leading us to feel that the identifieble sub-
types of offenders reflect at least a partial "truth” aboub the population
rather then simply a convenient fantasy in the mind of the criminologist.

The fact that a cross-classification 1s possible is even more impressive when
one considers the verieties of methods of deriving the subtypes - theoretical
formations, emplrical-cbservational methods, multivariste analysis

procedures, Additionally, it is important to note that, not only is it

possible to find similarities in the deseriptions of offender characteristics

ecross typologies, but also consistency is evident in descriptions of

etiological and backeround factors and in treabment prescriptions for

seeningly similar subtypes.

Having said that typologists are apparently operating on a common
ground, it is necessary to add that much crucial information is missing
which would be necessary in order to determine whether or not any two sub-
types are exact counterparts., The ultimate test of such & cross-clagsifica-
tion would come from a study in which typing of individuals in a single
population was conducted by experts in the use of each of the various
clgssificg&iggmsygggmg.;:Such a study would not only clarify the extent to
which the subtypes in one system are actual counterparts of those in another
system, but also lead typologists to increase the precision of their subtype
definitions .;;’

Until the matter of classification of offenders is handled in some
generally agreed-upon way, it is almost impossible to compare treatment
programs being conducted in various parts of the country. If, growing out of
the cross-classification study suggested above, a group of leading typologists
could agree on a coummon texonomy, the path would be open for a great number

of significant studies, An important next step would be the determination
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of the most efficient diagnostic methods. Once the categories had bheen
agreed upon, a number of scientists in variocus parts of the country could be
working on the problem simultaneously. Additionally, interrelated studies of
management and treatment methods could be conducted - trying a variety of well-
defined treatment approaches to the same category of offender, It would then
be realistically possible to attempt the replication of experimental approaches

suggested by Keith Griffiths in his Correctional Research Mocdel.

16 17

There is evidence that, both at the theoretician™ and practitioner
levels, the field is ready to move toward treatment progrems which are based
on categorizing the range of problems represented in the correctional
populetion. Not only is there a ready ear for such conceptualizing, but it
alsc appears that a time of concensus among typologists may be approaching in
which a rational correctional treatment model may be begun.

To date, little work has been done toward utilizing typologles for
building differential treatment strategies. Thke work which has been done
has occurred largely in smell experimental programs. It is right and proper

for experimental programs to be in the lead and for the rest of the field

to be eyeing theilr exploratory work with hope. But the size of the eap

between these programs and the generally undeveloped stabte of correcticnal
prectice is cruciazl in estimating what programmatic utility the typological
concensus has in the foreseeable future, Are the classification concepts or

the corollary program prescriptions so esoteric that only ecademicians can

16
In the July, 1966 issue of Crime and Delinquency, Daniel Glaser (20),
Merritt Gilmen (18) and E. K. Nelson (56) all point to the importance of
developing treatment-relevant classification systems and differential
treatment methods.

17
Demands for training in differential treatment methods come to the
California Youth Authority's Community Treatment Project from correctional
agencies, large and small, both within and outside California.
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understand them? Are the treatment methods which might arise from a
rational correctional model such that the average prastitioner could not
apply them?
While the typclogies reviewed here vary considersbly in the complexity
of their derivation, the essence of the correctional model which follows from
a treatment-relevant typology is a rather simple idea, The idea 1s this:

The goals of correctional treatment with any offender should relate in some

direct manner to the causes or meaning of the law violation, and the treatment

methods should relate specifically to the goals., This idea, when put forth

with examples, makes the greatest kind of sense to the practitioner who is
supposed to "do something' about delinguent behavior.

If the idea is simple, what sbout its implementation? Assuming an
agreed-upon taxonomy, what about the methods of individual diagnosis? In
order toc move easily beyond small experimental programs into large operating
programs, it is essential that the classification be done via easy-to-
administer-and score measures or via an already-established clinical process
in the correctional agency. Most correctional programs now have a time and
place set aside for intake and classification procedures, so that the
machinery for typing offenders may well be available. As Tor methods of
obtaining the diagnosis, work toward simpler procedures should continue
after an agreed-upon typology 1is av&ilablg. Of the sixtean typologists
represented in the cross-classification chart, several do not specify diag-
nostic methods, since presumebly the major concern in the development of the
typology was not the classification of individual offenders (Argyle, Gibbons,
MeCord, Reckless). The Jenkins and Hewitt, Jesness, and Hurwitz typology .
grew out of factor snalytic procedures, ubtilizing many tests and clinical
judgments, and thus do not lend themselves to individual diagnosis. The

Reiss typology was based on psychiatric judgments. The Studt types were
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derived from a series of intensive interviews with offenders and with others
who knew the immates well., Although the diagnosis of Antisocial Character
Disorder is well spelled out by Mekkay, differentiations of subtypes within
that category are based on a fairly lengthy pericd, with the criteria not
well defined as yet., The MacGregor diagnosis is based on a series of inter-
views with the entire family of the delinquent. Thus, at this point in time,
none of the above-listed classification systems represents a practical method
for the diagnosis of large correcticnal populations.

In applying the Warren typology, the primary instrument for diagnosing
individuals is a tape-recorded interview with the delinquent subject. A
disadvantage of this procedure is the necessity for training required to
achieve rater relisbility. The Warren system currently has scme advantages

over the others in that hundreds of delinguents have been interviewed

W. Both high interrater aﬁreegsﬁw FXale MR an Psidl
reliabd ity over ;;gglg have el SO In addition, getc of Speciilys
characteristics Jjtgms to De rated have been developed for each delinguent
subtype (83).

The classification systems having the simglest giagggﬁﬁic methods are
those of H;mtwand Schrag. Hunt's methods involve a simple T/I
instryment end a reting made from.a.sei.olsubleciocouploked sentences.
Although the discriminations made in Hunt's Conceptual Ievels system are

clearly t{EEEEEgz;;glaxant, further work in studying offenders with the

18
Reliability estimates for all subtypes based upon the independent judgments
of two different raters (trained research personnel) made at approximately
the same point in time have fallen, on the average, in the mid-80's.

19
Reliability estimates for diagnosis at intake as compared with follow-up
diagnosis (three to six months later for Experimental cases and eight to
twelve months leter for Control cases) have centered in the mid~30's and

low 90ts,
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typology is needed to determine whether or not the three-way classification
of the delinguent population is sufficient for prescribing treatment.

As noted earlier, Quay does not view his work as leading to types of

individuals, but rather to a classification of behavior dimensions. An

individual is represented by a profile of behavior dimension scores. Those

individuvals who have similar profiles may presumably be grouped together in
terms of treatment need. The diagnostic instruments developed by Guay

are easy to administer and score, involving check lists and ratings of the

individual’s behavior characteristics, The measurements can be shovn to have

adequate relisbility. The difficulty with using profiles is that, since few

individuals have a simple profile - i,e., & high score on one factor and low
scores on all other factors - a skilled judgment must be made with regard to
grouping for intervention purposes the majority of individuals,

S%EEE%:S typology has been used primarily to study subcultures within
the prison walls, and Schrag has not wished to claim more general applicabilit;
for it in the sbsence of research data, Within the institutional setting,
50% to 70% of individuals can be typed easily using questionnaire and intervies
data. (The remaining individuals are identified as mixed typesy Since the
types described by Schrag compare closely with types described by others, 1%
is very likely that the typology has more general applicability than Schrag
hag claimed.

An optimistic note may be made with regerd to our present ability to
diagnose meaningful subtypes with realistically simple procedures. In a
study previously mentioned (the Preston Typology Study), Jesness is classify-
ing all the intaie population of a large California training school for boys,
using the Warren typology. Diagnostic procedures include the Jesness
Inventory (consisting of 155 T/F items, scored for delinquent subtype using

a discriminant analysis formuls), a sentence completion and & short interviewv.
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The final disgnosis is made using all three instruments, with the hope that

eventually the inventory alone may be scored to produce an accurate diagnosis,

Using all of Wexzpen's nine subtypes, the diagnoses on 500 subdgsis fxom the
Inventory alone agrees 62% of the time with the final diagnosis. I, instead

of using the nine subtypes, the three larger categories (Interperscnal

Maturity Levels) are used. the agreement is 83%. Within the nine subtypes,

some of the groups are identified by the Inventory alone much more

accurately then other groups. For example. the NeuroticI Anxious subtzge is
qggégosed accurate%x from the Inventorx alone 8&% of the t:l'.mei and is

diagnosed accurately 94% of the time as falling within Maturity level L,
e e

The accuracy with other subtypes is lower. It is possible that if the
Inventory cannot achieve an acceptable level of accuracy for all subtypes,
it may at least identify that proportion of the population which needs

further diagnostic instruments.applied.

which follow from offender tzgologies is that the interventiog ggagteﬁies
are not bx ang lasss aade 1o of new and unusual treatment mgt&gég. hgt

rather consigt of many of the old alternat;xgg d;:ﬁg;sntial%x agg;;gﬁ e

the various cateﬁories of offenders. In this sense a typology which leads to

djfferential prescriptions leaves the field no worse off, in terms of the

need for skilled treaters. In another sense, the field is far better off.

If offenders can be clagsified bz differential itreatment needi correctional
stgﬁ: x| Shen be assiﬁﬁed differentially., In this way a particular

correctional line worker need not have the entire range of specific

menagement and therapeutic skills at his fingertips. Jogtead, bis training

can _Dropare h;g to hﬁgg;g onlx those treatment and mangﬁement methods

appropriate for certain types of offenders, Further, since correctional
e %
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workers can be characterized as having cerbain "natural” treatment stances,
20

a matching of worker style and offender Brdblem can be accomplished,

If the field were to move toward a correctional model utilizing
differential management and treatment of varicus subtypes of offenders, how

would the training of correctional workers be affected? Since a

differential medel calls for training staff who work with some types of
offenders to utilize different methods than those working with ofher types
of offenders, the job for the trainers becomes somewhat more complex;

heowever, the job of the trainees 1s considerably simglified, since fhe

worker must no longer learn how to handle the entire range of Eroblems.

Under these conditions, training content can become less vague, less
general, and less oriented toward producing that nebulous entity - the

"good correctional worker." Instead, the trainj nt can be specific

to characteristics of particular types of offenders and precisely relevant
W

to the management and treatment demands of the offender tzge. Because of

the limitation in the renge of content a particular correctional worker

needs to learn in order to deal effectively with his assigned offender
population, 1t is likely that whatever training time is now available in
various correctional agencies could be more effectively used than is possible
with current training practices. This does not imply, of course, that all

is now known about how %o turn various kinds of offenders into nconoffenders.

It does not Imply that the need for imaginative and creative aQEroaches to
the problem is gone, It does imply, howeverI that treatgggs 2ied manaﬁement
b TR AT

programs, if based on an offender typology, can become more rational by
w

better defining the differential Broblems 1eadin§ to offense bebaydon, Dy

20
Investigations into these "natural" stances are being conducted by Palmer

at the Commmnity Treatment Project (60) and Jesness at the Preston
Typology Study (41).
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thus prescribing differcnfial goalo fordhe corzectionad, Siionhu SRd Ry
training workers within the differential framework,

The importance of utilizing an offender classification system at each

step along the entire correctional continuum has been stressed by Allen
Breed., The advantages of using explicit, rather than implicit, classifica-
tion systems at each correctional decision point has already been made in
this paper. To the extent that the correctional system is free to make
decisions based, not on retributive justice, but rather on a goal of
turning offenders into nonoffenders, i.e.,, offender need - to that extent it
is important to have available at each correctional decision point
classification information which will indicate the setting and metheds mest
likely tc achieve the overall goal. For example, what is the treatment of
choice when an individual identified in the cross-classification chart as

a Conformist first appears in the correctional system? Some data is

available from the Community Treatment Project which indicates that such

individuals (1) become increasingly oriented toward delinguency in the
Q;gh%x delinguent peer group atmosphere of an institutioni and !2) can be
21

sabtisfactorily manaﬁed and_treated in certain kinds of gommunitx prograns .

Beycnd the possibility of sorting out at each decision point those

individuals who need to move on through the correctional system, there is a
further advantage in making the differential diagnosis as early as

possible in the correctional career. A ITypology with its consequent poal
specification allows for a unification among the treaﬁgggt effo;tﬁ of
various segments of the correctional process. At many points in present

correctional practice, it is possible to cbserve the total irrelevance of

21
In CTP, the failure rate for Conformists with 24 months of community
exposure time was only 33.3% for delinquents treated in an intensive
comunity program compared with 72.7% for comparable individuals
following a period of incarceration,
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the goals and methods of treatment in an instituticnal setting to the
goals and methods of treatment in the after care program, The goals in the
two settings mey even be at odds with one another - the aim of the
institutional time being to achieve conformity to a strict ccntrol system

and the aim of the parcle time being to achieve individual self responsibi-

1ity. While it is true that these two aims Tollow somewhat naturallx from
the characteristics of the two settinﬁsi it is possible to aim for conformity
in a commnity setting and to aim for individual self-responsibilitx in an
institutional setting - should the nature of the Eroblem with particular

offenders require one approach or the other., Even assuming that there are

institubional administration needs to consider and community safety needs

to consider, it seems Bossible that the determination of & treatment-
relevant diagnosis earlz in an individual's correctional career might well

contribute to & more consistent and therefore more effective total inter-
ven&ign BLgggam.

Summary

A rationale for classifying the offender population into meaningful
subgroups was presented. Various classification approaches were described
and their implications for efficient management practices and effective
treatment strategies were illustrated with a number of elinical and
research studies, A cross-tabulation of sixteen typological systems was

presented and sgix cross-clagsification bands were identified. The six

bands or offender subtypes were entitled: Asocial, Conforgaﬁg, Ant;ﬁoiiﬁk'
Maniaulator, Neurotic, W and Situational offgnggr. It

was pointed out that the consistency in the data of several typological
studies which made the cross-classification possible is an encouraging sign.
However, the importance of taking the next step - an actual cross-classifi-

cation of offenders from a single population, using the various typological
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schemes ~ was noted. It was further susgegted that if a common taxonomy

could be agreed upon, the way would be open for conducting and replicating

numerous interreleted studies of managzement sud treatment melhods.

In asking whether a typological concensus has any programunatic ubtility

at the present time, current interest among practitioners in develoning

differential treatment strategies for various types of offenders was noted.

It was sugﬁested that Sl pos he Resalble in the near future to make
differential diagnoses of large populationsi and to simplify the training of

correctional workers by teaching management and treatment specialities rather
than the entire range of correctional technigues, The use of differential
diagnosis in decision-making along the correctional continuum and its
potential value as a treatment-unifying influence was discussed.

Typologies of offenders represent an important method of integrating
the increasing body of knowledge in the field of corrections. Ultimately,
typological approaches will flourish or not depending on their fruitfulness
in producing improved management and treatment methods for the practitioner
working in this discouraging field. At the mcment, the classification
studies reported in this paper appear to represent solid steps in the

development of & systematic science of corrections.
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