
This microfiche was produced from documents received fOr 
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot Gurcise . 

control over the physical condition of the docu.ments submitted, 
the individual frame quality will vary. -The resolution chart on 

this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality . 

. 1.0' ~ /////2.8 III":-~ 
~~ ~ 11111

3
.
2 = "U" 

~ ~I~ 
I" 

I I 
:¥ ~1~ ... ~ . "''"'., ----

111111.25 11111',·4 111111.6 

. MICROCOPY RESOLUTIQN TEST CHART 
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A 

Microfilming' procedures used-to create this fiche comply with 
,- . 

the standards set forth in 41CFR 101·11.504 

Points of view or opinions stated iii this document are 
those of the authorl sj and do not represent the official 
position or policies of the U.S. 0 epartment of Justice. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 
NA TlONAl CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531 

.. ' - . ,~:'.:.-"-o" • .,...;;. -'~_-'--__ 

l~ __ a t e f_~~.~J 
Y' ,,-; ~ l' , 'I.', " • 

. ~~ __ ~i'! '\'."~ L._:..........:..-"_ . ...::,,~:·-..:.~,.-~~ ____ ~ _-.:. ~ __ ,: __ :_ .. :~!,-, 

i . 

j' 

/ 5/~11.76 n 

TYPES OF TREATMENT 
FOR TYPES OF OFFENDERS 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



, . 
":r 

. J 

TYPES OF TREATMENT FOR TYPES OF OFFENDERS 

Report presented by Mr. R. F. Sparks 
Assistant Director of Research, 

Cambridge Institute of Criminology, 
United Kingdom 

INTRODUCTION 

The relation between types of treatment and types of offender 
is relatively new as a subject of criminological research; it is only 
eight years since the work of Grant and Grant30* at Camp Elliott 
in California first demonstrated empirically that the outcome of a 
type of treatment could vary, dependi:lg on the type of offender to 
whom the treatment was given. Since this promising start, compa" 
ratively little research has been done on the problem: and the results 
to date cannot be said to be very encouraging. But the subject 
represents a natural development of the extensive research on the 
effectiveness of punishments and treatments which has been carried 
out over the past twenty,.£iv:e years, and it seems likely that much 
more work will be done on it in the future. 

This paper will review the most important research which has 
been done in this field to date, and will attempt to indicate the main 
methodological and practical problems which surround it. An 
attempt will also be made to assess the potential value of this kind 
of research in improving the overall effectiveness of correctional 
systems. For this purpose, I shall assume familiarity with the report 
on the effectiveness of treatments and punishments presented by 
Hood49 to the 2nd European Conference of Directors of Criminolo" 
gical Research Institutes, at Strasbourg in 1964. A few important 
studies have been published since Hood's report appeared, but its 
main conclusions still seem to me to be correct. 

Statement of the problem 

In'its most general. form, the presupposition which underlies 
research on this problem can be stated as follows: For any type of 
offender, there is one type of treatment which is (in some sense) 
the most appropriate. . 

This. has, of course, long been realised to be a theoretical pos" 
sibility: as Grant40 (p. 8), has pointed out, some sort of assumption 

* The notes in this report are to be found 'opo Pllg~ 165 et seq • 
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130 CRIMINOLOGICAL RESEARCH 

about the needs of particular types of offenders already figures 
in practice ,.... either explicitly or implicitly ,.... in many treatment 
programmes. Moreover. in one sense a relationship between types 
of offender and types of treatment has long been accepted at the 
level of penal policy. As is well~known. the legal and penological 
policies originally advocated by the Italian positivist school rest 
entirely on this premise. Ferri's five~fold classification of criminals 
- criminal insane. born criminals. criminals by acquired habit, 
"chance" criminals and criminals by passion - was related by him 
to different types of sentences supposed to be the most appropriate 
for each type. For example. " eliminative means" were to be used 
for the most dangerous "born criminals" and criminal insane: 
whereas "temporary repressive and reparative means" were to be 
used for occasional delinquents or criminals by passion 21 22. The 
whole distinction betweer.. punishments and ".mesures de surete" is 
thus based on the pre~supposition stated above. which can be seen in 
operation most clearly today in the case of special sentences for the 
mentally abnormal offender. so~cal1ed "psychopaths". habitual 
criminals and young offenders. 

But there is an important difference between their use of 
offender typologies in relation to treatment. and their use in more 
recent resarch. Non~punitive measures for different classes of 
offender have a different immediate object. depending on the type 
of offender on whom they are imposed: thus the object of prevellt~ 
ive measures * for" incorrigible" offenders is simply incapacitation, 
whereas for other offenders the object of the sentence is treatment 
or reform **. In contemporary researches. however. the immediate 
object of the most appropriate sentence for each type of offender 
is usually taken to be the same,.... broadly speaking. it is reform or 
rehabilitation, i.e. "changing a delinquent into a non~delinquent" 
.- but the means used to accomplish this end are supposed to differ, 
according to the types of. offender involved. 

This may be either because: 

(i) a type of treatment which is effective in reducing the reci~ 
divism of one type of offender is ineffective when applied to another 
type of offender: in other words. a single type of treatment· may 
have differential outcomes for different types of offender. In this 

* e.g. The English sentence of preventIve detention (Criminal Justice Act. 1948, 
5.21) applicable to offenders over 30. convicted at least four times for an 
indictable offence and imprisoned on two or more occasions. The sentence 
was 5·14 years if the Court held it co expedient for the protection of the public". 
The Criminal Justice Act 1967 substitutes for this sentence a similar but less 
severe sentence for recidivists. See also e.g. Swedish Penal Code. Ch. 30. 
•• Of course the ultimate object of all of these types of sentence is presumably 
the same. viz. the prevention of crime. 
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case. to take a hypothetical example. one might get a matrix of 
" success rates" (e.g. in terms of the absence of reconviction) which 
looked like this: 

TABLE 1 

Example of Differential Outcome3 
Success rates (per cent) 

Type 01 treatment 
X 

Type of 
y Total 

offender A (50*) 50 50 50 
(. = B (60*) 60 80 70 
expected 
success rate) C (70*) 90 70 80 

Total (60*) 67 67 67 

In this case. it will be seen that for offenders of type C, 
treatment X is apparently effective but treatment Y is not. whereas 
the reverse is true for offenders of type B : the choice of treatment 
makes no difference to the success rate for offenders of type A. 
though in their case it might be possible to obtain the same results 
at less cost, e.g. if treatment X were imprisonment and treatmentY 
probation. 

(ii) Alternatively, it may be that a type of treatment which is 
effective in reducing the recidivism of one type of offender is not 
merely ineffective. but downright detrimental, when applied to 
another type of offender: it may actually increase his chances of 
recidivism. In this case. one might obtain a matrix of success rates 
which looked like this: 

TABLE 2 

Example of Interaction Effects 
Success rates (per cent) 

Type 01 treatment 
X y Z Total 

Type of offender A (50·) 40 50 60 50 
(. = expected B (60·) 70 50 60 60 
success rate) 

C (70*) 70 80 60 70 
I, 

Total (60*) 60 60 60 60 
I. 

Here there has been interaction in the full sense between type 
of treatment and type of offender. Treatment X is beneficial for 
offenders of type B, but is ineffective for those of type C and detri .. 

I 
I 
I 
! 
I 
I 
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mental for those of type A; similarly, mutatis mutandis, for treat ... 
ments Y and Z. Of course, the CI observed" success rates used in 
these hypothetical e:l>;amples can only indicate the relative differen ... 
ces between treatments; it is necessary to take into account the prior 
probabilities of reconviction of each group of offenders, in order to 
determine the true nature of the observed differences, i.e. to tell 
whether a type of treatment is beneficial or detrimental for any group 
of offendel:s. . 

In each of these two cases, from the point of view of maxi ... 
mising success rat.~s, there has clearly been some misallocation of 
offenders to types of treatment. In the second case, if all of the 
offenders in the sample had been allocated to the optimum treatment 
for their type (and if the numbers in each cell were identical), the 
overall success rate for the sample might in theory have been 70 per 
cent, instead of the 60 per cent shown *. It can also be seen from 
these examples that differential outcomes, or interaction effects, 
may offset one another and may be .masked by similar overall 
succ.ess rates. However, a moment of reflection will reveal that even 
if there are effects of interaction, their influence on the overall 
success rates will depend largely on the numbers of offenders of 
each type in the 'sample, and their expected reconviction rates. 
F'or example, if most of the offenders in the sample in Table 1 were 
of type A (for which choice of treatment is irrelevant to outcome), 
then even the most accurate allocation of offenders of types B 
and C would make little difference to the overall results. 

There is one other important difference between earlier appli ... 
cations of offender typologies in relation to choice of treatment, and 
more recent studies. The choice between punishments and "mesu .. 
res de surete" is usually made at a judicial level; the sentencing 
judge ascertains that the offender is of a certain type (e.g. mentally 
abnormal and dangerous), and deals with him accordingly. But 
the allocation of offenders to types of treatment may also take 
plac~ at an administrative level, within the framework of what is 
(at a judicial level) a single form of treatment. Thus, for example, 
different types of offenders may, if sentenced to prison or borsta!, 
be allocated to different institutions within the system, or subje!=ted 
to different regimes within a single institution: or they may be 
placed; under the supervision of different types of probation or 
parole officers. All of the recent research on this subject has, in 
fact, concerned the second type of situation, often in connection 
with experimental programmes of treatment. As we shall see 
there are limitations as well as advantages in approaching the prob ... 
lern in this way. 

* There are important reservations to be made on this pOint, however. See 
below, p. i8. 

I 
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Are interaction effects possible? 

Research on this problem can be directed at two different, 
though closely related, aims. The first of these is that of establish­
ing the existence of interaction effects: the second is the expla­
nation of those effects. 

But before considering either of these two objectives (and the 
research strategies appropriate to them), it is necessaiy to discuss 
briefly an argument which would, if substantiated, make it unneces­
sary to investigate either topic. This is the argument that there is 
little if any overall difference in the effectiveness of different types 
of treatment: so that the after ... conduct of any given type of offender 
will be about the same. 

Some evidence to this effect was presented by Hood49 (pp. 108-
10), who stated that the Home Office study reported in The Senten­
ce of the Courtn was the only research known to him which showed 
that different treatments do have different overall effects. Com­
menting on the Home Office research, WalkerS1 has noted that even 
its results may conceal interaction effects (which he refers to as 
" the hypothesis of misclassification "). He argues, however, that 
it is more likely that "of the offenders who do not repeat their 
offences after a given form of penal treatment, all but a very few 
would have refrained similarly after most other kinds of penal treat­
ment: in other words, that penal measures are for most offenders 
interchangeable". In favour of this view,- Walker cites "the 
curious similarity between the reconviction rates of offenders sub­
jected to dif.ferent penal measures. On the hypoth~~js of misclassi­
£ication this can only be attributed to coincidence. For it could 
only be by coincidence that the percentages of offenders allocated to 
the right and wrong treatments might be so adjusted as to produce 
similar overall reconviction rates for each treatment ... on the other 
hand, similar rates are exactly what one would expect on the similar 
hypothesis of the interchangeability of penal measures". 

In fact, however, the picture does not seem to be as black as 
Walker's argument suggests. It is true that the overall reconviction 
rates for different treatments in the Home Office study do not differ 
by large amounts. But they do differ to a greater extent than could 
be expected by chance (or" coincidence l» • Ten groups of offen­
ders are considered in the study (first offenders and recidivists, of 
five different age ... groups). The observed differences between 
reconviction rates for the different types of treatment given to each 
group appear to be statistically significant beyond the one per cent 
level of confidence for two of the ten groups, and significant between 
the one and five per cent levels for three others. Moreover, the 
differences are consistent: for most age .. gJ.'oups .and for recidivists 
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as well as first offenders, fines and discharges were more effective 
than other treatments, when the offenders' prior probability of 
reconviction (base expectancy) was taken into account. 

There are a number .of other studies of particular forms of 
treatment (mostly rather specialised individual or group therapy) 
which show overall differences in effectiveness as measured by the 
reconviction rates of treatment and control groups *. In a recent 
review of 100 evaluative studies of treatment of this kind published 
between 1940 and 1960, BaileyS found a successful outcome reported 
in about one~hal£, It is true that the great majority of these, studies 
had serious methodological shortcomings, and that Bailey found 
that the more rigorous the research design. the higher the percentage 
reporting "no change" or detrimental effects from the treatment. 
Nonetheless, of the 22 studies making use of a control group, nine 
reported a "positive" and statistically significant change in the 
outcome cyE the group of offenders piven treatment. and four more 
reported" marked improvement". These results are not as favour ... 
able as they might be : but they certainly do not support a general 
claim that different treatments are simply" interc1:tangeable "**. 

Finally, the hypothesis of " interchangeability" cannot explain 
the ...- admittedly very limited .- evidence which has been found, 

* In fact, of course, .. control group" is a misnomer here. since the .. controls II 
In each of these studies got some form of penal treatment. In a comparison 
of Imprisonment with group counselling, for example, with Imprisonment without 
group counselling, one cannot simply assume that the Imprisonment of the 
two groups" cancels out It, 

*" In addit!on to the studies by Adams' and Warren", to be discussed later, 
other recent research projects suggesting overall differences in comparative 
effectiveness of two Or more forms of treatment Include the following. Guttman" 
compared boys at two California institutions, who had been given short-term 
psychiatric treatment, with controls at the same institutions; she found that 
at one Institution the treated group were less often reconvicted than the controls. 
but that at the other the treated group was more often reconVicted. Robinson'" 
and Kevorkian have compared three group counselling programmes for young 
offenders, with the regular programme of treatment (without counselling) at 
the same institutions; while experimental subjects Were less often reconvicted 
than the controls after one year at risk. the difference was not Significant after 
two years at risk. and there were no significant differences between the 'after­
conduct of the three experimental groups. A pilot study by Babst and Manner­
ing4 compared adult male offenders placed on probation in Wisconsin with 
those sent to prison. First offenders placed on probation were found to have 
significantly lower reconviction rates than those sent to prison, when other 
factors predictive of reconviction (type of offence and marItal status) were 
held constant. In the Provo experiment, Empey:O found no significant difference 
between the after-conduct of boys required to attend a non-residential centre 
as a condition of Pl"obatlon. and a randomly allocated. control group given 
" ordinary" probat:on. But the control group's success rate was considerably 
higher than the previous success rate for probation; both treatment and control 
groups may thus have received a d:Herent - and more effective - treatment 
than "ordinary" probation in Provo. 
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of interaction between certain types of treatment and types of 
offender. There is in fact a slight suggestion of interaction effects 
in the Home Office study! offenders convicted of breaking and 
entering tended to do better than others when put on probation but 
worse under other types of treatment, whereas those convicted of 
larceny did less well on probation but rather better when fined41• 

(paragraphs 63~65). It must be remembered that in order to 
demonstrate the existence of interaction effects by means of a follow ... 
up study, there must necessarily have been some degree of misallo ... 
cation of offenders to treatments in the first place: if each type of 
offender received the type of treatment most effective for him, the 
patterns of differences in success rEltes of the kinds illustrated in my 
hypothetical examples (see above) would not emerge. Very little 
is now known of the relations between sentencing policies or 
allocation poliCies in institutional systems like borstal, and the 
effectiveness of treatment. But there is some J:eason to think 
that the courts (and institutional allocation boards) are already 
taking into account. conSciously or unconsciously. some factors 
which are related to the optimum treatment for different types of 
offenders. To the extent that thiS is so, it will tend to conceal the 
fact that the outcome of treatment depends in part on the type of 
offender concerned. 

But the argument just considered is not wholly mistaken and it 
is important to remember that treatment~o£fender interaction (if it 
occurs at all) can in practice have only a limited effect on overall 
success rates. and thus only a limited effect 0n the efficacy of the 
penal 'system as a whole. It is very easy, when one is considering 
comparative studies of the effectiveness of treatment, to slip into 
the error of thinking that" success rates \, could vary between 0 per 
cent and 100 per cent. depending on the allocation of offenders to 
types of treatment. But this is, of course, completely unrealistic. 
All of the best and most reliable predictors of recidivism ~ number 
of previous convictions, age, sex, age at first conviction and type of 
current offence --- involve factors which anteda.te the choice of sen ... 
tence. Knowledge of the treatment received by the offender, or of 
his response to it, adds little if anything to the predictive power of 
the other factors just mentioned: indeed, I know of only two recent 
studies * in which factors relating to treatment were of any use at 
all in predicting subsequent reconviction. Thus it seems reasonable 
to assume that the overall Ie success rate" will never vary, whatever 

* See GlaserU (pp. 296-301) ; Grygiel'·' (pP' 34-5). It is interesting to note 
that both of these studies make use of the variants of the statistical method 
known as "predictive attribute analysis", and that treatment variables were 
of predictive weight for some of the offenders In each sample but not for others; 
this itself Is prima fade evidence of interaction effects. For a further reference 
to this statistical method see below, p. 158. 

I, 
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choices of treatment are made, outside a range of (say) 50 per cent 
to 90 per cent. In other words, some offenders (in particular, first 
offend~rs) are almost certainly going to " succeed" whatever treat .. 
ment is given to them: and other offenders are almost certainly 
bound to commit further offences no matter what is done to them. 

This still leaves room for substantial gains; to raise the overall 
"success rate" for all offenders from 50 per cent to 60 per cent, 
after all, would be to reduce recidivism by one fifth, which would 
be no mean achievement. But it is important to bear in mind that 
the maximum possible " profit" which can theoretically be obtained 
by propel' allocation of offenders to types of treatment ,- i.e. by 
taking the fulest possible advantage of interaction effects, if these 
occur ,- is strictly limited. As we shall see below, there are at 
present other practical limitations which further reduce the potential 
" profitability" of interaction effects, and thus affect the value of 
this type of research. 

After-conduct studies testing the hypothesis of 
interaction effects 

In all studies of this subject reported to date, the primary 
measure of the effectiveness of treatment has been the after~conduct 
of the offenders concerned,.... their " s~ccess " or " failure" in terms 
of reconviction, parole violation etc. Some researchers have used 
other measures, such as personality tests and ratings by treatment 
personnel, as well: but post .. treatmel1t criminal behaviour is the main 
criterion of the outcome of treatment in use, and for obvious reasons 
it is the most important one. Its methodological and practicallimi~ 
tations will be discussed below. 

Within the broad research strategy based on after~conduct 
studies, there are three different "tactical" approaches to the 
demonstration of interaction effects. Either: 

1. a single type of treatment may be administered to two or 
more types of offenders; or 

2. two or more types of treatment may be administered to a 
single type of offenders: or 

3. two or more types of treatment may be given to two or more 
types of offenders. Clearly, the third of these research designs is 
potentially the most informative: and most of the studies to he 
described here have been of this type. The other two approaches 
should not be neglected, since in practice they are likely to be much 
simpler and more economical to carry out. But since they neces­
sarily involve comparisons of the results of a number of different 
research projects, they depend, to an even greater degree than the 
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third research design, on the development of clearly defined, and 
reliable treatment and/or offender typologies. (It is just this 
feature which distinguishes the first design from a simple treatment .. 
control study, and the second from a comparative study of the 

,overall effec,:tiveness of a number of types of treatment.) And as 
we shall see, there has been relatively little progress in basic typo .. 
logical research to date. 

, So far, it appears that fewer than a dozen research projects have 
been undertaken in English .. language countries, of a kind which 
permit testing of hypotheses concerning interaction effects. Interim 
or final result are now available for only a few of these. 

A. RESBARCH PRO]EGTS FOR WIDCR RESULTS HAVE BEEN REPORTED 

The main conclusions which can be drawn from these studies 
may be summarised as follows: 

1. No research has yet produced clear evidence of full inter­
action, i.e. of treatment which is relatively successful for one type 
of offender. The original research of Grant and Grant89 at Camp 
Elliott'is often said to have demonstrated interaction effects empiri .. 
cally; out the implications of this study for the treatment of offenders 
are not, in fact, very clear .. A total of 511 military" delinquents" 
(most of them deserters from duty) were rated for" interpersonal 
maturity" according to a seven .. step scale originally propounded by 
Sullivan. Grant and Grane1, and were then classified as high~matu .. 
rity (I~ievels 4 and 5) or 10w~maturity (I .. levels 2 and 3) for the 
purposes of the research. Groups of 20 high, low and mixed matu .. 
rity .. level subjects each were randomly allocated to three types of 
training regimes ,.... known as "Living Groups" ,.... each run by 
three supervisors, for periods of three to nine weeks. The three 
i< Living Groups $I were not described in detail in the Original paper 
by Grant and Grant, who merely ranked them according to the pre .. 
dieted effectiveness of the 'Supervisors. Other writers (including 
Glaseil4

, (p. 4), Wilkinssa, (p. 53) and Gottfredson and Ballardso, 

(p. 2n.) have suggested that the Living Group predicted "most 
eff:ctive" involved intensive group counselling and group therapy, 
whIle that rated "least effective" involved merely the traditional 
:-igid disciplinary regime. But Gr.ant and Grant did not say this: 
mdeed, by ranking all three sets of supervisors they imply that all 
three Groups were carried on in more or less the same way, but that 
the supervisors predicted "least effective" were simply less compe .. 
tent to carry out this type of treatment. 

It was found that the high maturity subjects did Significantly 
better overall than low-maturity ones; and the Grants concluded 
from their finidings that" ... military recidivism (sic)cQuld be reduc .. 



138 CRIMINOLOGICAL RESEARCH 

ed by installing a closed Living Group programme with effective 
supervision for high maturity inmates". Since the sample of offend .. 
ers was somewhat selected and the criterion of "success" was 
restoration to military duty (after an unspecified £ol1ow~up period), 
and since Base Expectancy data were not available, it is a little di£ .. 
£icult to see how this claim can be supported; the overall " success 
rate" for high and low maturity subjects in the study was 62 per 
cent- whereas the overall rate of restoration to duty at Camp Elliott 
was'said to be " between 55 and 60 per cent". 

It was also found that among the inmates in the Living Group 
predicted to be most eHective, there was a significant difference 
between the success rates of high maturity and low maturity sub .. 
jects. There was a similar, though less marked, difference amOJ:9 
those in the Group predicted "next best" : but there was no dlf .. 
ference in the success rates of the two types of offenders among 
those given the predicted "least e£fec,tive" supervision. ~om~ 
menting on these results, in a later paper, M. Q. Grant has WrItten 
that: . 

"Not only were the treatment methods of some supervisory 
teams (psychodynamic oriented) effective in increasing the suc .. 
cess rates of some kinds of delinquents (high maturity), but also 
they were markedly detrimental to the success chances of other 
kinds of delinquents (low maturity). Furthermore. the .custody .. 
oriented supervisory team had the reserve effect on hIgh .. and 
10w~maturjty subjects "40 (p. 11). 

Many other writers have echoed this conclusion: but i~ is, in 
fact a non sequitur and is not supported by the Grants data. 
What the results act~tally showed was that for the predicted" best" 
treatment, offenders, restoration to duty -depended on their maturity 
levels, whereas for that predicted" least effective :', this was no: so. 
A parallel conclusion from medical research mIght be that tn a 
group of patients given penicillin, an indi;ridual's chances of i~pro .. 
vement were greater if he suffered from Illness A than frol!! Illness 
B . whereas in a group of patients given aspirin this was not so. 
It 'would be unwise to conclude from these premises that penicillin 
was good for illness A but bad for illness B ; and still more rash to 
conclude that aspirin was good for illness B, but bad for illness A. 
In the same way. we cannot conclude. from the Grants' findings 
just quoted. that any of the three Living Groups w~s (\ bette~ " 
or "~m:se" for either type of offender. In fact hlgh~maturlty 
subjects did slightly worse after the predicted "least effective" 
supervision, and low .. maturity subjects did slightly less well after 
the predicted "best" supervision. But in neither case were the 
results statistically significant; as the Grants themselves concluded, 
" ... no significant differences were found which could be attributed 
to predicted 'supervisory effectiveness II 89 (p. 134) .. 
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Two other studies have produced results suggestive of ftdl 
interaction between type of treatment and type of offender, though 
in neither case is the evidence very strong. Stuart Adams, in a study 
of the Pilot Intensive Counselling Project reported in 19611. com~ 
pared the parole performance of 200 juvenile offenders given inten~ 
sive individual counselling in a Californian Youth Authority insti .. 
tution, with that of 200 controls in the same institution. Each 
group was rated for " amenability" to this typ~ of treatment, and 
consisted of 100 "amenable" and 100 "non .. amenable" subjects; 
the former group was described as typically "bright, verbal and 
anxious", as well as being" aware of problems ", insightful and 
desirous of treatment. It was found that there was no relationship 
between amenability to treatment (as rated) and post .. institutional 
adjustment, since the after"conduct of the" amenable" and" non .. 
amenable II controls was virtually the same. But the treated" amen .. 
able" group did markedly better than the "amenable" controls. 
by several criteria, and were significantly less often returned to 
custody after discharge. The treated C\ non .. amenable" group by 
contrast, did slightly worse than the \, non~amenable" controls. 
Though several factors suggest that the latter difference may have 
been a real one, it was not statistically significant; and in a later 
study Guttman43 found" amenability" unrelated to outcome of psy .. 
chiatric: treatment. 

Finally, Reiss et al. have published an interim report26 on the 
effectiveness of Pre-Release Guidance Centres (PRGC) for young 
offenders in the US Federal prison system, in 'which the after~con'" 
duct of 122 offenders released from the Centres is compared with 
that q£ two groups of offenders discharged from Federal Youth 
Correction Act institutions direct to the community. The PRGC 
group and the two C\ control" groups, were each classified by Base 
Expectancy scores into four risk groups. While the results of this 
study to date are somewhat difficult to interpret, they suggest that 
the Centres may have been effective for the relatively high-risk 
offenders, but detrimental for the better prospects. 

2. Though two studies to date have found types of treatment 
to have differential outcomes with different types of offenders, an 
equal number haoe had negatioe results. The first of these projects 
was carried out hy Jesness50 at Fricot Ranch, a Californian Youth 
Authority institution for 8 to 14~year old delinquents. The project 
was intended to test the hypothesis that residence in a 20~boy lodge 
in the institution would increase the impact of sta££~inmate interacN 

tion and peer~\lroup influence, and thus provide more effective 
socialisation than residence in the normal 50~boy units. The outlook 
and training of the staffs of the two types of lodge were the same, 
and the size of the living unit was the only variable in the research 

____________________ ~j.I .. _______________________________________________________ ==~_=~~~~ ____ __J 
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design. Boys were randomly assigned to the experimental 20.boy 
lodge, and their responses to treatment compared with that of boys 
in the larger units, by means of staff ratings, interviews and a variety 
of personality tests, as well as a follow .. up study of parole perfor .. 
mance. After fifteen months at risk, parole revocations for boys 
from the smaller experimental lodge were Significantly ]owel,', over .. 
all, than those of the controls. However, this difference tended 
to decrease the longer the follow .. up was continued, and .at three 
year:s it was no longer significant: moreover, almost 80 per cent of 
each group had been returned to the reformatory by the end of 
three years. 

J essness developed an offender typology based on 103 items 
drawn from test scores, behavioural r?tings, and interview and 
social background data concerning the boys in the study, C~nonic .. 
al factor analysis of this data produced Hfteen factors; an l11ve~se 
analysis then classified the boys into eight groups, each repres~nt1l1g 
a more or less distinct delinqtlent type. For example, the fIrst of 
the eight types .- -described as « socialised, conforming thieves If .­
were rated high on conformity, school interest, and responsibility: 
they were of relatively high social status, were generally better .. than .. 
average on psychological tests, were older than average, less often 
came from" problem families", always had delinquent companions 
and had long police records: they behaved well in the institution 
and generally stayed there only a short time. Type -4 ,..-' described 
as " immature aggressive" were generally the opposite of Type 1 : 
and similar sets of criteria distinguished the other six types (U imma .. 
ture~passive ", "neurotic':'anxious", "cultural delinq\lent", "man! .. 
pulator '\ cc neurotic ating~out " and" neurotic ... depressed "). Though 
the· numbers involved. were small, the fifteen~month follow-up 
showed that boys of the three neurotic types did markedly better 
in the smaller experimental unit: only 14 pel' cent had had their 
parole revoked, compared with 51 per cent of the neurotic boys 
housed in the normal 50 ... boy lodge. There were no significant di£ .. 
ferences between the revocation rates of trt!atment and control 
groups of the other five types. Unfortunately, however, three .. 
year follow .. up data are not given for any of the eight delinquent 
types; and it may be that the difference in parole outcome was not 
maintained, even for boys of the three neurotic types. 

" Undoubtedly the most elaborate attempt to date to relate types 
of treatment to types of offenders is the Community Treatment Pro-­
ject, Phase One of which has been in progress, under the direction of 
Marguerite Q. Warren, since 1961. The subjects in this research 
project are delinquents committed for the first· time to California 
Youth Authority institutions by the juvenile courts of two cities 
(Sacramento. and Stockton). These are randomly allocated to an 
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Experimental group, which receives immediate parole with intensive 
supervlsion in the community, and a control group which undergoes 
the normal institutional treatment. In addition to comparing treat ... 
ment in the community with treatment in an institution, the pro~ 
gramme is designed to discovel," and develop the most appropriate 
treatment methods for each of the different types of offender in the 
experimental group. (For general descriptions of the project, see 
82. 83, 84, and for a discussion of one of the specifiC! treatment 
strategies see 63.) 

The typology used in this project is based on the "interper~ 
sonal maturity" levels proposed by Sullivan, Grant and Granel, 
with delinquents of each level of maturity then being further clas~ 
sHied into sub .. types said to represent their H typical mode of inter ... 
action with the world" 82 (p. 40). This Iow .. maturity subjects 
(I~level 2) are further divided into "unsocialised aggressive >I and 
" un socialised passive" sub .. types ; middle maturity subjects (I-level 
3) into" conformist, immature I" II conformist cultural 'l and II mani .. 
pulator I, sub .. types: and high .. maturity subjects (I .. level 4) into 
neurotic acting ... out ", (I neurotic .. anxious ", H cultural identifier" and 
~(situational emotional response" groups. Performance of the 
~xp~rimental and Control subjects in each of these nine sub .. types 
lS bemg compared by means of extensive pre ... and post .. testing, as 
welt as by parole follow~up ·data. 

The latest published re'sults of this research 83 show that the 
experimental group as a whole has had a I]1ucq lower parole failure 
rate than the control group: of those at risk for 15 months prior to 
31 March 1966, 28 per cent of the Experimentals had had their 
parole revoked, against 52 per cent of the Controls. A similar dif .. 
Ference is present for the smaller numbers at risk for 24 months: 
38 per cent of the Experimentals had failed by this time, against 
61 per cet;t of th.e Controls. The results by sub .. type, for the 
cohort at rIsk for fIfteen months, are shown in the follOWing table! 

I-level and sub-type Experimentals Controls 
No. % failed No. % failed 

1·2 Unsoclallsed aggressive 0 3 66.7 UnsocJalised passive 11 18.2 11 54.5 
I-3 Conformist, Immature 22 18.2 26 57.7 Conformist. cultural 13 15.4 24 45.8 Manipulator 25 32.0 29 48.3 
.I-4 Neurotic, acting-out 22 22.7 31 71.0 1-4 Neurotlc·anxlous 29 41.4 29 48.3 

Situational emotional 5 20.0 6 16.7 res .. 
.Cultural identlf!er 7 57.1 9 22.2 

TOTALS 134 28.4 168 51.8 

J 
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It will be seen that there are several differences in the relative 
performance of the Experimental and Control subjects, in the eight 
sub~types which can be compared (there being no "unsocialised 
aggressive" delinquents in the Experimental group). In two of 
the sub.-types ,...., "conformist, immature" and "neurotic~anxious" 
,...., the differences between Experimental and Control groups are 
statistically significant; and they approach significance for two 
others (" conformist, cultural" and "unsocialised passive"). 
Three of these four differences also appear among the group at 
risk for 24 months. Thus the programme to date has clearly had 
differential outcomes, being markedly successful for some sub.-types 
but not for others; though there is no sub~type in which the Expe.­
rim ental group has done significantly worse than its Controls. 

These data are subject to an impdrtant reservation, however. 
concerning the sub~type classification. A number of pencil~and~ 
paper tests (to be discussed in a later section of this paper) have 
been developed for classifying offenders according to interpersonal 
maturity. These tests can apparently distinguish high~maturity 
subjects (l~levels 4 and 5) from low~maturity ones (I~levels 2 and 
3). But it appears that no such test is now available for classifica~ 
tion according to the sub~types within each I.-level. In the Com .. 
munity Treatment Project this has so far been done by ratings based 
on interviews: and while Warren and her associates report high 
inter~rater reliability no other researchers have yet replicated this. 
Moreover, the validity of the sub~type classification is possibly 
suspect: in some cases an offender's ma~.urity level· has changed 
during treatment (from I~level 3 to 4. or 2 to 3), and he has not 
then fitted into any of the sub~types of the higher maturity levelM

• 

It may thus be that the only division of offenders which can reU .. 
ably be made in practice (as opposed to the present experimental can .. 
ditions) will be a broad. dichotomous classification into high~matu .. 
rity and low "maturity subjects. If so, the differential outcomes 
found for the sub"types will disappear completely: for there are no 
statistically significant differences when the failure rates of high~ 
maturity and low"maturity subjects are compared. in either Expe~ 
rim ental or Control groups, at either 15 or 54 months at risk*. In 
other words, unless the sub~type classification can be reliably 
applied in practice, the only useful difference found by the Commu .. 
nity Treatment Project will have been an overall difference in out .. 
come between the Experimental and Control groups, and nothing 
more. Even this overall difference may be a little doubtfull; since 
there were apparently marked differences in the strictness of the 
parole supervision of the Experimental and Control groups. (See. 
e.g. 82. 83.) 

Against the somewhat tentative results of these two studies 
must be set those of two other researchers. who were unable to 
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demonstrate any differences in treatment outcome for different types 
of offender. Havel45 classified pa.rolees in the Special Intensive 
Parole Unit study (SIPU). into high"maturity and low..-maturity 
gr~ups (again following Sullivan, Grant and Grant71 ). Parole 
offIcers were also classified, according to whether they adopted a 
primarily U external" (situational) approach in dealing with the 
parolee, or an U internal" (individual) one. It was hypothesised 
that low~maturity offenders would do better under ." external" 
supervision, and that the high.-maturity parolees would do better 
under" internal" supervision. But neither hypothesis was confirm .. 
ed: there were no significant differences in parole violation rates 
for either group, in large. medium or small case"loads. (" Nor" 
according to Havel, "can much comfort be taken by looking fo; 
trends ".) 

Finally, TagakiSO classified· a group of offenders according 
to the typology developed by Schrag12, based on social roles in the 
p~iso~. There were no statistically significant differences in parole 
vlOlatlon rates among the four groups, after eight months and 20 
months at risk; and the Schrag classification did not improve on 
the predictions of parole violation made by using the California 
Ba~e Expectancy tables: ~n ~ttitude test was given to the parolees 
bef?re release from the lllsbtutton, and after eight months on parole; 
while some degree of attitude change was found, it was not related 
to parole violation, or to any prisoner type. 

Mention should also be made here of 'two projects, one in 
England and one in California, in which offenders have been c1as .. 
sified acco;:ding to risk. group by means of prediction tables. 

* The fIgures (computed trom 83, pp. 51, 5'1) are as follows: 

15-mo.nth Cohort 

Experilnentals 

High-maturity (I-level 4) 
Low~maturity (I-levels 2 & 3) 

TOTAL 

No. % failure 
63 35.0 
71 22.5 

134 28.4 

Controls 
No. % failure 
93 51.5 
75 52.0 

168 51.8 
.~---------------------X' = 2.52,1 df.20>p> 10 X' = .003.1 df.p ::; 95 

24-mo/lth Cohort 

High-maturity (I-level 4) 
Low-maturity (I-levels 2 & 3)' 

TOTAL 

36 
50 

86 

.38.9 
38.0 

38.'1 

64 
68 

132 

56.3 
64.7 

60.5 

X' = .007,1 df.95>p>90 X' = 0.99.1 df.50>p>30 
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Beverleyll has carried out two comparative studies of the parole 
performance of young offenders released from California institu .. 
tions. Both of these studies showed several significant differences 
between the expected and actual parole violation rates of those 
released from different institutions. These differences might be 
taken to show that some of the institutions were more effective than 
others. On the other hand, they may simply show that the offen­
ders discharged from the different institutions were not really com­
parable risks, despite having similar Base Expectancy scores (or 
expected violation rates). Beverley, in fact, is of this opinion: he 
gives several reasons for thinking that the differences he found 
were due to uncontrolled selection factors related to outcome, 
rather than to differences in treatment effectiveness of the insti­
tutions. 

A similar study carried out by Cockett11 at seven English bor­
stal institutions produced slightly stronger evidence of differential 
treatment effectiveness. Expected reconviction rates were calcula· 
ted for 110 boys discharged from each institution, using the Mann ... 
heim"WHkins prediction tables58 : these were then compared with 
the actual reconviction rates of the 770 boys. It was found that 
there were no statistically significant differences between the overall 
reconviction rates and expected reconviction rates, for any of the 
seven institutions. But when each risk group on the Mannheim ... 
Wilkins table was considered separately, significant differences did 
emerge; the data suggested that some institutions were more suc­
cessful than others in training boys in the higher risk~groups (in par­
ticular, those in grade C 011 the Mannheim ... Wilkins table). But 
as Cockett points out (and as earlier studies by GibbensZQ and 
Hood48 have also shown), the risk groups identified by the Mann­
heim ... Wilkins table are not homogeneous: and since factors relevant 
to outcome may well be taken into account in borstal allocation, the 
apparent differences in the institutions' effectiveness with grade C 
cases may be misleading. 

Both of these studies, then, are compatible with the view that 
there are differences in the effectiveness of training programmes in 
different institutions, for some offenders but not for others. But 
further research needs to be done before these apparent differences 
can be accepted as real. The relation between offender classifica .. 
tion by means of prediction tables (especially those making use of 
multiple regression, like the Mannheim-Wilkins tables or the Cali .. 
fornia Base Expectancy tables) and other offender typologies, is 
further considered below. . . ,. .. " 
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B. OnmR RESEARCH PROJECTS, FOR 'Y-illcR NO RESULTS' ARE YET AVAlLABLR 

Phase One of the Community Treatment Project is still in 
progress at the time of this writing, and further results will presu­
mably be forthcoming in the future. In one important respect, 
however, the research design of this study has been changed. Ori­
ginally, the project involved a comparison between an Experimental 
group of offenders given treatment in the community according to a 
programme specifically designed for their matudty levels and sub­
types, and a Control group which received the standard California 
Youth Authority institutional programmes. But since 1966, treat­
ment methods based on the theory of interpersonal maturity have 
been introduced in at least three Youth Authority institutions. The 
result, as Warren points out 83 (p. 25), is ~.hat the Community 
Treatment Project I< no longer has Control subjects in the sense ori­
ginally described", Thus, the "Experimental.Control comparison 
no longer reflects differences in theoretical orientation of treatment 
programmes. The comparison wJll continue to reflect differences 
between intensive treatment in the community and intensive treat .. 
ment in an institutional setting ". 

Further evidence of treatment~offender interaction effects may 
appear from Phase Two of the Community Treatment Project, 
whi~h was begun in San Francisco in the autumn of 1965. As 
described by Warren83, this study involves a comparison between 
the differential treatment model used in Phase One (described 
above), and a treatment unit modelled on that'used by L.T. Empey 
in the Provo (Utah) experiment20 • (In the Provo research, offen~ 

. ders placed on probation were required to attend a non-residential 
centJ:e at which they were subject to a form of counselling known 
as" guided group interaction". An important part of this research 
design .- which was based on a sociological theory of delin­
quency ,...., was the use of delinquent peer group pressures on the 
individual oEfender) • It. was originally intended that subjects 
should be randomly assigned to the two types of .:ommunity treat­
ment, and to the traditional Youth Authority institutional pro­
gramme; though in fact entirely random allocation has not been 
possible in ·practice. This project should make possible a compari­
son of two very different treatment programmes; it will also permit 
further testing of the « interpersonal .. maturity plus delinquent sub­
type" classification used in Phase One of the Community Treat .. 
ment Project. (No offender typology was used in the original 
Provo project.) Unfortunately, certain practical difficulties have 
arisen in the early stages of this research; both treatment units 
have (at latest report83) a very high proportion of high.maturity 
subjects, and a shortage of low~maturity ones. 

i 
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A number of research projects making use of offender and/or 
treatment typologies are now being carried out in England. The 
largest of these is the study of probation being made by the Home 
Office Research unit. This project, part of a larger study of pro .. 
bation and related topics begun in 1961, will investigate differences 
in outcome among different types of male probationers aged 17 .. 21, 
under different types of supervision. The hypothesis to be tested 
is that there is no particular form of supervision which is most suit .. 
able for all probationers*. The treatment and offender typologies 
used are derived from social psychological theory, and attempt to 
take into account both personal and social factors in the probation 
treatment relationship. Eight types of treatment are distinguished, 
according to the emphasis placed on individual or situational 
approaches to the offender, and the degree of " support" and" con .. 
trol" used. Thus, for example, "Individual Control" supervision 
involves low home visiting, low support and high control: " Situ a .. 
tiona1 Support" involves high home visiting, high support. a~d l?w 
contro124

• The main offender typology used attempts to distinguish 
probationers by reference to the main " areas of ,difficulty" in their 
lives, taking into account both personal and environmental factors: 
eleven types in all have been identified, on the basis of terms £re .. 
quent1y used by probation officers in assessing their clients1 • In 
addition, a prediction table will be constructed and expected recon .. 
viction rates derived for each type of offender identified. The 
usual geographical allocation of offenders to probation officers is 
being followed in most cases: but in one area a matching experi ... 
ment is being carried out, in which an attempt is being made to allo~ 
cate probationers to those officers who are considered most capa ... 
ble of providing the type of treatment which the offender seems to 
need. 

A pilot study, making use of the treatment typology (but not 
the offender typology) has already been carried out on a sample of 
602 offenders in the Middlesex probation area24 • The results of 
this pilot study, though of course only provisional, are nonetheless 
suggestive. The Middlesex probation officet:s generally agreed 
about the high importance of providing psychological support for 
their clients. But they tended to disagree about many other aspects 
of probation treatment, including the importance of discipline, work 
and peer groups as treatment settings, use of other social services 
and treatment within the family. (Moreover. over 40 per cent of 
those surveyed attached relatively low importance to II the protec ... 
tion of society" as an objective of probation). It was also found 

* It should be noted that this is a different, and especially we. 1lker, hypothesis 
than the one set out at the beginning of this paper i it is entailed by, but does 
not entail, the hypothesis that there Is one type of treatment which is most 
suitable for every type of offender, 
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that relatively high success rates were associated with those types 
of treatment involVing a low degree of "control >l (as oposed to 
" support"). The highest SUccess rates were found among pro .. 
bationers given "nominal" supervision, who accounted for exactly 
half of the total sample. It may of course be that these offenders 
were mostly good risks who did not need much supervision. 

The value and limitations of research to date 

It can be seen that the results of research to date are both 
meagre and vague: and they obViously furnish no basis whatever 
for administrative or policy decisions of any kind. So far, not even 
the nature of our ignorance about interaction effects has been 
revealed, by t~e handful of studies just reviewed, 

In particular, no typology of offenders or treatments has yet 
been shown to be either valid or reliable: a fortiori no definite rela~ 
tionships have yet been established between any type of treatment 
and any ty~e of offender. The offender typology most fully explo ... 
red, so far i~ that b~sed on the theory of interpersonal maturity77, 

wh~ch has fIgured 10 three projects apart from the Camp Elliott 
resear~h of Gra~t ,and Grant. It is interesting to note that the 
essentlally desc.tlptlve typology derived by Jesness in the Fricot 
Ranch study50 is in many respects similar to the I .. leve1 and sub ... 
type classification though of course J esness' s' typology has not yet 
been independently validated, But the relations between inter .. 
personal maturity and delinquency are not yet clear. According 
to ~rant and Grant, low ... maturity subjects, though not invariably 
delmquent, are much more likely to become involved in delinquency 
than high:maturity ones; and, as we have seen, the high .. maturity 
offenders 10 the Camp Elliott study had the highest overall Ie success 
rate": In t,he Com~unity Treatment .Project, however, the high .. 
matuJ:lty dehnquents 10 both the ExpeJ:lmental and ContralGroups 
have b:en somewhat less successful in terms of subsequent parole 
revocation, though as already noted the differences between I .. levels 
are not statistically significant for either group, Commenting on 
an earlier, part of Havel's SIPU research46, Glaser has suggested 
that s~ecial treatment services succeed in reducing failur.e rates 
appreclably only for "middle risk" cases, haVing little impact on 
the ~e~t a~d .worst ri~ks32 ,( p. 6). This does seem intuitively likely: 
but It IS difficult to ldentify any such trend in the studies just dis .. 
cussed: ~ince -, apart from Cockett's study of Borstal, on which 
onlYhm~ted weight can be put ...... the probability of reconviction 
for ~he dIfferent types of offenders in question are unknown. Most 
prOjects have concerned institutionalised delinquents, who may be 
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presumed to have typically more serious crim~nal recor~s (and thus 
a higher probability of recidivism) than delInquents In general. 

The re&earch in this field to date has certain other li~itations. 
About half of the projects reviewed above relate to experiments, in 
treatment and attempt to develop and/or to test ways of dealing 
with o££e~ders which are not already in use, Such experiments 
are of course of great potential value. in that they lead ~o ~he de~elN 
opment of more effective training methods. But their Immediate 
utility is limited: since even if they do show a new form of trea~ .. 
ment to be especially effective with a certain .type of. offender. It 
may not be feasible to provide that t1:eatment ill p1:actlce, on more 
than a limited scale. It may also be that the type of offender 
shown to respond to a certain form of treatment is not very common, 
. or cannot usually be given that type of treatment (e.g. because typ .. 
ically his criminal reco1:d and type of offence are not serious ,enough 
to warrant a custodial sentence). Seen from this perspective. the 
Home Office probation study seems especially promisi?,g, since it 
is attempting to investigate an existing (and well .. establIshed) ~orm 
of treatment now given to about 18 per cent of all persons convIcted 
of indictable offences in England, and to about 16 per cent of the 
17 ~21 age group with which the research is concerned. (On the 
other hand as is well .. known, probation is often used for first offend .. 
ers and ";ituational " or "accidental" delinquents, many of whom 
would probably not commit further offences even if they were sim .. 
ply discharged without supervision of any kind. For these offend" 
ers the potential "payoff" from research on oHender .. treatment 
interaction is probably relatively low.) 

In this connection, it may be noted that no research has yet 
been carried out on the relations between types of offenders and 
alternative types of sentences· (for example imprisonment versus 
probation. or short-term versus long .. term institutional sentences). 
Of course it may well be that even if interaction effects were found 
at this le~el, full use could not be made of them in practice by the 
courts. The prevention of recidiVism is not ..- and never cax: be ....... 
the only object of sentencing policy; even if we leave aSide t~e 
bogey of " retribution ". the choice ,0£ se~tence for al'l;y offender IS 
necessarily limited by many conSideratIons, of w~lch the most 
obvious is the relative cost of the penal measures avaIlable. None .. 
theless the courts do have some freedom of choice in practice. If, 
for ex~mple it could be shown that offenders of type X did well 
on probatio~ but worse than expected wh,en ~ined, and t?at the 
reverse was true for offenders of type Y, It might be pOSSible for 
the courts to apply this knowledge, since the two types of non .. cus .. 
todial measures must often be feasible alternatives. Since the total 
number of offenders dealt with by the courts is much greater than 
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the numbers placed on probation or sent to prison, the potential 
" payo£~," of research on interaction at the sentencing stage is pro~ 
bably hIgher than that of research on different types of treatment 
within a s~ngle form of sentence, Of course, there are many 
methodologIcal problems encountered in typological research at the 
sentencing level, the most serious of these being the inadequacy of 
records and the consequent difficulty of obtaining sufficient in for .. 
~atio,n about the offenders concerned. But, on balance, these dif .. 
flcultxes may be no greater than those encountered in 'typological 
research at later stages of the penal process. 

Despit7 all of these limitations. and the generally negative 
results obtaIned, the research done to date on interaction effects has 
certainly not heen completely useless. These few studies are but a 
starting~point: and they have brought to light many of the diffiw 
cuI ties inherent in typological research, which later researchers may 
be able to avoid. It is important not to try to evaluate allY type of 
penal treatment too soon after it has begun, and before it has worked 
out all of the " bugs" to which any innovation is prone' negative 
results, which may discourage further endeavour, may simply be due 
~o the fact .that the treatment ill question has not yet really been put 
mto practice. The same point may be made with regard to 
atte~pts to evaluate research which attempts to evaluate treatment. 
After all, ~ven negative results from typological research can be of 
s~me practical use --- however disappointing they may be to idealists 
(If there are any left) in the fields of correctional administration and 
~~~ . 

The explanation of interaction effects 

For the purpose of allocating types of offenders to types of 
treatment, it is enough to be able to identify interaction effects bet .. 
ween the two. If it is known, for example, that probation officer A 
t~nds. to be most effective with offenders of type X, or that institu­
tional regime B tends to be detrimental to offenders of type Y, then 
thos:: offenders can be dealt with accordingly, without any need to 
~onslder why the differences in response to treatment occur. Many 
In~tances of this kind of "empiricism" can be seen in connection 
';'lth, other types of treatment. In psychiatry, for example, the disN 
bnchons between "process" and /I reactive 11 schizophrenia, and 
~etween endogenous and reactive depression, were both made inl .. 
baHy on a purely descriptive (symptomatological) basis; differen .. 
ces in response to certain types of therapy have been found in each 
case, though in neither case, so far as I know. is the etiological diE ... 
ference between the two typ~s of illness satisfactqrily understood. 
(See, respectively, 14 and 54: and 13 and 44.) 
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But from a scientific point of view, to stop at identifying rela~ 
tionships between types of penal treatment and types of offender is 
to leave the job only half ... finished. Nor is this just a matter of 
scientific curiosity: especially if it is hoped to develop new types of 
treatment which will be useful for particulaJ:' types of offender, some 
attempt must be made to explain any interaction effects which are 
found. Why should intensive individual counselling, for example, 
be effective in reducing the recidivism of one type of offender but 
detrimental to the after .. conduct of another type 1*. Why should 
one type of inmate become "prisonised" when another does not 1 
Why, of two offenders who apparently become equally It prisonis~ 
ed II, should one return to crime after discharge from pdson, but 
the other not? To answer these and similar questions might well 
lead, in time, to the development of new. type,.specific treatment 
strategies; eventually. it might even bring us closer to that will_a' ... 
the wisp, a coherent and empirically verified theory of treatment. 

In our present state of ignorance, it is clearly premature to 
think about explanations and treatment theories of this kind; a 
£ish must be caught before it can be cooked, and there w.i1l be 110 

scope for explaining treatment .. offender interactions until some have 
been shown to exist. But the research methods which might be 
used to test and develop such explanations seem worth considering 
briefly, if only because they offer a possible alternative to follow.-up 
studies as a strategy for establishing the existence of interaction 
effetcs. A relatively small,.scale study of group counselling. for 
example, might produce reliable eVidence of differences in response 
to treatment (e.g. in attitude change) among different types of 
offenders: these might then be related to treatment variables such 
as the size of the group, or the personality of the group leader or 
other group members, the content of the discussions and the degrees 
of participation of each type of offender. A certain amount of 
information of this kind is already available. from small.-group 
research in other contexts (see, e.g. 6. 8, 25 : and d. 91) : a compar-­
ison of this data with that obtained for offenders could help to 
illuminate the spedfic contribution (if any) which group counselling 
can make to the modification of anti,.social attitudes, improved 
staff .. inmate relations etc, 

Eventually, of course, it would be necessary to show that any 
observed diffe.('ences in immediate response to treatment were related 
to long-term differences behaviour. It may well be, for example, 
that the high participation of a certain type of offender in group 
sessions in prison has no effect whatever on the recidivism of that 
type of offender. Moreover, the methodological and practkal diE .. 

* Assuming of course that this Is so. Adams (I. pp. 41-43) docs briefly discuss 
this problem. 
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ficulties of small,.scale clinical and experimental research of this 
kind may be formidable, especially in penal institutions: and it 
must be said that the majority of 'I clinical" studies of the treatment 
of .offenders to date are not very encouraging from a methodological 
pOll~t ~f view. Nonetheless, there may be some advantages in 
begmnmg to look for treatment.-oHender interactions in this way, 
rather than (or in addition to) carrying out comparative follow,.up 
studies. In particular, it is quicker ..- and cheaper __ to discard 
f~lse hypotheses and invalid typologies through research of this 
kmd, than to wait for them to be falsified (or, worse spuriously 
verified) by a two~year follow~up study. ' 

At a "tactical" level, the same three research designs are 
possible in this field as in after .. conduct studies: either one type 
of treatment can be studied in relation to two or more types of 
offenders, or several types of treatment can be studied with one 
type of offender or, a number of both treatment~ and offender~ 
types can be compared. Some measure of treatment is needed; 
this can be difficult in the case of complex treatments like imprison.­
~ent~ through the objective ratings for " programme participation" 
m prIsons, deVised by Suziedelis78, indicates one way in which this 
problem may be overcome. In addition, some way to measure the 
Impact of treatment on the offender is needed. The most usual 
dev~f:e for this purpose -- ~part from subjective clinical impressions 
:- IS of course some variety of attitude or personality test, adminN 
Istered before and after treatment. Most of the research projects 
described in the preceding section of this pap.er have, in fact, made 
use of such tests; in particular, both Experimental and Control 
subjects in the Community Treatment Programme and the Fricot 
Ranch study were extensively pre~and posMested. The limitations 
of such instruments as measures of the effectiveness of treatment, 
i.e. as supplementary criteria of II 'success ", are considered in a 
later section. For the moment. we are concerned with their use in 
explanatory research, and with the study of the process of treatment 
as this affects different types of offenders. 

So far, it appears that even less research making use of 
o.f£enders and! or treatment typologies has been done on this subject 
than on the effectiveness of treatment. Perhaps the closest 
approach to date is to be found in recent American studies of the 
impact of the social system of the prison on the individual inmate. 
Clemmer. in his book The Prison Communitylll first described the 
process by which prisoners assimilate the norms and values of the 
inmate code requiring loyalty to other inmates, opposition to pdson 
staff and (in consequence) an increased commitment to antl .. social 
or criminal values. Clemmer recognised that this process __ which 
he called .. prisonisation " __ was not undergone to the same degree 
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by all inmates: it depended on such things as length of sentence, 
primary group affiliations within the prison, and the continuation of 
" outside II contacts. But he seems to have thought that aU pri .. 
soners became "prisonised" to some degree, and that the process 
'Was a simple linear one, increasing (ceteris paribus) directly in 
proportion to the time the inmate spent in prison. This picture has 
since been shown to be too simple. Wheeler87 found that prisoners' 
conformity to staff role .. expectations tended to vary according to a 
U~shaped curve over the period of their sentences: they began by 
adhering (relat~vely) to conventional values, conformed least to 
conventional standards during the middle phase of their institutional 
careers, but then seemed to shed the prison culture and become re .. 
orientated to conventional values as their release from prison became 
nearer. Similar results were reported by Glaser and Stratton 35 S3 : 

and Garrity27 found that there was no consistent relation between 
length of sentence, prior penal commitments and other possible 
indices of " prisonisation ", and subsequent parole violation rates. 

All of these researchers stressed that II prisonisation, ", however 
exactly it may take place, is unlikely to occur in a uniform fashion 
for all offenders, in all penal institutions: and more recently both 
offender and institutional typologies have been used in the study 
of this process. Street, Vinter and Perrow10 distinguished three 
types of treatment organisations, which they classified by reference 
to the oHicial goals of "obedience conformity ", II re-educatlon/ 
development", and II treatment": they produced evidence (chiefly 
from attitude tests) to illustrate the differences which each type of 
organisation apparently had on the value~systems of inmates. A 
similar study by GruskyH found significant differences in inmate 
attitudes toward the institution, staff and treatment programmes, in 
treatment-oriented as opposed to control~oriented prisons. Still 
more recently, a study by BerkO has corroborated these findings, and 
also partly confirmed Wheeler's finding that inmates' orientation 
toward conventional and criminal values varied during their senten .. 
c:es in a U .. shaped curve, despite a general shift away from the 
conventional values throughout the sentence. Berk also found 
evidence of dHferences in the degree of info!:mal organisation and 
the character of leadership among the inmates, which reflected the 
differences in emphasis on treatment versus control at three different 
prisons. 

An offender typology dezived from social roles in prison, as 
described by Schrag 11 12 111 has also been used in research on 
"'prisonisation". Shra~J' s classification distinguishes between pre~ 
social, anti~social, pseudo~social and anti .. social offenders (in prison 
argot, II square Johns", "'right guys ", "con politicians", and 
" outlaws ": a similar typology has been propounded by Sykes10). 
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Garabedianz8 has reported consistent differences between inmates 
of these f?ur types, .in institutional adjustment, reported social 
contacts WIth other prIsoners, and conformity to staff norms; and 
Gar~ity21 fou~d vari~tions in parole violation rates for the four types, 
consistent WIth theIr hypothesised differential responses to "pri~ 
so~isation ". Still more recently, Welford 86 has replicated Wheel .. 
er.~ a~te~Pt, to measure "prisonisation" by means of a question~ 
nalre mdicatmg adherence to staff and/or inmate values, and has 
related the results to the II pro .. social" and cc anti-so'cial" type 
categories developed by Schrag. Wellford's results tend to confirm 
Wheeler's finding of a U .. shaped pattern of attitude change during 
sentence: but he also found significant differences between the 
" prisonisation II of inmates of the pro .. social and anti~social types. 

Th~se studies ar~, of ~~u7se, only a b~ginning: each is open 
to certaIn meth?~o,lo9~cal C:rltlclsms, and theIr results are suggestive 
rather than defInItIVe . The concept of " prisonisation " is still not 
fully understood: and as we have seen, a follow-up study by 
TagakieO foun?, no differenc;s in parole Violation rates among 
offenders c1aSSlfle? by Schrag s social types, once Base Expectancy 
scores were taken Into account. Nonetheless, these studies illustrate 
one way j~ which fu:ther typological studies of the process of 
treatment mI~ht be camed out, as a supplement to typological studies 
of offenders after-conduct .. 

Methodological problems concerning typologies 

A. OFFENDER TYPOLOGIES 

, An enormous number of offender typologies have been describ~ 
ed In the cdI?inological literature of the past twenty-five years. 
No attempt wIll be made to give an exhaustive bibliography of these 
he~e: useful ~ists of, referrences have been provided by a number of 
Wrlters (see, m partlculal:, Grant40, Gibbens30 and KinchM and there 
seems little point in PI'oviding another one. Since virtually no 
empirical research of any kind has been done on most of these 
suggested typologies, there is little point in trying to assess their 
relative utility. Instead, I shall briefly suggest some of the require .. 
ments of a good typology of offenders, and indicate the main 

• The prleE summary given here does not pretend to do justice either til these 
juthors work, or to possible criticisms of It; my purpose Is illustrative only. 
1 t Is Important to note, however, that most or these researchers have been at 
east as Interested In the soclology_ of Institutions as In the process of trying 

to reform ,offenders In prisons. No doubt their work would have followed 
sllghtly different lines If they had been primarily interested In explaining the 
mechanics of treatment or In its evaluation. 
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approaches to typological formulation and the problems surrounding 
each. 

What is meant by a " type" of or'fender in this context, and 
why should a set, or a system of these " types" be thought to be 
useful 7 Prima facie, if we divide any set of things of the same kind 
into sub~sets, by reference to one or more of the attributes of those 
things, then each one of the sub~cIasses exemplifies a " type" of the 
thing in question; and almost any attribute will serve for this pur .. 
pose, though of course not all will be equally useful. But to sort 
things into " types" is generally thought of, it seems, as something 
more than arranging them with respect to a single variable (i.e. 
along a single continuum, such as a scale of length or intelligence). 
Indeed, if only a single variable is used to dassify offenders into 
types, there will probably be some loss of information, since the 
cutting"points used are almost bound to be somewhat arbitrary, and 
may not be the most useful. (It may be, for example, that the 
notion of U interpersonal maturity" developed by Sullivan, Grant 
and Grant77 would be better treated as a continuous variable rather 
than in seven supposedly discrete stages. ) A typology is generally 
only useful, then, if a number of attributes or qualities or traits 
exemplified by the population is to be taken into account by a 
single classification; and a typology is strictly speaking only neces~ 
sary if there is, or may be, some interaction between these attributes, 
so tha~ they are not independent or do not" add together" in a 
straightforward linear way, 

At the other extreme, to classify offenders into types is dif .. 
ferent from ___ though perfectly compatible with --- a " diagnostic" 
approach to the special problems peculiar to an individual case. 
And a typology is only useful in dealing with offenders if (1) it is 
based on relatively stable or persistent features of the population in 
question, and (2) the number of possible courses of action contem .. 
plated (e.g. allocation to types of treatment) is fairly small. Thus, 
for example, it might be useful to classify probationers into a dozen 
types, and allocate those of Type X to a certain sort of probation 
officer: the probation officer may then find it necessary to '9'ary his 
approach to the offender slightly, in the light of the individual's 
special circumstances. But if he cannot generally follow the same 
basic treatment policy with offenders of a certain type, or if 
offenders constantly change types under treatment, then the typo .. 
logy willl11erely be a waste of time. 

Broadly speaking, there seem to be two approaches to the 
creation Qf offender typologies: let us call these the H empirical" 
and the "theoretical I, approaches. The first proceeds simply by 
grouping together individuals according to their most obvious 
apparently relevant ieatures, so that each group con,tains members 

I 
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which are as similar as possible to each other and as different as 
possib~e from all other groups. Usually one has some vague idea 
of whIch featur:s are, .or might be r~levant, e.g. when, classifying 
of~enders one Will conslder features with some conceivable relation .. 
shIp to crime. But the choice of these is not dictated by an parti~ 
cular theory, and the primary basis of classiHcation is usually some 
readily ascertainable first .. order facts about the individual, rather 
than an abstract theoretical variable. Examples of this kind of 
typology are the "criminal types" identified by Roebuck 66 61 68 aD 

Spen~er's typology of violent oHenders75, and the offender typolog~ 
used In the Home Office Probation study1. based on the main "areas 
of difficulty" in probationers' Jives (as seen by probation officers). 
~ften the features used in intuitively~derived classifications of this 
kIn~ are heterogeneous, and not obviously related to one another; 
for mstance, Roebuck uses race as well as criminal career to define 
sev~ral.of his criminal types. It is basically this method of grouping 
~hlch ~s .reproduce~ ~y statistical methods of taxonomy such as 
. aSSOCIatIon analysIs I, applied to offenders by Wilkins and 

MacNaughton .. Smith 8551, and the more complicated calculations 
used by J esness50• 

The second (II theoretical") approach, by cO:1trast, statts with 
a theory from which a relatively spedfic basis for classification is 
?educed ; descri~tive c!=iteriaare then found for grouping individuals 
m accordance wIth thiS theoretical scheme. The best (and by far 
the comm~nest) examples of this kind of typology, of course, are 
thos: derived from psychiatric or psychological theories (e.g. 
J enkms 90, Argyle a I Andry.2); but sociological typologies such as 
th?se based on reference groups (e.g. Schrag 7.2 and Sykes 79) are of 
thiS type too, These approaches are not mutually exclusive; on 
the contrary, they represent differences of emphasis rather than 
absolute opposite's, and they can to some extent be combined as 
the work of Gibbons 30 shows. ' 

What, then,. are the ma'in requirements of a good typology of 
?ffenders, for thIS purpose 1 The ultimate obj'ect, of course, is that 
It should be valid, Le. that it should separate offenders whose treat .. 
ment needs are different; it is this validity which we seek to 
establish by research. Ideally, perhaps, a typology should at least 
suggest the optimum forms of treatment for each of the offender 
types it ~ontains; for this reason the second (" theoretical ") 
a~pr~ach I~, on paper, the most useful. But in the present. state of 
cnmmologlcal knowledge, this requirement can hardly be thought 
of as an essential: in practice, there is probably little to choose 
be.tween the two approaches to typology construction, on this point. 
GIbbons has suggested that a single offender typology might be 
used in etiological theory as well as for treatment: he remarks that 

________________________________________________________ dIn.··~ ________ ~ _________________________ __ 
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" it seems but a small jump from the view that the causes of illegal 
behaviour vary among types of delinquent or crim~n~l careers, to t?e 
conclusion that efficacious therapy procedures scmtlarly vary wIth 
the kind of behaviour to be treated or changed tI (30, p. 40, my 
italics). This seems to me to be a jump of positively gargantuan 
proportions; unfortunately it, is by no mean~ clear that knowled~e 
of the causes of an offender s delinquency IS of any use at all III 

getting him to stop breaking the law. 

A second requirement concerns the scope of t~e typolog,Y: 
all other things being equal, the most useful typology IS that whIch 
includes the greatest number of offenders. Often, however, tYPOM 
logies seem to achieve this spuriously, by tacking on a "miscella~ 
neous" category unrelated to the other categories or the basis of 
classification; Schrag's prisoner typology73, which included a cate .. 
gory of non~conformists (" dings") is perhaps an example. Typo.­
logies like those of Roebuck, which group toge~her offenders who 
generally commit offences of the same type (lll legal terms, e.g. 
robbery or fraud), may be limited from the point of view of scope. 
Peterson et al02, have reported a high proportion of homogeneous 
offence~career patterns among a group of offenders convicted of 
violence: but other researchers, including McClintock 55 ~G and 
RobinG' have found that" specialisation" of this kind is rare among 
oEfenders generally, and even Roebuck69 (p. 175) admit~ that many 
offenders' careers are" mixed ", and show no pattern 0.': concentI~a .. 
tion on a single type of offence. 

But it is easy to make too much of the requirement that a 
typology should have a wide scope. It is sometimes suggested that 
to be useful, a typology should include the majority of all,offenders: 
but this is surely unrealistic. The most that is needed 1S that the 
typology should apply to the maj~rity of those offenders for whom 
the treatment choices in question may be applied: e.g. a typology 
for use in probation should include the majority of possible proba .. 
tioners. At the outset, however, a good typology should be as rich 
in types as possible, and should contain at least as many types as 
there are treatment choices. The initial hse of only two or three 
broad classes will probably mean a loss of both power and informa~ 
tion : and any categories which are shoWl), by research to be unrelat~ 
ed to treatment outcome can always be: discarded later. 

A third, and very important, :eequirement is that the types 
should be easily and reliably identified. Here, typologies which 
are based on \< external" data (such as criminal career or work 
record) obviously score over psychiatric and psychological typolo~ 
gies for both treatment and research purpose~. unless so~e " exter .. 
nal " criteria can be found for the psychologIcal categorles. Most 
of the typologies on which research has been done to date make use 
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of ratings, based either on interviews or on reco:eds. This may be 
feasible in pradice, if the numbers of offenders involved are not too 
large: even so, the use of :eatings may severely limit the utility of a 
typology. Considerable research has been done to establish the 
reliability of ratings for the I~level and sub-type classification used 
in tp,e Community Treatment Project; Warren and her associates 
report inter-rater agreement, on average, in about 85 per cent of the 
cases* 8S. But this result has been achieved by a small and highly 
experienced team of researchers who have worked together for 
several yea:es : and according to Conrad it is "prohibitively costly" 18 

(p. 199). Moreover, other researchers have not achieved the same 
level of reliability. Havel45 found agreement betweeen two raters 
classifyi~g offenders by level of interpersonal maturity (IMlevels 2, 
3, or 4) In 93 per cent of 138 cases when the classification was based 
on interviews; but in only 56 per cent of 566 cases when it was based 
on case summaries. 

Three pendlMand~paper tests have been used in an effort to 
classify delinquents according to I~level. Gottfredson and Ballard30, 
using scales from the California Personality InventorySr, were able 
to classify correctly about 75 per cent of a sample of 302 offenders, 
with a " middle group" of 48 cases left unclassified: if these latter 
cases had been randomly allocated, the total correctly classWed 
woul,d have been about 83 per cent, or five cases out of every six. 
Beverley12 has developed two eighteen~item scales, one from the 
Jesness Inventory and one from the Beverley~Grant Opinion Scale, 
each of which correctly classified about three quarters of a group of 
280 boys (with no "middle group" left unclassified). These are 
promising results -- rather better, in fact. than those usually 
obtained with psychiatric diagnosis 1081. But each of these tests 
classifies offenders into only two broad groups ,.... high maturity or 
low maturity: Beverley12 was unable to distinguish IMlevel 2 cases 
from I-level 3, and difficulty on this pOint was also reported by 
Have145

• The consequences of this for the Community Treatment 
Project have already been noted (p. 17 above). So far as 1 am 
aware no similar tests have been devised for other typologies: and 
there is little evidence on the reliability of other typologies, though 
difficulties in rating have been reported by Adams1 for his classi£i~ 
cation of (( amenability", and by Glaser35, (p. 385) in connection 
with the Schrag role~typology. 

* For some of the sub-types, agreement in as many as 96 per cent of the cases 
is reported. However, the statistic used to measure this is somewhat misleading' 
called a .. reliability estimate" it is in fact the square root of the percentag~ 
of agreement between two raters. Thus, a "reliability estimate" of .85 really 
indicates agreement in about 72 per cent of the cases rated. In fact. if cases 
over which the raters disagreed were randomly. allocated to the disputed 
categories, the total percentage of "correct" classificatiOns would, in the long 
run, be about. 85 per cent. 
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Classification always reflects some purpose, and the "best" 
classification will depend on the purpose for which the classifying 
is done. There is thus no reason to suppose that some one typology 
of offenders will be found to serve all legal. administrative and 
therapeutic ends. In practice. what is needed in order to accom .. 
mod ate these different objectives is successive classification; thus, 
for instance. offenders might first be classified as "incorrigible ", 
" corrigible If, or H accidental "; the" corrigible" group might then be 
classified according to optimum training sentence. and further clas~ 
sified before allocation to different institutions. Some writers (e.g. 
M. Q. GrantiO ) have noted the wide range of psychological, sociolo .. 
gical and situational variables represented in existing typologies, and 
have suggested that a systematic approach might succeed in linking 
all of these in a single taxonomy. Technically. this is no problem: 
but it is difficult to see why it should be thought desirable. apart 
from an a priori belief .- or a desperate hope - that this" integra .. 
tion " will turn out to be useful for treatment purposes. What is 
needed instead. surely, is what might be called" basic typological 
research", which would show the relations between different sorts 
of typologies. and make it possible to compare them in scope and 
reliability. Samples of offenders - preferably drawn at random. 
from those given different types of treatment - could be classified 
in eight or ten different ways. and the resulting groups compared 
in order to show empirically the relations between, say, interpersonal 
maturity and role .. career, or self~image, and rated "amenability" 
to a certain type of treatment. But until dearer operational criteria 
are prOVided for many of the typologies in the literature. this kind 
of research will be impossible. 

One important respect in which typologies need to be compared 
is in relation to overall prediction of recidivism. Classification of 
offenders into risk groups. by Base Expectancy or other similar 
tables. is not strictly speaking " typological" classification, since the 
offenders in each risk group need have nothing in common except 
membership of that risk group. There is one statistical method 
which combines prediction of recidivism and descriptive classifica .. 
tion ; this is the method variously called \I predictive attribute analy .. 
sis'l (MacN aughton .. Smith51 ) or " configuration tables" (Glaser

53
). 

This method allows for interaction between factors, and thus over .. 
comes one of the disadvantages of multiple regression (see Hood

411 

for a discussion of this point). But little research has been done 
with this method so far and not much is known about its utility: it 
may be difficult to use in connection with theoretically .. derived typo .. 
lagies. 
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B. TREATMENT TYPOLOGIES 

In contrast to the plethora of offender typologies reported to 
date. there has been very little done to develop treatment typologies. 
Though there have been many suggestions as to the best type of 
treatmen~ for particular types of offenders, there have been few 
system~~lc attempts to claSSify treatments so as to reveal relevant 
sl.milarl~les and ,differences in their constituent elements. (The 
dISCUSSIon by Glbbonsso is a conspicuous exception.) Moreover 
there has been very little research on the vadeties of existi~g form~ 
of ~reatment. The Home Office probation study24 and the SIPU 
proJ~ct45 are ,the only studies to date to investigate this matter in any 
d~t~tl .. WhIle Street et a176, Berk9 and others have made broad 
dIstll~ctlOns between types of prison according to institutional goals 
~ satxsfactory typology of institutional treatment must obViously tak~ 
l~tO account, many other factors as well. such as size and composi .. 
bon of the mmate population. training of staff and the nature of 
wo~k, t~ea~ment and other elements in the institutional regime. 
Plamly It IS not enough to consider only deliberate variations in 
t~eatment: ?escriptive research is needed which will bring out any 
differences m the experiences which prisoners may actually undergo 
wh~th~r t?ese are as a result of treatment policy or other factors: 
ThiS IS lIkely to be very difficult to do: indeed. according to 
Fol~ard the problems of studying treatment in an institutional 
settmg wer: one reason for choosing probation as the setting for the 
Home OffIce research24 • It may turn out that there is no really 
useful typology of institutional treatment -- ih other words that 
e~ery institution in a given system (like the borstal system)' is so 
dIfferent as to be virtually unique. 

M?reove7, there is. a .special problem of "reliability" arising 
even With .dehberate varIations in trea(:ment, such as the eight types 
of probatIon treatment identified in tb: Home Office study21. 

Though probation officers may intend to rely on "support" or 
" control" in dealing w$th certain types of offender. and may have 
off:nders allocated to them on this assumption, they may for 
varIOUS reasons actually follow a different type of approach' only 
continued research can show whether or not this is so. Still f~rther 
comp~ications may arise when two or more types of treatment are 
co~bl~ed --- for example. imprisonment and parole. Different 
varIations of the first type of treatment may be. combined with 
d~fferent variations of the second, and have different effects on 
dI.ffe.re~t types of ?£fe?ders. But since research on this subject is 
stIll In ItS mfancy. It wIll dearly be some time before refinements of 
this type can be conside-red. 
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Other methodological problems 

Hood4~ has discussed in detail the methodological and practical 
problems of investigating the effectiveness of treatment; obviously, 
these same problems surround the investigation of o££ender,.treat ... 
ment interaction. Apart from difficulties relating to the derivation 
of typologies. there seem to be few special problems of methodology 
raised by this type of research. But two issues, not mentioned by 
Hood. have been revealed by some of the studies reviewed in the 
earlier sections of this paper. 

The first concerns the measurement of outcome of treatment by 
criteria of "success" other than reconviction or parole violation. 
In research in California. extensive use has been made of two tests 
- the California Personality Inventory.:!7 and the Jesness Invent ... 
ory 51, both of which have been administered to delinquents at the 
beginning and end of the treatment. in order to measure changes in 
attitudes supposedly relating to delinquency. Both of these tests 
have been shown reliably to discriminate between delinquents and 
non.-delinquents 38 ~1. But so far as the outcome of treatment is 
concerned. the results to date have not been at all clear. Warren 
et a1 have found various differences in pre ... and posMest results 
in the Community Treatment Project83 ; but it is difficult to trace 
any consistent pattern in these. or to relate them to reconviction. 
For example. in the" conformist, immature II subHtype (I ... level 3), 
both Experimental and Control subjects showed I' improved 01 atU ... 
tudes on post ... testing with both the CPI and the Jesness Inventory; 
the Controls' improvement was in fact slightly greater. Yet the 
reconviction rate of the Controls was significantly higher than that 
of the Experimentals. and that of the sub~type as a whole was 
higher than the average failure rate for the project as a whole. 
Similarly inconclusive results were obtained by Jesness at Frieot 
Ranch50• Further research is now being done in England with the 
Jesness Inventory. by Mott and Davies89 ; and by Mesness52 in 
California. An earlier study by Fisher23 suggested that this test 
might be invalid for an EngHsh population; but more recent results 
indkat~ that it does distinguish between English delinquents and 
non ... delinquents. For the moment, however, it seems that neither 
the Jesness Inventory nor any other test furnishes an adequate 
criterion of the outcome of treatment. Still less can they how be 
used to explain that outcome. 

If the object of a follow~up study is to measure the effectiveness 
of treatment. it is necessary to eliminate from the II failure II group 
those offenders reconVicted solely because of abnormal social stress 
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after treatment, or because of other "accidental" factors; and to 
relate these environmental or situational factors to offender and 
personality types. Unless the offender is under supervision during 
~he f~l1~w ... ~p perio~ (e.g. ~n parole or probation) there may be 
InSUfflCl~t mf~rmahon avaIlable about him to make this possible. 
But an InterestIng attempt to study the effect of social stresses on 
probationers is now being made by Davies, as part of the Home 
Office probation research"'. A simple scoring method has been 
devised in order to provide an overall measure of those difficulties 
which might be thought to hamper an indiVidual on probation (for 
exam~Ie, having incompatible parents, being of no fixed abode, 
sufferIng from ill ... health or being unhappily married). A preUmi .. 
nary study has found a highly significant association between this 
stress score and reconviction within a one-year period. 

A final methodological problem revealed by some of the pro~ 
jects discussed earlier. and by other recent studies, is the extent to 
which research on the effectiveness of treatment may alter the 
outcome of that treatment. For example. Seeker H has hoted that in 
three research projects in California institutions those offenders 
completing the programmes in their early stages had higher success 
rates than those finishing later. This. he suggests, may be due to a 
kind of "Hawthorne effect l> among staff and inmates: "mere 
knowledge of membership in a unique experimental programme, 
particulady during its early stages, engenders more enthusiasm and 
active participation than would be revealed later on, when its 
special nature is taken for granted ". Similarly. in the Provo experi ... 
ment, Empey19 found a sharp increase in the success rate for the 
Control group. as well as the Experimental group. At a somewhat 
different level. Warren83 has noted that while teachers were at 
£irs.~ s~mpathetic to the Community Treatment Programme, they 
have SInce tended to become hostile to it (and thus perhaps to 
off~nders ~nvolved in it). In addition, she writes that" it has prov ... 
ed lmpossIble to operate the programme without the Experimental 
or Control status of subjects being known, not only to decision ... 
making personnel in the Youth Authority but also to school systems 
and to some extent law enforcement agencies l>. The equivalent of 
a " double ... blind technique" is extremely difficult to use in research 
on the treatment of offenders; but unless it can be used. the results 
may be seriously distorted. But perhaps these problems have arisen 
because the studies just mentioned were studies of experiments in 
new forms of treatment, rather than studies of existing types. 

* I am indebted to Dr. Martin Davies for this Information about his research. 
and for permiSSion to refer to it in this paper. 
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Summary and Conclusions 

In conclusion, it seems reasonable to try to assess the potential 
value of research on the relations between types of treatment and 
types of offenders. Should it be encouraged 1 Or does it deserve 
..- in Christie's words 15 ,...., "death by intellectual and economic 
strangulation" 1 It may seem Philistine to think of crim~n~logical 
research in terms of "pay~off". In recent years, as crIminology 
has approached the status of a science, many ,of those e~gag~d 
in research have naturally tended to justify their work mamly 111 

terms of its contribution to scientific knowledge. without regard for 
its utility as an instrument of sodal policy. This attitude may be 
appropriate for research on the causes of crime, and for research 
which can make a wider contribution to sociology, psychology or 
other disciplines. But it must surely be resisted in t~e ca~e of research 
on any aspect of the effectiveness of treatment; If thiS cannot pay 
its own way, it should not be <lone at all. 

The temptation to ignore " pay~o£f " IS especially strong in the 
case of research on interaction effects; for there are strong non .. 
utilitarian attractions to this kind of research. It holds the tanta .. 
lising promise of explaining away the apt:a;~t ineffecti~eness of 
many kinds of treatment; it requires SOphlsLlcated techmques and 
considerable research skill, and thus has a quasi~aesthetic attrac~io~ 
for any research worker. And - dare one say it 1 ..- the ~OPIC ,IS 
extremely fashionable just now. For these reasons, I think, Its 
prospects need an especially careful weighing~up 

We have noted that there are inherent limitations to ~he 
reduction of recidivism which can be accomplished thro~gh t,ak!ng 
advantage of interaction effects. There are further practlcal limlta" 
tions. since in many cases it would not be possible to ta~e advantage 
of interaction effects even if these were shown to eXist. As was 
said earlier, the prevention of recidivism is not. and never can ,be. 
the only objective of sentencing policy; justice. ge~eral prevention, 
and comparative cost all limit the extent to whIch any type of 
offender can be sentenced to the type of treatment most likely to 
be effective for him. There are similar limits to the optimum alloca .. 
tion of offenders within any single type of treatment; in the case 
of penal institutions, Jor example, considerations of securit~ must 
always play an important part. Moreover. the scope for delIberate 
variations in treatment is in many cases limited, at present, by the 
fact t.hat so little e~ treatment", in any real sense of that term, exists. 
In many prisons in England and the United States (and no doubt 
elsewhere) this is certainly so. 

i 
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It is also important to note that in the case of treatment which 
involves groups of offenders, the best overall result may be obtained 
by allocating some offenders to a type of treatment which is not the 
most effective for them. The research of Grant and Grant39 sug .. 
gested that low .. maturity subjects did best, under the predicted 
,e worst" supervision, in groups conSisting solely of low .. maturity 
subjects: but that high .. maturity offenders did rather better, under 
the supervision rated" best ", in groups of mixed high .. and low .. 
maturity offenders. Thus it may be that even if what I. have called 
" full interaction" is present. the maximum overall success rate will 
be something less than the theoretical maximum, i.e. the weighted 
sum of the highest success rates for each type of offender. Put 
another --' and crueller --' way, it may be necessary to " write off " 
some offenders of one type, in order to make greater gains in 
reforming offenders of another type. 

Given these limitations, it would seem reasonable to begin 
looking for interaction between types of treatment and types of 
offender (i) where there absolute num~lers of offenders involved 
are greatest, and (ii) where there is the 'greatest potential scope for 
aHocating offenders to the type of treatm(~nt found to be most effect .. 
ive for them. Unfortunately, as so ofte.ll happens, these two cd .. 
teria tend to point in opposite directions: the first to the sentencing 
stage of the penal process,. the second to allocation of offenders 
within specific types of sentence:. But a balallce between them can 
surely be struck; and at each level of the pe~"al process there is 
some scope for research on interaction effects. In the case of 
research on the comparative effectiveness of different sentences, a 
typological approach should surely become a standard part Qf 
research procedure; and descriptive typologies based on social or 
sociological factors would seem especially promising. (In each 
case, of course, the offenders to concentrate on are the " non~incor .. 
rigible recidivists"; these can at least be defined by exclusion or 
the " accidental" offender on the one hand and the hard~core per .. 
sistent offender on the other.) There is some scope, then, for 
research of this kind in connection with existing forms of treatment; 
and if a typology of offenders is shown to be invalid, in the sense 
of being unrelated to differences in outcome, it can cheerfully be 
abandoned and other ones tried. Even a negative result of this 
kind need not be wholly useless to sentencers or penal administra .. 
tors. There is also scope for small .. scale clinical and/or explanatory 
research related to types of offender, both in penal institutions and 
with treatment" in the open ". What I have called" basic typolo .. 
gical research 0' is a prerequisite for any real gains in this field, if 
only because no real progress is likely to be made until the work 
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of one researcher can be reliably replicated by another. The devel .. 
opment of new forms of treatment for specific types of offender 
may seem the mast promising field of all : but this will become a 
reasonable research subject only if the introduction of new fO,rms 
of treatment becomes a prac:tkal x;eality. In the nature of thmgs 
penological, this is unfortunately not likely to happen v.ery often. in 
the near future. But there is surely enough to be gettlOg on wIth, 
meantime. 

., l 

TYPES OF 'I'REA'rMENT AND OFFENDERS 165 

REFERENCES 

1. Adams, S. ~ <r Interaction between Individual Interview Therapy and Treat­
ment Amenability In Older Youth Authority Wards ", In Inquiries concerning 
kinds of treatments for kincL; of delinquents. California Board of Correction 
Monograph No.2 (1961) 27 

2 •. Andry, R,: The Short-Term Prisoner (London: Stevens, 1963) 

3. Argyle, M.: II A new approach to the Classification of Delinquents, with 
Implications for Treatment ", In Inquiries concerning kinds of treatment for 
kinds of delinquents. California Department of Corrections Monograph No. of 
(1961) . 

4. Babst. D. V. & Mannering, r. W. : " Probation versus Imprisonment for Similar 
Types of Offenders - a Comparison by Subsequent Violations II (1965) 2 
T. Res. Grime Ci Delinq. 60 . . 

5. Bailey. Walter C.: "Correctional Outcome: an Evaluation of 100 Reports" 
(1966) 57 T. Grim. Law, Grim. Ci P. S. 153 

6, Bales. R. F.: "Channels of Communl~atlon in Small Groups" (1951) 16 Am. 
Sociol. Rev. 461 . 

7. Barr, Hugh: " Probation Research Pro) ects It ( 1963) 10 Probation 119 

8, Bass. B. M.: "The leaderless Group DiscUSSion Technique" (1950) 3 
Per/fonne[ Psychology 17 

9. Berk, Bernard B.: "Organlsational Goals and Inmate Organisation" (1966) 71 
Am. T. Sociol, 522 

10. Beck. A. T.: .. The rellabUity 'of Psychiatric Diagnosis" (1962) 119 Am. T. 
Psych{at. 210 

11. Beverley, Robert F.: An an..,lgs{$ of parole performance by institution, 01 
release (1959.1962). California Department of the Youth Authority, Research 
Report No. 40 (1965) 

12. Beverley. Robert F.: The BGOS: An Attempt at the Object/ve Measurement 
of Levels of Interpersonal Maturity. Cal1fomJa Department of Corrections. 
Research Report No. 48 (1965) , . 

13. Carney. M.W.P. et al.: I'The Diagnosis of Depressive Syndromes", 111 
Brit. ,. Psych{at. 659 

14. Chapman. L. J. et al.: "The Process-Reaction Distinction and Prognosis In 
Schizophrenia" (1961) ,. Nerv. Ment. Dis. ~83 . 

15. Christie. N.: "Research Into Methods of Crime Preventlon" (Strasbourg 
1965) 

16. Clemmer, Donald: The Prison Community (1940. 1958) 

17. Coc:kett. R.: "Borstal Training; A Follow-up Study II (1967) 7 Brit. 1. 
Criminology 150 

18. Conrad. John P.: Crime and its Gorrection (London i Tavlstock. 1965) 

19. Empey, Lamar T. : Alternatil1e11 to Incarceration (US Departme.nt of Health, 
~7)atJon and Welfare, Office of Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Development; 

• 



F·'~=:I~.E;'j'::~·=~";;:;:;===~~~·-·-~=--====-=,,-, ............ -----,...r-­
, 

166 CRIMINOLOG.CAL RESEARCH 

20. Empey. L. T. & Rabow. J.: II The Provo Experiment In Delinquency Preven. 
tlon)' (1961) 26 Am. Sociol. ReI). 679 

21. l;Ierrl. Enrico: Criminal Sociology (English trans. by Kelly; Boston, 1917) 

22. (l;Ierrl. Em,'lco): Relazlone sul Progetto Preliminare dl Codlce Penale 
Itallal10 (Rome. 1921) 

23. Fisher. Robert M.: II Acquiescent response set. the Jesness Inventory and 
Impllflcatlons for the use of I foreign' Psychological Tests" (1967) 6 Brit. T. 
SOC. Clin. P:!gchol. 1 

24. Folkard. S. et a!. : Probation Research. A Preliminary Report. A Home Offlce 
Research Unit Report (London. HMSO 1966) 

25. Folkard. S. : "Some Correlates of Group Participation" (i960) 6 Int. T. Soc. 
Psgchiat. 78 

26. Galvin. J. J. (e.d.) : Treating Youth Offenders In the Community (Washing­
ton DC 1966) 

27. Garrity. Donald L.: .. The Prison as a Rehabilitation Agency". Chap. 9 In 
The Prison; Studies in Institutional Organisation Bnd Change (Cressey ed. 1961) 
381 

28. Gara~dian. Peter. G.: If Social Roles in a Correctional Community" (1964) 
55 T, Crim, Law. Crlm. I] P. S. 338 

29. Gibbens. T. C. N.: Psychiatric Studies ot Borstal Lads (London 1963) 

30. Gibbons. Don C.: Changing the Lawbreaker (Englewood Cliffs. N. J .. 
Prentice·Hall 1965) 

31. Gibbons D. and Garrity, D. L.: "Some suggestions for the Development of 
Etiological and Treatment Theory in Criminology" (1959) 38 Social Forces :;1 
32. Glaser. D.: "Corr~ctlonal Relie~rch i an Elusive Paradise" (1965) 2 /' R,es. 
CrIme and Dellnq. 1 

33. Glaser, Daniel: The Effectiueness of Ii Prison and Parole System (Indianapo­
lis 1964) 

34. Glaser. D.: II New trends in research on the treiltrnent of offenders ... in the 
United States of America" (1965) 23 Int. Reuiew of Criminal Polley 3 

35. Glaser. D. ~nd Stratton, J. R.: "Measuring Inmate Change in Prison ", 
Chap. 10 in The Prison: Studle" in Imtitutional Organisation and Change 
I "'-essey ed. 1961) 381 

36. GottEredson. D. end Ballard. K. B. : Interpersonal Matu;ity Measurement by 
the California Personality Inventory. Report No. I. Institute for the Study of 
Crime and Dellnquency. (VacaVille. California, 1963) 

37. Gough. H, G. and Peterson. D. R.: .. The Identification and Measure~ent of 
Predlsposltlonal Factors in Crime and Delinquertcy l> (1952) 16 T. '~onsult. 
Psychol. 207 

38. Gough. Harrison et at: j, Parole Outcome as Predicted from the CPl, MMPI 
and a Base Expectancy table" (1965) 10/. Abn. p$ychor. 432 . 

39. Grant. J. D. and Grant. M. Q.: "A Group Dynarhics Approach to the 
Treatment of Nonconformists in the Navy" (1959) 322 Ann. Am. Acad. PoUt. 
Soc. SCi. 126 

TYPES OF TREATMENT AND OFFENDERS 167 

40. Grant, Marguerite Q.: "Interactions between Kinds of Treatment and Kinds 
of Delinquents. A Current Trend in Correctlonal Research" in Inqulrle:! concern­
ing kinds of treatment for kinds of delinquents. California Board of Corrections 
Monograph No.2 (1961) 5 

41. Grusky. Oscar: "Organisational Goals and the Behaviour of Informal 
Leaders" (1959) 65 Am. ,. Sociol. 59 

42. Grygler. T,: "Treatment Variables In Non.Linear Prediction ", in Reckless 
and Newman (edd). [nterdisc{pUnary Problems in Criminology: Papers of the 
American SOCiety ot Criminology 1964 (Columbus. Ohio. 1965) 29 

43. Guttman. Evelyn S. : Effects of Short·term Psychiatric Treatment. California 
Youth Authority Research Report No. 36 (1963) . 

11. Hamilton.' M. : " A Rating Scale for Depressive Syndromes. and the Prediction 
of Ecr Response" (1960) 23 J. Neurol, Neu~osurg. and Psychiat. 56 

15. Havel, J. : SIPU·Phase 4 : The Parole Outcome Study. California Department 
of Corrections, Research Report No. 13 (1965) 

46. Havel. J. and Sulka. E.: Special Intensive Parole Unit, Phase Three 
(SIPU.3). California Department of CorrectJons Report No.3 (1962) 

47. Home Office Research Unit: The Sentence 01 the Court (London: HMSO. 
1964) 

48. Hood, R.: Homeless Borstal Boy:! (London 1965) 

'19. Hood, R. G.: "Research into the Effectiveness of Punishments and Treat. 
ments" a report presented to the 2nd European Conference of DIrectors of 
Crlmlnologlcal Research In.~tltutes. 26*28 October 1964 (Strasbourg 1965) 

SO. Jesn~ess, C.: The Frlcot Rcmch. Study. Callfornia Youth Au~h()rity Research 
R.~p.:;:t .No. 47 (1965) 

51. Jesll'!SS, C. F.: Redevelopment and Rel)alidation of the lesness Inventor!l. 
California Youth Authority: Research Report No. 35 (.1963) 

52. Jesness, C. : "Typology and Treatment" (1966) 19 California Youth Autho­
rity Quarterly 17 (summarised in (1967) 7 Excerpta Criminologica 388) 

53. Kinch. John: "Continuities in the Study of Delinquent Types" (1962) 53 
T. Crim. Law, Crim. I] Pol. Sci. 32.3 

54. Langfeldt. G.: "Diagnosis and Prognosis of Schizophrenia" (1960) 53 
Proc. Roy. Soc. Moo. 1047 

55, McClintock. F. H. et a1.: Crimes of Violence (London: MacMillan 1964) 

56. McClintock, F.li. and Gibson. E. : Robbery in London (London: MacMillan. 
1961) 

57. MacNaughton.Smlth. P.: Some statistical and other numerical techniques tor 
classifying {nd{l){duals (London: HMSO 1965) 

5
T
8. Mannheim. H. and Wilkins. L. T.: Prediction Methods in Relation to Bor.'ftal 
raining (London: HMSO. 1955) 

5
D

9. Mlzushlma, K. and Jenkins. R. L.: "Treatment Corresponding to Varieties of 
ellnquents" (1962) 8 Int. T, SOC. Psychlat. 91 

60, Morrl.i!. Pauline: Prisoner:! and their Families (London. Allen & Unwin. 1965) 



,i:~':'l'fr'--"'--"-"='=·='-~=='''''''-~''~~~~~~'·''--·''''~'·c'""'=';"'~",""~-',=~m,,""'~'''~>'''''''''''''''''''·''=''=~~~~--------'f!""""-----------------------

:~ ~ 1 
"T 
i 
1 ., 

168 CRIMINOLOGICAL RESEARCH 

61. Morris, Vera: Mental illness in London (London, 1959) 

62. P.eterson,R. A. i Pittman, D J. and O'Neal. P.: "Stabilities in Deviance: A 
study of Assaultive and non-assaultive offenders" (1962) 53 ,. Crim. Law, Crim. 
t] Pol. SCi. 44 

63. Riggs. John E., Underwood, Wm., and Warren. M.~.: Communit!! .Tr~at­
ment Project, Research Report No.4 Interpersonal MaturIty Level Classlbeat/on, 
'uvenile: 1 Diagnpsis and Treatment of ,Low-Maturity Delinquents (State of 
California, Youth and Adult Corrections Authority, February 1964) 

64. Robin, Gerald D.: CI Gang Member Delinquents". Its extent, Sequence and 
Typology". (1963) 55 J. Crim. Law, Crim. {J P. S. 59 . 

65. Robinson. J. and Kevorkian. M.: Intensive Treatment Project: Phase II. 
Parole O!lteome. Interim report (State of California Department of Corrections. 
Research Report No. 27, 1967) 

66, Roebuck. J. B. and Gadwallader. Mervyn:" The Negro Armed Robber as a 
Criminal Type: The construction and application of a typology". (1961) 4 
Pacific Soc:ologieal Review 21 . 

67. R0cbuck. J. and Johnson. R.: "The Negro Drinker and Assaulter as a Crimi­
r.a! Type n (1962) 8 Crime and Delinquency 21 

68. Roebuck. J. B.: .. The Negro Drug Addict as an Offender Type It (1962) 
,. Crlm. Law, Crim. (J P. S. 36 

69. Roebuck. J. and Johnson R.: "The Jack-of-all-Trades Offender" (1962) 
8 Crime and Delinquency 172 

70. Roebuck, J. and Johnson. R. C.: "The ''Short Con' Man" (1961) 10 Crime 
an4 Delinquency 235 

71. Schrag, C.: "A Preliminary Criminal Typology" (1961) Pacific Sociol 
Rev. 11 

72. Schrag, C.: Social Types in a Prison Community (Unpublished Master's 
Thesis. Unh'. of Washington, 1944) 

73. Schrag. C.: "Some Foundations for a Theory of Correction", Chap. 8 in 
The Prison: Studies in InstItutional Organisation and Change (Cressey edt 1961) 
309 

74, Seckel. Joachim. P.: The Fremont Experiment: Assessment of ReSidential 
Treatment at a Youth Authority Reception Centre {State of California Youth 
AuthOrity, R-:search Report, ~o. 50: 1967) 

75. Spencer, C.: A Typology of VIolent Offenders. California Department of 
Corrections. Research Report No. 23 (1966) 

76. 'Street, D., Vinter, R. D. and Perrow, C.: Organisation for Treatment 
(Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1966) . 

77, Sullivan, C. E., Grant. J. D. and Grant. M. Q.: "The Development of Inter­
personal Maturity: Applications to Delinquency". (1957) 20 Psychiatry 373 

78. $uziedells. Antanas: Programme Participation (Washington DC: Federal 
Bureau of Prisons 1963) 

79. Sykes, G.: The Society of Captives (Princetown University Press, 1958) 

TYPES OF TREA"i'MENT AND OFFENDERS 169 

80. Tagaki, Paul: Parole Panel Studies, Report C: Criminal Types and Parole 
Prediction and Attitude Changes on Parole. California Department of Corrections, 
Research Report No. 14 (1965) 

81. Walker, N.: Crime and Punishment in Britain (Edinburgh 1965) 

82. Wa:ren: M. Q. : "Rec~nt Findings In the Community Treatment ProJect". in 
CorrectIon m the Communtty: Alternatives fo Incarceration. California Board of 
Corrections Monograph No. 4 (1964) .39 

83. Warren. M. Q .• Palmer. Theodore. B. Neto, Virginia, V. and Turner James K: 
Community Treatment Project: Research Report No. 7 (State of California: 
Youth and Adult Correction AuthOrity, August 1966) 

84. Warren, M. Q. Palmer, Theodore, B .• and Turner, James. K.: 'Community 
Treatment Project Research Report No.5 (State of California, Youth and Adult 
Corrections Authority, February 1964) 

85. Wilkins, L. T. and MacNaughton-Smith. P.: "New Prediction and Classi­
fication Methods in Criminology" (1964) 1 ,. Res. in Crime and Dellnq. 19 

86. Wellford, C.: "Factors Associated with Adoption of the Inmate Code: A 
study of Normative Socialisation" (1967) 58 ,. Crim. Law, Crim. (J P.S. 197 

87. Wheeler, S.: "Socialisation In Correctional Communities" (1961) 24 Am. 
Social. Rev. 697 . 

88. Wilkins, L. T.: .. Research Methods in Criminology: a Critical Note" 
(1965) 23 Int. Review of Criminal Policy 47 ,. 

89. O'avies, M. and Mott. J.: "Home Offlce Research Studies Using the Jesness 
Inventory" (1967) 7 Brit. ,. Crim. 325 

90. HeWitt, L. and Jenkitts. R. L,: "Types oE Personality Structure Encountered 
In Child Guidance Clinics II (19H) If Am. ,. Orthopsgchiat. 84 

91. Harrison. R. M. and Mueller. P. F. C.: Clue-Hunting About Group Coun$el­
ling and Parole Outcome (California Youth and Adu{t Corrections Agency, 
Research Report No. 11 (1964» 






