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THE LAST TWO decades of research have
supparted the need to reaffirm rehabilitation
as a viable and primary goal of corrections.
Most recently, research in the area of correc-
tional intervention has shifted from exam-
ining whether or not treatment is effective
at reducing recidivism to the more specific
task of identifying attributes and conditions
effecting reductions in recidivism (see Cul-
len & Gendreau, 2001). Findings from this
body of research have identified a core set
of principles that, when adhered to, provide
correctional programs the greatest promise
for erime reduction (see Gendreau, 1996a),
However, even with this knowledge of how
to most effectively treat offenders, there
is a growing suspicion that the practitio-
ners respJnsnhle for providing rehabilitative
setvices remain unaware of the empirical
findings regarding effective interventions,
thus engaging in what Latessa, Cullen, and
Gendrean (2002) refer to as “correctional
quackery”—often relying on common sense
or traditional practices in place of scientific
evidence. If there is any validity to the above
suspicion, our correctional system is failing
to correct offenders, and more importantly,
failing to protect the public,

According to Steinberg, Chung, and Lit-
tle (2004), approximately 2.5 million juve-
niles are arrested annually. Furthermore,
the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI)
cites that in 2002, for all violent crime
arrests, individuals under the age of 13 were
responsible for 15 percent of those crimes,
while juveniles accounted for 17 percent of
all arrests (Sovder, 2004). Because juveniles
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the offenses committed in the U.S., juvenile
crime is at the forefront of social policy, con
sequently precipitating the dilemma of how
to effectively treat young offenders.

Divergent to the evidence on deterrence-
oriented practices and programs, researchers
examining the effectiveness of rehabilitative
interventions have observed recurring and
considerable positive treatment outcomes
(Andrews, Zinger et al, 1990). Specific to
juveniles, Lipsey, Wilson, and Cothern
(2000) analyzed 200 experimental and quasi-
experimental studies and found an aver-
age 12 percent reduction in recidivism for
juveniles exposed to rehabilitative servic-
es. Because more than one million young
offenders are adjudicated delinguent annu-
ally (Mears & Travis, 2004), the importance
of targeting empirically supported risk fac-
tors of juvenile delinguency with the most
empirically supported treatment modalities
cannot be overstated,

Juvenile correctional workers have many
duties, two of the most important being
supervision and service delivery. As a result,
practitioners need to utilize empirical knowl-
edge in their decision making because they
constitute the front-line of those responsible
for creating and implementing programs
to treat youths. Unfortunately, as Latessa
{2004) states, "it is important to remember
that corrections often operates under the
modus operandi of “if nothing bad happened
yesterday, do the same thing today™ (p. 548).
Consequently, if correctional practitioners
are targeting inappropriate predictors ol
recidivism and therefore implementing inef-
fective treatment programs, it is logical to
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assume that juvenile delinquency will con-
tinue to be a pervasive social problem.

This paper investigates the level of aware-
ness that juvenile correctional workers have
of the most current research relevant to
juvenile correctional strategies. More spe-
cifically, this research examines practitioner
knowledge of risk factors for delinguency
and knowledge of empirically supported
treatment modalities.
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Practitioners often employ “common sense”
principles in their decision making, rather
than embracing the ever-increasing body of
knowledge on correctional treatment (ses
Latessa et al., 2002). Equally common are
decisions based on maintaining the status
quo, where practitioners defer to traditional
procedure rather than referring to scientific
evidence (Holsinger & Latessa, 1999). Pro-
viding empirically unfounded services to
correctional clients produces no change in
the propensity to offend, and at worst, can
actvally increase the propensity for antiso-
cial behavior (Lowenkamp & Latessa. 2005).
Thus, because public safety is ultimately
a byproduct of the level of antisocial ten-
dency of its residents, ignoring empirical
research can detrimentally affect both the
offender and society (Cullen, 2005). Essen-
tially, evidence suggests that “correctional
quackery” persists in spite of the numerous
studies identifying risk/need factors of anti-
social behavior and effective programming
techniques.






