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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
are .,"{':ip”]'l,sji_'lll; .nr a Hlsn]llLJ:'ll '!.'"lﬂ!'lll'l‘l'l I;,'I-t
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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.

Literature Review

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.
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Principles of Effective Intervention.

Considering the numerous strategies and
types of programming used in corrections,
it is not surprising to find a large degree
of ]'||etvs-ru:ugenm’I::.-r in programmatic strate-
gies. However, given what is known about
effective rehabilitative programming, such
heterogeneity should not exist. At the most
basic level, efficacious programs are based
on the fundamentals of risk, need, treatment,
and responsivity, which lay the groundwork
for the principles of effective intervention
(Gendreau, 1996a). Programs adhering to
the principles of effective intervention 1) are
highly structured and behavioral in nature;
2} have services that match offender risk
level to service intensity; 3) provide services
that address an offender’s individual charac-
teristics, such as learning style and personal-
ity; 4) address criminogenic needs; 5) have
contingencies which are enforced in a “firm
but fair” manner; 6) employ trained staff
that relate to offenders in positive ways; and
7) provide aftercare services and have com-
munity-based relapse prevention strategies
{Gendrean, 1996a). Numerous evaluations of
program characteristics have found a signifi-
cant correlation between the implementation
of these principles and positive offender out-
comes (see Latessa, Jones, Fulton, Stichman,
& Moon, 1999; Lowenkamp & Latessa, 2005;
Matthews, Hubbard, & Latessa, 2001; Pealer
& Latessa, 2004). Thus, adhering to the
principles of effective intervention promotes
a certain level of homogeneity in program-
ming; this would imply that the more unique
a correctional program is, the less effective it
will be at reducing antisocial behavior (Cul-
len, 2005). Keeping in mind the impartance
of adhering to all of the principles stated
above, addressing criminogenic needs and
providing theoretically based rehabilitative
programming constitute two of the most
crucial steps toward implementing the prin-
ciples of effective intervention,

Rick/Meed Factors

To be considered a risk factor, a given attri-
bute must be empirically linked to antisocial
behavior (Bonta, 1996). Risk factors can
be either static or dynamic in nature, with
static visk factors constituling historical and
primarily unchangeable attribuies (such as
whether an individual has ever used illegal
substances). On the other hand, dynamic
risk factors, also referred to as crimino-
genic needs, are those attributes that can
be changed (such as whether an individual

is currently using illegal substances). The
research shows that if correctional efforts
are to achieve any success at reducing recidi-
vism. services must address the crimino-
genic needs of high risk offenders {Andrews,
Bonta, & Hoge, 1990; Dowden & Andrews,
2000). The most relevant criminogenic needs
have been empirically identified and are fair-
Iy well established in the literature for juve-
niles and adults (see Andrews & Bonta, 2003;
Gendreau et al, 1996b) as well as across sex
(see Simourd & Andrews, 1994}, Specifically,
the most relevant risk factors are crimi-
nal history, antisocial attitudes, associates,
and personality (with the latter three being
criminogenic needs). These are referred to as
the “Big Four™ (Andrews and Bonta, 2003). A
working knowledge of criminogenic factors
by program staff in anv given rehabilitative
program is essential, since adhering to the
principles of effective intervention requires
that these tactors serve as the primary tar-
gets of rehabilitative service.

Tvpes of Treatment

Effective programs are based on sound theo-
retical principles “derived from the treat-
ment literature” (Latessa, 1999, p. 422),
While many different treatment strategies
are utilized by correctional interventions,
cogritive-behavioral based programs con-
sistently show positive treatment effects
(Lipsey & Wilson, 2000). The premise
underlying cognitive behavioral treatment
modalities is that thoughts and feelings
provide the precursors to behavior. Thus,
cognitive behavioral strategies target crimi-
nogenic thought-processes in an cffort to
correct antisocial behaviors {Wilson, Bouf-
fard, & Mackenzie, 2005). More specifically,
cognitive behavioral-based therapies that
use role playing, modeling, interpersonal
skills training, reinforcement, and problem
solving skills are the most potent strategies
for reducing criminal behavior (Andrews,
Zinger et al, 1990; [zzo & Ross, 1990). In
fact, Izzo & Ross (1990) observed that pro-
grams based on a theoretical model were, on
average, five times more effective al reduc-
ing recidivism than atheoretical programs.
In spite of these findings, a majority of
correctional programs utilize atheoretical
programming techniques that lack empirical
suppart for their ability to reduce recidivism
(Latessa, 1999; see also Matthews et al., 2001;
Pealer & Latessa, 2004).

Additional evidence showing that reha-
bilitative services tend to be atheoretical

and empirically unsupported can be found
i research assessing correctional programs
using the Correctional Program Assessment
Inventory! (CPAI). This research found that
more than 66 percent of the 105 programs
assessed were scored as either “satisfactory
but needs improvement” or “unsatisfactory”
by the CPAT (Latessa, 1999). More impor-
tant, the CPAI assessments demonstrated
that correctional agencies were most defi-
cient in the area of programming, which
suffered from a systemic lack of structure,
wherein staff was allowed to devise their
own treatment programs without regard to
existing rescarch {Latessa, 1999).

Practitioners

An increasing number of academicians and
researchers acknowledge that successful
interventions are attributable to "what is
delivered to whom in particular settings”
(Andrews, Zinger et al., 1990, p. 372). Like-
wise, Izzo and Ross (1990) echo similar sen-
timents, stating, "whether a program works
depends on who does what to whom, why,
and where” (p. 140). Consequently, because
it is vltimately the practitioners who create
and implement correctional interventions,
it is absolutely necessary for them to be edu-
cated in and have a working knowledge of
empirically supported practices. Yet, more
often than not, treatment is blindly adminis-
tered due to a lack of awareness of identified
risk/need factors and appropriate treatment
strategies

In questioning correctional professionals
“who work with offenders day in and day
out” about their perceptions on what are “the
major risk factors associated with criminal
conduct,” Latessa (2004) states, “they are
often all over the map, and needless to say,
[ am often amazed with the list they come
up with” (p. 551). Similarly, in an analysis
of need scales utilized in juvenile probation
agencies in California, Illinois, Montana,
and Wisconsin, researchers found substance
abuse, emotional stability, family problems,
school problems, and intellectual impair-
ment to be the most commonly stated needs
of juvenile offenders (Baird, Storrs, & Con-
nelly, 1984). Although these needs do play a
small role in the cause of delinquency, they
are not among the most potent drivers of
antisccial behavior (the “Big Four™).

While research evidencing what consti-
tutes effective programming is fairly well
established, the translation of this research
into practice has been and is currently
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stunted. Knowing “what works” in offender
rehabilitation is essentially useless if practi-
tioners are unaware of established principles
and, in effect, unable to translate them into
programmatic practice. There is recent sus-
picion that correctional practitioners are not
utilizing available research (Latessa et al.,
2002), opting instead to overlook scientific
evidence in favor of “correctional tradition-
alism” (Cullen, 2005). This survey research
examined the familiarity that practitioners
have with the “what works™ literature by
measuring their knowledge of criminogenic
needs and effective treatment strategies.

Method

Participants

Three distinct juvenile justice correctional
agencies in a large Midwestern state were
surveyed for the current research. These
settings included: 1) the state department of
vouth services that operates juvenile institu-
tions and aftercare services and provides
institutional programming for approximate-
ly 2,000 youth adjudicated as delinquent in
that state each year, 2) a county-level juvenile
probation department that receives approxi-
mately 1,500 vouths ordered to probation by
the county juvenile court each year, rnd 3) a
separate county-level juvenile rehabilitation
center. This center is 2 36-bed residential
program for both males and females, with
an additional ten beds located in a nearby
halfway house that brings program capacity
to a total of 46 youth. The average length of
stay for youth in the juvenile rehabilitation
center is about seven months. These three
agencies agreed to participate in the research
and agency administrators welcomed the
opportunity to have their staff surveved
regarding both classification and treatment
practices.

In combination, these three agencies rep-
resent a continuum of correctional treat-
ment for delinquent youth, ranging from
traditional probaticn supervision to secure,
long-term, institutional placement. It is
important to note that prior to completing
the surveys, all staff members from each of
the agencies attended, at minimum, a two-
day classification and assessment training
seminar emphasizing empirically identified
criminogenic needs and how to eflectively
add: 'ss those needs.

Materials

A survey was created that asked staff to
provide information about the current treat-
ment and classification strategies used by
their agency. In addition, the surveys also
asked staff to list what they thought were
the most important criminogenic needs of
juvenile delinquents, and to list what they
thought were the most effective treatment
strategies. The guestions were open-ended;
respondents were provided space to record
their own viewpoints rather than merely
choosing from a list of possible responses.

FProcedure

Information concerning practitioner aware-
ness of criminogenic needs and treatment
strategies was collected through a practitio-
ner survey. Packets of surveys, along with an
envelope for each completed survey and a
larger return envelope for all of the surveys,
were mailed to an administrator at each
research site. The coordinating administra-
tor distributed the surveys to all treatment
staff and agreed 1o be responsible for ensur-
ing staff completion. Responses were kept
anonymous to assure confidentiality. Upon
completion, each staff member was instruct-
ed to seal his or her survey in the provided
envelope and return it to the coordinating
administrator. Once all treatment staff com-
pleted the surveys, the administrator mailed
them back to the researchers whereupon
the responses were coded and entered into
a database.

Measures

The variables of interest in this study were
practitioner awareness of criminogenic
needs and practitioner awareness of effective
treatment types. Responses to the survey
question which asked staff to list the most
important criminogenic needs of juvenile
delinquents were compared to the empiri-
cally well established “Big Four” risk wactors
of antisocial attitudes, associates, personal-
ity, and criminal history (Andrews & Bonta,
2003). Because respondents were asked to
identify needs, their answers were compared
to only three of the “Big Four” (as criminal
history is a static risk factor, not a changeable
criminogenic need).

Responses to the survey question that
asked staff to identify effective treatment
types were compared to what meta-ana
lytic inguiries have revealed as being the
most promising approaches for reducing
antisocial behavior, namely behavioral, cog-

nitive-behavioral, or social learning based
treatment modalities (Andrews, Zinger et
al., 1990; Lipsey, 1995; Losel, 1995). Respons-
es to each of these questions were coded
dichotomously (e.g.. yes or no) as to whether
or not the respondent was able to identify
the need or treatment type, If the respondent
was in fact able to identify one of the "Big
Four” risk factors or an empirically sup-
ported treatment type, the specific response
was also recorded.

In addition to the variables of interest,
demographic information for the survey
respondents was collected in this research.
Specific demographic information included
sex of the respondent, number of years with
the current agency, number of years in the
current position of employment, and educa-
tion level.

Results

The results for all analyses are reported in
two sections. The first section presents the
descriptive statistics for agency response
rates and information about individual staff.
The second section presents the percentages
of agency staff that identified criminogenic
needs of their client population and percent-
ages of staff that identified effective treat-
ment [ypes.

Demographic Characteristics

An examination of Table 1 reveals that 100.0
percent of the treatment staff employed by
all three of the agencies included in this
study returned a survey. The respondents
were nearly equally divided by sex and had
been employed by their respective agencies,
on average, approximately 10 years, while
serving an average of 6.5 years at their cur-
rent position. Additionally, Table 1 reveals
that more than 60 percent of the treatment
staff have a baccalaureate degree and more
than 30 percent have an advanced degree
(zither an M.A/M.S. or Ph.D.). In sum. Table
1 indicates that the three agencies participat-
ing in this research employ an essentially
equal number of male and female, well-edu-
cated and considerably experienced staff.

Staff Awareness of Criminogenic Needs
and Effective Treatment Types

Tible 2 provides information on staff aware-
ness of empirically identified criminogenic
need factors of juvenile delinquents as well
as staff awareness of empirically relevant
effective treatment types. Ar examination
of Table 2 reveals that of the 171 staff that
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TABLE 1. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF PRACTITIONER SURVEYS (N=96)

Variable o7,
Agency response
State institution (n=185) 100.0
County probation {n=110) 100.0
County rehabilitation center {n=1] 100.0
Sex
Male 30.8
Fornala 49,2
2 M
Years With Agency 10.2
Years At Current Position 6.5
o
Education
H.5. 3.2
Some College 3.7
A, 0.5
B.A./B.5. b1.6
MAA LS. 24.7 |
Ph.D. | 6.3 |

provided a response to the question ask-
ing what they thought the most important
criminogenic needs of juvenile delinquents
were, 0.0 percent were able to identify all
three of the criminogenic needs stated in the
"Big Four” risk factors, The results were not
much more encouraging when examining
the number of staff able to identify two of
the three criminogenic needs identified in
the “Big Four." Indeed, only 6.4 percent suc-
cessfully identified two of the three crimi-
nogenic needs contained in the “Big Four”
risk factors. Slightly more encouraging how-
ever—but not adequate by any means—was
the observation that nearly 36 percent of
respondents were able to identify at least one
of the criminogenic needs contained in the
“Big Four."

Of the 42.1 percent of respondents that
correctly identified at least one crimino-
genic need, 819 percent listed personal-
ity, 10.5 percent listed attitudes, and 3.5
percent listed associates as a criminogenic
need of juvenile delinquents. Interestingly,
these data indicate that of the practitioners
identifying at least one criminogeic need,
only 14 percent listed one of what research
consistently finds to be the two most potent
predictors of delinguency: attitudes and
associates. It should be noted that some of
the most common responses did include
criminogenic needs empirically identified as
maderate predictors of delinguency (specifi-
cally substance abuse, education, and fam-
ily needs), with substance abuse being the
modal response given,

TABLE 2, PRACTITIONER AWARENESS OF CRIMINOGENIC

NEEDS AND TREATMENT PRINCIPLES

| Awareness of Criminogenic Neads (n = 171) e
Identified | criminogenic need only 357
Identified 2 criminogenic needs only f1.4
Identified 3 criminogenic needs 0.

| Awareness of Effective Treatment Type (n = 181) o,
Identified appropriate treatment type 2746

The findings relevant to practitioner
awareness of effective trez iment types reveal
similar results. Of the 181 staff responding to
the question asking what they thought were
the most effective treatment types, only 27.6
percent were able to identify cognitive, cog-
nitive-behavioral, or social learning based
treatment types. lnterestingly, the maodal
response to this survey question was coded
as "vague” for this research. Some of the
most commoen open-ended responses given
which were later coded into the “vague”
category included psychoanalysis, mental
health, self-esteem enhancement, and victim
awareness,

Discussion

Several decades of research examining dif-
fering strategies for reducing delinquent
behavior indicate that the provision of reha-
bilitative service provides the only consistent
methed of effecting behavioral change and,
more specifically, indicates that only cogni-
tive behavioral treatment strategies address-
ing the criminogenic needs of high-risk
clients yield consistent and positive treat-
ment effects. The implications are very clear:
for programming to be effective, it must
adhere to the principles of effective inter-
vention. The current research examined the
level of awareness that front-line practitio-
ners have of two of the principles of effective
intervention: the needs principle (e.g., what
needs to target) and the treatment principle
{e.g.. how to target the identified needs).

The findings of this research make a
very important point regarding the imple-
mentation of treatment strategies based on
the principles of effective intervention. The
agencies surveyed represented a continuum
of juvenile correctional agencies, including
probation, institution, and residential treat-
ment settings. The practitioners employed by
the participating agencies were experienced
and well-educated. However, a large majori-
tv of practitioners were unable to identify the
empirically well-established “Big Four” pre-
dictors of future delinquency. Unfortunately,
it should come as no surprise that many
rehabilitative efforts fail to produce positive
treatment effects when those responsible
for delivering the interventions are largely
unaware of the most relevant criminogenic
needs to target with such services.

This research came to the same conclu-
sion when examining practitioner awareness
of effective treatment strategies. For this
sample of survey respondents, little more
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than one-fourth was able to identify at least
one of the three empirically well-established
effective treatment modalities. This find-
ing is particulary troubling given that the
main distinction between the juvenile and
criminal justice systems is the emphasis on
rehabilitation.

While these findings are based on a large
number of juvenile practitioners from diverse
settings, it must be noted that the results
only describe the level of practitioner aware-
ness in this sample. Additionally, responses
provided were open-ended in nature. While
considerable effort was made to carefully
examine each response and to ensure it was
coded into the appropriate c-iminogenic
need or effective treatment category, it is
possible that there was some discrepancy
between what a respondent wrote and actu-
ally meant.

Despite the limitations discussed, the
results of this research make a strong case
for the expanded use of interventions. Ironi-
cally though, a case is made for the expanded
use of interventions aimed at improving
practitioner knowledge. Correctional agen-
cies should begin by subscribing to disci-
pline-specific journals which report research
findings concerning rehabilitative eiforts.
Such information can be used to educate
staff as to the latest and most effective treat-
ment strategies for addressing client needs.
Additionally, agencies should seek to bridge
the gap between empirical and practical
knowledge by establishing closer relation-
ships with researchers. Collaborating with
researchers to package the latest research
findings into seminars or workshops, in par-
ticular, would prove to be a beneficial means
of further educating staff,

In sum, researchers and practitioners are
so identified because of their primary role
as either researcher or service provider. The
existing bodyof literature relevant to effective
interventions demonstrates that researchers
are fairty well informed regarding what con-
stitutes effective correctional practice. The
findings from this study demonstrate that
practitioners are largely uninformed when
it comes to knowing their trade, and are
ultimately providing service thal couvid be
classified as “quackery.” Furthermore, these
findings are particularly troublesome given
that it is ultimately practitioners that arc
responsible for rehabilitating juvenile delin-
quents. Consequently, if research identifying
the components of effective interventions is
0 have any utility, it must find its way into

the commeon language and practice of those
that can put it to good use; practitioners,
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Endnote

! The Correctional Program Assessment
Inventory (CPAI) (Gendreau & Andrews,
1994) is an evaluative assessment tool nsed
to rate the integrity of correctional pro-
grams according to six related areas (pro-
gram implementation, client pre-service
assessment, characteristics of the program,
characteristics of stalf and practices, evalua-
tion, and miscellaneous). Because research is
mounting on the relationship between pro-
gram integrity and program effectiveness
(see Holsinger, 1999), the CPAI is beneficial,
given that its design allows program admin-
istrators to observe the areas where improve-
ment is needed.



