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A

s we approach the dawn of the next millennium, juvenile justice is at
a crossroads. The direction we choose to take as a Nation may well determine the
destiny of our youth.
To make informed decisions, we need timely information. With this issue, Juvenile
Justice continues to make its contribution to that end.
In Restoring the Balance: Juvenile and Community Justice, Gordon Bazemore and
Susan Day provide valuable insights into balanced and restorative justice. Decrying
the failure of traditional treatment and criminalized retributive models to restore
public confidence in the juvenile justice system, the authors advocate an alternative,
community-oriented system that involves citizens in setting clear limits on antisocial
behavior and establishing appropriate consequences for juvenile offenders.
OJJDP’s Intensive Community-Based Aftercare Programs (IAP) initiative, launched
in 1988, helps correctional agencies enhance aftercare, commonly regarded as one
of the weak links in the juvenile justice system. In Aftercare Not Afterthought: Testing
the IAP Model, coprincipal investigators David Altschuler and Troy Armstrong
describe the implementation of the initiative.
If information is essential to making sound decisions, getting information into the
hands of those who can use it is crucial. Satellite teleconferencing is changing the
way people receive information, where they receive it, and from whom. OJJDP is
committed to using state-of-the-art techniques to disseminate information to the juvenile justice field, as Michael Jones, Bruce Wolford, and F.M. Porpotage evidence
in Using Satellite Teleconferencing.
Juvenile justice is at a crossroads, but with the support of committed professionals
and concerned citizens like the readers of Juvenile Justice, I am confident that the
road ahead will be one of promise for America’s youth.
Shay Bilchik
Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention
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Restoring the
Balance: Juvenile and
Community Justice
by Gordon Bazemore and Susan E. Day

The problem of crime can no longer be simplified to the problem of the criminal.
Leslie Wilkins

Offender-based control strategies are incomplete, since they take a ‘closed
system’ view of correctional interventions: change the offender and not the
community.
James Byrne

I

n a democratic society, citizens’ expectations of government agencies are
critically important. Unfortunately,
within our juvenile justice system,
community needs have been lost in the
decade-long debate over the future of
the juvenile court and the relative efficacy of punishment versus treatment. A
number of politicians and policymakers
argue for criminalizing our juvenile justice system through “get tough,” adult
sentences for juvenile offenders. Some
even advocate abolishing the juvenile
justice system and its foundation, the
independent juvenile court.
On the other hand, many proponents
of the juvenile court call for reaffirming
the traditional treatment mission. Increasingly, the public and even many juvenile justice professionals perceive that
treatment and punishment options are,

as one judge aptly put it, “bad choices
between sending kids to jail or sending
them to the beach.”
It is doubtful that either traditional
treatment or criminalized retributive
models can restore public confidence
in the juvenile justice system. Only
through extensive, meaningful citizen
participation will public expectations
and community needs be met. For most
juvenile justice systems, achieving this
level of involvement will require substantial restructuring.
This article describes an alternative
approach to addressing juvenile crime
that focuses on the interests of multiple
justice clients. Alternatively referred
to as restorative justice, the balanced
approach, and balanced and restorative
justice (BRJ), this model is viewed by
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professor in the School of Public
Administration at Florida Atlantic
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a book on international juvenile
justice reform. Dr. Bazemore is
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evaluations of juvenile justice,
policing, and minority overrepresentation programs.
Susan E. Day is director of the
Florida Youth Restoration Project,
a community service program for
delinquent youth in Palm Beach
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program manager for the Balanced
and Restorative Justice Project.
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a growing number of juvenile justice
professionals as a way to reengage the
community in the juvenile justice process.

The Limits of Current
Paradigms
Crime should never be the sole or even
primary business of the State if real
differences are sought in the wellbeing of individuals, families, and communities. The structure, procedures,
and evidentiary rules of the formal
criminal justice process coupled with
most justice officials’ lack of knowledge and connection to (the parties)
affected by crime preclude the State
from acting alone to achieve transformative changes.
Judge Barry Stuart
Worse still, we fear that even when
something does work, it is seen to do so
only in the eyes of certain professionals, while ‘outside’ the system, ordinary citizens are left without a role or
voice in the criminal justice process.
John Braithewaite and
Stephen Mugford

If juvenile justice is underfunded, it is
also underconceptualized.
Advocates of reaffirming treatment argue that the system is failing because
it lacks adequate resources. Critics and
defenders of juvenile justice, however,
argue that juvenile justice systems have
failed to articulate a vision of success.
If juvenile justice is underfunded, it is
also underconceptualized. As closedsystem paradigms, the treatment and
retributive models are insular and onedimensional. They are insular because
they are offender-focused and onedimensional because they fail to address
the community’s diverse interests.

4

Although the punitive approach may
appease public demand for retribution,
it does little to rehabilitate or reintegrate
juvenile offenders. Punishment is often
used inappropriately, resulting in amply
documented negative effects. Ironically,
retributive punishment may encourage
offenders to focus on themselves rather
than on their victims. Even increasing
its severity may have little impact if we
have miscalculated the extent to which
sanctions such as incarceration are experienced as punishment.1
In the public mind, punishment is at
least somewhat related to offense. In
contrast, treatment appears to address
only the needs of the offender. Treatment programs often ask little of the
offender beyond participating in counseling, remedial services, or recreational
programs. Even when such programs
“work,” they make little difference in
the lives of victims of juvenile crime,
citizens concerned with the safety of
their neighborhoods, or individuals who
want young offenders held accountable
for their actions.2
In fact, both punitive and treatment
models focus little attention on the needs
of victims and victimized communities.
Neither model engages them as clients
or as coparticipants in the justice process.
Whether treatment or punishment is emphasized, the offender is the passive and
solitary recipient of intervention and
service. Increasingly reliant on facilities,
treatment programs, and professional
experts, juvenile justice systems exclude
victims and other community members
from what could be meaningful roles in
sanctioning, rehabilitation, and public
safety.
Fortunately, treatment and retributive
models are not the only options for juvenile justice. The alternative, a communityoriented system, would involve citizens

Restoring the Balance: Juvenile and Community Justice

in setting clear limits on antisocial behavior and determining consequences
for offenders. Victims’ needs for reparation, validation, and healing would
be at the core of a community justice
system, which would work toward building crime-resistant communities whose
residents feel safe. It would emphasize
the need for building relationships and
involving youth in work, service, and
other roles that facilitate bonding with
law-abiding adults. Finally, a community
justice system would articulate more
meaningful roles in rehabilitating offenders and improving community safety for
employers, civic groups, religious communities, families, and other citizens.

Toward Community
Juvenile Justice:
A Balanced and
Restorative Approach
Government is responsible for preserving order but the community is responsible for establishing peace.
Daniel Van Ness

◆ In inner-city Pittsburgh, young offenders in an intensive day treatment program
solicit input from community organizations about service projects they would
like to see completed in the neighborhood. They work with community residents on projects that include home
repair and gardening for the elderly, voter
registration drives, painting homes and
public buildings, and planting and cultivating community gardens.
◆ In Florida, young offenders sponsored
by the Florida Department of Juvenile
Justice and supervised by The 100 Black
Men of Palm Beach County, Inc., plan
and execute projects that serve as shelters for abused, abandoned, and HIVpositive and AIDS-infected infants and

children. In Palm Beach County, victim
advocates train juvenile justice staff
on sensitivity in their interaction with
victims and help prepare victim awareness curriculums for youth in residential
programs.

Punitive and treatment models focus little
attention on the needs of victims.
◆ In cities and towns in Pennsylvania,
Montana, Minnesota, Australia, and
New Zealand, family members and other
citizens acquainted with a juvenile offender or victim of a juvenile crime
gather to determine the best response
to the offense. Held in schools, churches,
or other community facilities, these family group conferences are facilitated by a
community justice coordinator or police
officer and ensure that offenders hear
community disapproval of their behavior.
Participants develop an agreement for
repairing the damage to victim and community and a plan for reintegrating the
offender.
◆ In Minnesota, Department of Corrections staff collaborate with local police
and citizen groups to establish family
group conferencing programs and inform the community about offender monitoring and victim support. In Dakota
County, a suburb of Minneapolis, retailers and senior citizens whose businesses
and homes have been damaged by burglary or vandalism call a crime repair
hotline to request a work crew of probationers to repair the damage.
◆ In Deschutes County, Oregon, offender work crews cut and deliver firewood to senior citizens and worked with
a local contractor to build a homeless
shelter.
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◆ In more than 150 cities and towns
throughout North America, victims and
offenders meet with volunteer mediators
to develop an agreement for restitution.
At these meetings, victims express their
feelings about the crime and gain information about the offense.
◆ In several cities in Montana, college
students and other young adults in the
Montana Conservation Corps supervise
juvenile offenders working on environmental restoration, trail building, and
other community service projects. They
also serve as mentors.
While many professionals have become
demoralized as juvenile justice systems
are threatened with extinction, others
are seeking to create a new partnership
between youth and victim advocates,
concerned citizens, and community groups.

The health of a community is determined
by the extent to which citizens participate
in community decisions.
The balanced and restorative justice
model is centered around communityoriented responses to crime.3 Jurisdictions implementing it represent a diverse
range of urban, suburban, and rural communities. These communities share a
common commitment to restructuring
juvenile justice on the basis of a new
mission (balanced approach) and a new
value framework (restorative justice).

Restorative and
Community Justice
From the perspective of restorative justice, the most significant aspect of crime
is that it victimizes citizens and communities. The justice system should focus

6

on repairing this harm by ensuring that
offenders are held accountable for making amends for the damage and suffering
they have caused. The most important
issue in a restorative response to crime is
not deciding whether to punish or treat
offenders. Rather, as Howard Zehr suggests, the three primary questions to be
answered are “What is the harm?” “What
needs to be done to make it right?” and
“Who is responsible?”4
A restorative system would help to ensure that offenders make amends to their
victims. Juvenile justice cannot do this
alone, however. Restorative justice requires that not only government but
victims, offenders, and communities be
actively involved in the justice process.
In fact, some have argued that the health
of a community is determined by the
extent to which citizens participate in
community decisions. An effective justice system strengthens the capacity of
communities to respond to crime and
empowers them to do so. As Judge Barry
Stuart notes:
When members fail to assume responsibility for decisions affecting the
community, community life will be
characterized by the absence of a collective sense of caring, a lack of respect for diverse values, and ultimately
a lack of any sense of belonging. . . .
Conflict, if resolved through a process
that constructively engages the parties
involved, can be a fundamental building ingredient of any relationship. As
members increase their ability to resolve disputes creatively, the ability of
the community to effectively sanction
crime, rehabilitate offenders, and promote public safety increases.5

The most unique feature of restorative
justice is its elevation of the role of victims in the justice system. Victim rights
has become a popular slogan, but victim
needs are addressed by the system only
after the needs of judges, prosecutors,
probation officers, treatment providers,

Restoring the Balance: Juvenile and Community Justice

The Balanced
Approach Mission
The balanced approach is a back-tobasics mission for juvenile justice that
supports a community’s need to sanction
crime, rehabilitate offenders, and ensure
public safety. Toward these ends, it articulates three goals for juvenile justice:
accountability, public safety, and competency development (see figure 1).6
Balance is attainable when administrators ensure that equitable resources are
allocated to each goal.

◆ Competency. The most successful rehabilitation ensures that young offenders
make measurable gains in educational,
vocational, social, civic, and other competencies that enhance their capacity

◆ Public safety. Assuring public safety
requires more than mere incapacitation.
Communities cannot be kept safe simply
by locking up offenders. Locked facilities
must be part of any public safety strategy,
but they are the least cost-effective
component. A balanced strategy invests
heavily in strengthening a community’s
capacity to prevent and control crime. A
problem-oriented focus ensures that the
time of offenders under supervision in
the community is structured around such
activities as work, education, and service.
Adults, including parents, are assigned
clear roles in monitoring offenders. A
balanced strategy cultivates new relationships with schools, employers, and other

Figure 1
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◆ Accountability. Crime is sanctioned
most effectively when offenders take
responsibility for their crimes and the
harm caused to victims, when offenders
make amends by restoring losses, and
when communities and victims take
active roles in the sanctioning process.
Because the offender’s obligation is defined primarily as an obligation to his
victims rather than to the State, accountability cannot be equated with
responsiveness to juvenile justice professionals by obeying a curfew, complying with drug screening, or writing an
essay. Nor can it be equated with punishment. It is easier to make offenders take
their punishment than it is to get them
to take responsibility for their actions.

to function as productive adults. When
competency is defined as the capacity
to do something well that others value,
the standard for achieving success is measured in the community. Competency
is not the mere absence of bad behavior.
It should increase the capacity of adults
and communities to involve young
people in work, service, dispute resolution, community problem solving, and
cognitive skills building.

Com
pet
e

and even offenders are considered. Restorative justice does not define victim
rights as the absence of offender rights;
it focuses on the needs of victim, community, and offender. To bring balance
to the present offender-driven system,
however, it is necessary to give priority
to victims’ needs for physical, material,
and emotional healing.

countability
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community groups to enhance the role
of juvenile justice professionals as resources in prevention and positive youth
development.
The principle behind BRJ is that justice
is best served when victims, offenders,
and communities receive equitable attention in the justice process. The needs
of one client cannot be met unless the
needs of other clients are addressed.
Crime severs bonds between victims,
offenders, and families. Although offenders must take full responsibility for
their acts, the responsibility for restoring mutual respect, understanding, and
support among those involved must be
shared by the community.

Small Changes Yield
Large Results
The change at the heart of BRJ is
embodied in the community-building
interventions described above. BRJ
collaborators, including juvenile justice
and other service professionals, have
discovered that even small changes in
how they conduct business can have
immediate and lasting effects on the
dynamics of community relationships.
Communities in the United States and
across the globe are making dramatic
policy changes on the basis of restorative
priorities. In 1989, New Zealand began
requiring that all juvenile offenders over
age 14 (except in the most serious cases)
be referred to a family group conference
in which restorative goals are addressed
in meetings that include victims, offenders, support groups, families, policymakers,
social workers, and others. The New
Zealand law appears to have drastically
reduced court workloads and the use of
incarceration.7
Fourteen States have enacted legislation
adopting the balanced approach as the
8

mission of their juvenile justice systems.
A number of States have administrative
rules or statewide policies that require
case managers and other decisionmakers
to consider the goals of the balanced
approach in dispositional recommendations. In Pennsylvania and Montana,
decisionmakers are using balanced approach criteria as funding guidelines and
have formed statewide groups to oversee
the development of restorative justice
efforts.
Balanced and restorative justice cannot
be achieved by mandates or legislation
alone. As the three jurisdictions that
constitute the OJJDP-funded demonstration effort are learning, the new model
cannot be implemented overnight.
Working with different juvenile justice
systems in diverse communities, administrators in Palm Beach County, Florida,
Dakota County, Minnesota, and Allegheny County, Pennsylvania, are pursuing varied approaches to systemic change
to build a restorative model from the
ground up. These administrators have
made significant progress but acknowledge that the kind of change envisioned
by BRJ is quite different from past practices. This change is especially striking
in the model’s focus on citizen involvement, including restructuring juvenile
justice agencies to more effectively engage the community.

Balanced and
Restorative Justice:
New Roles for Citizens
and Professionals
I’m glad to see somebody is finally
trying to instill some responsibility
in these kids. I’m happy to help when
it’s obvious that we’re trying to make
taxpayers out of these kids, rather
than tax liabilities.
Community Member

Restoring the Balance: Juvenile and Community Justice

Table 1

The Participants in a Balanced and Restorative Juvenile Justice System
Crime Victims
◆ Receive support, assistance, compensation, information, and services.
◆ Receive restitution or other reparation

from the offender.

Offenders
◆ Complete restitution to their victims.
◆ Provide meaningful service to repay
the debt to their communities.
◆ Face the personal harm caused by

◆ Are involved and are encouraged to

give input at all points in the system
as to how the offender will repair the
harm done.
◆ Have the opportunity to face the

offenders and tell their story.
◆ Feel satisfied with the justice process.
◆ Provide guidance and consultation

to juvenile justice professionals on
planning and advisory groups.

their crimes by participating in victim
offender mediation or other victim
awareness programs.
◆ Complete work experience and active

and productive tasks that increase skills
and improve the community.
◆ Are monitored by community adults

as well as juvenile justice providers
and supervised to the greatest extent
possible in the community.
◆ Improve decisionmaking skills and

have opportunities to help others.

Citizens, Families, and
Community Groups
◆ Are involved to the greatest extent
possible in rehabilitation, community
safety initiatives, and holding offenders
accountable.
◆ Work with offenders on local com-

munity service projects.
◆ Provide support to victims.
◆ Provide support to offenders as

mentors, employers, and advocates.
◆ Provide work for offenders to pay res-

titution to victims and service opportunities that allow offenders to make
meaningful contributions to the quality
of community life.
◆ Assist families to support the offender

in obligation to repair the harm and
increase competencies.
◆ Advise courts and corrections and play

an active role in disposition.

In the mediation session I learned
that the offender was just a little kid
and not the threat I thought he was.
I also learned he had some needs that
weren’t being met. . . . For the first
time (I’ve been a victim before), it
seemed like someone was responding
to my needs and listening to me.
Youth Crime Victim
When I first walked into the conferencing meeting and saw the victim
and her friends and then saw my
grandfather there I wished I could
have gone to jail instead. But once
everybody had talked about the crime
I began to realize that Mrs. B was
really hurt and scared by what I had
done. I had to work hard to earn the
money to pay her back and to do the
community service hours (but the
work on the crew was pretty fun)
and I thought it was fair after all.
Juvenile Offender
Now I know what my job is really
about! As a manager, I have a better
sense of how to allocate, or reallocate,

our resources. And my staff are getting
a better sense of what their role is and
how this fits with my vision of what
the community’s role should be. We
know we’re really ‘out of balance,’ but
for the first time we have a plan to
move forward without chasing every
fad and new program that comes along.
We can also talk to the community
about what we’re doing in a way that
they understand and want to help.
Manager of a Local Juvenile
Justice System

As a community justice model, balanced
and restorative justice offers a new vision
of how victims, offenders, and others
can be involved in the juvenile justice
process. As table 1 illustrates, this vision
is best understood by examining how
the model is viewed by its participants.
Balanced and restorative justice is a work
in progress. No juvenile justice system is
completely balanced or fully restorative.
But if juvenile justice systems, including
those most committed to the model, fail
Volume III • Number 1
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Figure 2

What’s New About the Balanced Approach?
Current System

Balanced and
Restorative Justice

Resource Allocation
and Staffing Patterns

New Values

New Clients

New Performance Outcomes
Programs and Practices
New Decisionmaking

Performance Outcomes?

New Resource Allocation
and Staffing Patterns

to meet the standards they have set for
community and client involvement, it
is not because the model is utopian. It is
because administrators are constrained
by management protocols designed to
deliver services based on the treatment
and retributive paradigms.
The innovation of balanced and restorative justice lies in its agenda for restructuring the juvenile justice system to
make it community-focused rather
than bureaucracy-driven. This agenda
demands new values, clients, performance objectives, decisionmaking processes, program priorities, staff roles,
and patterns of resource allocation. As
figure 2 suggests, while most juvenile
justice agencies determine intervention
priorities on the basis of current staff
roles and resource allocations, juvenile
justice managers who adopt the balanced approach mission are committed
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to making their agencies and systems
value- and client-driven and outcomeoriented. Decisions are based on the
premise that programs are means to
accomplish restorative outcomes that
address community needs (see table 2).
From a community justice perspective,
the value of a program and the quality
of its implementation is gauged in large
measure by the extent to which it involves community members at all levels
of implementation.

Citizen Involvement
and Client Focus
In the total quality management (TQM)
movement,8 the concept of a client involves three components: a recipient
of service, a target of intervention and
change, and a coparticipant who must
have input into the process and be involved to the greatest extent possible
in decisionmaking.
The input of each client group is needed
to stimulate and maintain community
involvement. Currently few citizens are
involved at significant levels in juvenile
justice because they are seldom asked.
Although many professionals would welcome community involvement and may
work hard at collaboration and service
brokerage, such efforts often fail to include employers, clergy, civic leaders,
and neighborhood residents. Too often,
juvenile justice agencies are unable to
find appropriate roles for community
members who are not social service
professionals or time to support their
efforts. Short-term involvement is often
uninteresting because it is not linked
to interventions that achieve significant
outcomes for offenders or victims. When
citizens are asked to participate, it is often
on the basis of civic duty rather than personal commitment. As Braithwaite and

Restoring the Balance: Juvenile and Community Justice

Mugford observe, citizens are more willing to become involved if they have a
personal interest in the offender, victim,
or the family.9
Crimes typically evoke a community
of concern for the victim, the offender,
families and friends, and interested citizens and community groups. As the New
Zealand experiment with family group
conferencing illustrates, these personal
communities can be a primary resource
in resolving youth crimes. It is around
such microcommunities that citizen participation in justice decisionmaking is
being built.10
BRJ practices and programs invite a high
level of citizen participation. Community
involvement is never easy, but it is satisfying for citizens to help young offenders
make restitution to their victims.
The more active roles for offenders,
victims, and community in the juvenile
justice process, noted in table 1, have
implications for the roles of juvenile justice professionals. The most important
and difficult challenge in moving toward
balanced and restorative justice will be
to alter the job descriptions and professional orientations of juvenile justice
staff. For those accustomed to working
with offenders individually or in programs and facilities, the role change
implied by the need to engage victims
and communities may be dramatic.
Essentially, this change may be best understood as moving from direct service
provider or service broker to community
justice facilitator.11
As table 3 suggests, the new roles involve juvenile justice professionals
in activities with each of the three
justice clients. These activities include
a variety of efforts to enhance preventive capacity and to help adults provide
offenders with opportunities for competency development.

Table 2

Outcome Measures and Priorities for Practice in the Balanced
Approach
Competency Development
Measures

Intermediate Outcome
Priorities for Practice

◆ Proportion of youth on supervision
completing successful work experience or employment (quality of
experience?).
◆ Proportion of youth on supervision
completing meaningful work/service
project.
◆ Extent of bonding between youth
under supervision and community
adults.
◆ Increase in empathy and improvement in skills.
◆ Demonstrated improvement in
conflict resolution and anger
management.
◆ Measured increase in educational,
interpersonal, citizenship, and other
competencies.

◆ Structured work experience and
employment programs.
◆ Service/active learning.
◆ Cognitive and decisionmaking
programs.
◆ Dispute resolution training.
◆ Intergenerational projects.
◆ Cross-age tutoring.
◆ Conservation and environmental
awareness.

Accountability
Measures

Intermediate Outcome
Priorities for Practice

◆ Proportion of offenders completing
fair and appropriate restitution
orders or agreements.
◆ Proportion of victims given input
into the process.
◆ Proportion of victims satisfied with
the process.
◆ Proportion of offenders showing
measured increase in victim
awareness and empathy.
◆ Proportion of offenders and victims
completing mediation or other
resolution and community service.
◆ Proportion of offenders completing
meaningful community service
projects (number of such projects
completed).

◆
◆
◆
◆

Restitution to victims.
Restorative community service.
Victim offender mediation.
Direct service to victims or surrogate
victims.
◆ Victim awareness panels or victim
offender groups in treatment
programs.

Public Safety
Measures

Intermediate Outcome
Priorities for Practice

◆ Proportion of offenders reoffending while under juvenile justice
supervision.
◆ Number of citizens involved in preventive and monitoring activities.
◆ Decrease in community fear and
increase in understanding of juvenile justice.
◆ Decrease in school violence and
increase in school and communitybased conflict resolution.
◆ Increase in competency, empathy,
and internal controls for offenders
under supervision.

◆ Structuring time of offenders being
supervised in the community: work
experience, community service, and
alternative education.
◆ Effective use of natural surveillance
and community guardians such as
employers, relatives, churches, and
mentors.
◆ Continuum of graduated communitybased sanctions and surveillance.
◆ Prevention and capacity building
in schools and other community
groups.
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Table 3

New Roles in the Balanced and Restorative Justice Model
The Coparticipants
Victim

Active participant in defining the harm of the crime and shaping the
obligations placed on the offender.

Community

Responsible for supporting and assisting victims, holding offenders
accountable, and ensuring opportunities for offenders to make amends.

Offender

Active participant in reparation and competency development.

Juvenile Justice Professional
Sanctioning

Facilitate mediation, ensure restoration, develop creative or restorative
community service options, engage community members, and educate
the community on its role.

Rehabilitation

Develop new roles for young offenders that allow them to practice and
demonstrate competency, assess and build on youth and community
strengths, and develop community partnerships.

Public Safety

Develop incentives and consequences to ensure offender compliance
with supervision objectives, help school and family control and maintain offenders in the community, and develop prevention capacity of
local organizations.

Getting There
Some may say this [movement toward
restorative justice] is Utopian. While
this may be true, in a climate of failure
and irrational extremism in the response to juvenile crime, there may
be nothing so practical as a good Utopia.
Lode Walgrave

Robert Fulcrum tells the story of a reporter visiting the cathedral in Chartres,
France, during the cathedral’s construction. Hoping to get a sense of how those
working on this magnificent structure
understood and experienced their contribution to its completion, the reporter began asking several workmen about their
jobs. The first, a stonecutter, said that
his job was simply to cut the stone into
square blocks for someone else to use in
the foundation; the job was monotonous,
and he had been doing the same thing
day in and day out. Next, the reporter
asked a workman who was painting stone
blocks on the front of the building about
his job. “I just paint these blocks and
nothing more,” he said. “There is not
much to it.”
12

Frustrated that these workmen had little
to say about the significance of working
on this historical effort, the reporter
moved to another part of the building
and approached a man carefully cutting
stained glass windows. Surely, this man
felt that his work was the artistic opportunity of a lifetime. Once again the reporter was disappointed; the man said
that he was very tired and somewhat
bored with his task. Finally, as he walked
out of the cathedral in despair, the reporter passed an elderly woman stooped
and working rapidly to clean up the debris left from the stone and glass cutters,
painters, and other artisans. He asked
what it was that she was doing. Her answer was that she was building the most
magnificent cathedral in the history of
the world to the glory of God.
As this story illustrates, the key to progress toward restorative justice is viewing
small steps as the building blocks of a
more effective juvenile justice system.
Will balanced and restorative justice
work? BRJ is not a treatment program
but a model for system reform. It cannot
be assessed by using traditional program
evaluation technologies. The success
of a restorative justice system should be
measured not only by recidivism but also
by victim satisfaction, offender accountability, competency development, and
public safety.12 The success of BRJ will
depend on the consistency and integrity
of implementation, how well its core philosophy is understood, how effectively it
is adapted to local conditions, and whether
restorative justice is given a chance. Although restorative justice may not lead
to immediate reductions in recidivism,
the standard of comparison should be the
current system. As a First Nations Community Justice Coordinator in Yukon,
Canada, reminds us:
So we make mistakes. Can you—the
current system—say you don’t make
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mistakes? . . . If you don’t think you do,
walk through our community. Every
family will have something to teach
you. . . . By getting involved, by all of
us taking responsibility, it is not that
we won’t make mistakes, we would
be doing it together, as a community
instead of having it done to us. . . .
We need to make real differences in the
way people act and the way we treat
others. . . . Only if we empower them
and support them can they break out
of this trap.13

It is the failure of current paradigms that
has moved some policymakers toward
radical measures to abolish the juvenile
justice system. Those who wish to preserve it see balanced and restorative justice as a means to do so by crafting a new
system in which juvenile justice reflects
community justice.
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Aftercare Not
Afterthought: Testing
the IAP Model
by David M. Altschuler and Troy L. Armstrong

R

esponding to commonly held perceptions that aftercare was
one of the weakest links in the juvenile justice system and contributed
to high rates of recidivism, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) announced its Intensive Community-Based
Aftercare Programs (IAP) initiative in July 1987. The IAP initiative
was designed to help public and private correctional agencies implement
effective aftercare programs for chronic and serious juvenile offenders.
Launched in spring 1988 under the
direction of coprincipal investigators
Dr. David Altschuler of Johns Hopkins
University and Dr. Troy Armstrong of
California State University, Sacramento,
the IAP project used a four-stage approach to long-term program research
and development. After 7 years of research, development, and training, demonstration sites in Colorado, Nevada,
New Jersey, and Virginia began implementing the IAP model.

IAP Model
The model of intensive aftercare being
tested at the pilot sites is best described
as theory driven, risk assessment based,
and empirically grounded. The approach
prepares, transitions, and reintegrates

high-risk juvenile offenders from secure
confinement into the community in a
gradual and highly structured manner.
Organizationally, the system domain for
applying the proposed IAP model is most
clearly conceptualized as a correctional
continuum consisting of three distinct,
yet overlapping, segments:
◆ Prerelease and preparatory planning
during incarceration.
◆ Structured transition that requires
the participation of institutional and
aftercare staff prior to and following
community reentry.
◆ Long-term, reintegrative activities
that ensure adequate service delivery
and the necessary level of social control.
(See figure 1.)

David M. Altschuler and Troy
L. Armstrong are coprincipal
investigators of OJJDP’s Intensive Community-Based
Aftercare Demonstration and
Technical Assistance Program.
Dr. Altschuler is principal research
scientist at the Johns Hopkins
Institute for Policy Studies in
Baltimore, and Dr. Armstrong
is professor in the Department
of Anthropology, California
State University at Sacramento.
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Programmatic Principles
A multifaceted and integrated approach
to community reentry, the IAP model
requires an overarching case management
process that ensures significant control
over released juvenile offenders and enhanced service delivery focusing on recognized risk and protective factors. To
reduce recidivism and relapse, the IAP
sites forge working collaborations across
diverse professional and agency boundaries.
The following programmatic principles
are the foundation of the IAP model:
◆ Preparing juveniles for progressively
increased responsibility and freedom in
the community.
◆ Facilitating interaction and
involvement between juveniles and
the community.
◆ Working with offenders and targeted
community support systems (families,
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peers, schools, employers) on the qualities needed for constructive interactions
that advance the juveniles’ reintegration
into the community.
◆ Developing new resources and
support as needed.
◆ Monitoring and testing juveniles
and the community on their capacity
to deal with each other productively.

Critical Elements
As formulated, the IAP model is descriptive, not prescriptive, because it can be
structured and applied in diverse ways
if the framework is compatible with the
foundational programmatic principles
cited above.
Although policymakers, planners, administrators, and staff must have adequate
leeway to select the components, features, and processes that best address the
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specific needs of their communities and
confined youth, some contextual and
programmatic elements must be taken
into account. The following elements
are critical to successfully translate IAP
principles into practice:
◆ Organizational factors and the
external environment.
◆ Overarching case management,
which includes the following:
❖ Risk assessment and classification
for establishing eligibility.
❖ Individual case planning that incorporates a family and community
perspective.
❖ A mix of intensive surveillance
and services.
❖ A balance of incentives and
graduated consequences coupled
with the imposition of realistic,
enforceable conditions.
❖ Service brokerage with community resources linkage with social
networks.
◆ Management information and program evaluation.

Summary
The IAP model builds on several innovations that have taken place within the
juvenile justice system during the past
decade.
First, findings from the intensive
supervision movement have provided
invaluable insights. Technological
advancements have improved the
ability to assess risks and needs. Other
advancements, such as electronic
monitoring and enhanced drug testing,
have strengthened supervision efforts by
facilitating more effective social control.
Second, there is a growing consensus
among juvenile justice professionals that

serious, violent, and chronic juvenile
offenders are among the most troubled
juveniles in society in terms of personal
problems, skill deficits, and emotional
instability. Such multiproblem youth
demand a broad spectrum of treatment
strategies.
Accordingly, no single agency or organization can realistically or successfully
design, fund, direct, and implement aftercare programs that comprehensively
address the problems and needs of such
high-risk offenders. Collaboration among
several agencies is a sine qua non for
success.

Pilot Site: Colorado
The IAP project in Colorado is operated
by the State Division of Youth Services
(DYS), Department of Institutions.
The catchment area comprises parts of
Jefferson, Arapahoe, and Denver Counties, including greater metropolitan
Denver.
The site benefits from its proximity to
the juvenile offenders’ home communities. Only 18 miles from downtown
Denver, Lookout Mountain Youth
Services Center (LMYSC) is a secure
facility whose residents include the
most delinquent youth in the DYS system. LMYSC houses IAP participants
in a single cottage.

Collaboration among agencies is a sine
qua non for success.
Enhanced Assessment
Participants in Colorado’s IAP project
benefit from enhanced assessment techniques such as the Young Offender Level
of Service Inventory, the Adolescent
Living Independently Via Education and
Volume III • Number 1
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Employment (ALIVE-E) assessment,
and privately provided vocational assessment. These techniques supplement
the standard battery of educational and
psychological assessment instruments,
complementing data gathered to profile a youth’s social, legal, medical, and
substance abuse dimensions.
The above assessment tools identify areas
critical to reducing risk, promoting prosocial support systems, and providing
treatment. Within 60 days of confinement, a discrete case plan that establishes
goals for successful community reintegration outlines an IAP strategy specifically
developed for that youth. Input from
family members, LMYSC staff, service
providers, and other concerned parties
is used to implement tasks set forth in
the plan.

A system of graduated sanctions ensures
accountability for misconduct.
Client Manager
To ensure adequate levels of supervision
and service, an IAP client manager oversees each case from institutional referral
through community reentry to followup
and discharge. Specific standards for client management include monthly faceto-face contacts with the youth during
institutional treatment and weekly contacts that begin 60 days prior to release
and continue through community placement. Caseload size is capped at 18 cases,
with a maximum of 6 institutional and
12 community clients.
Although client managers assume primary responsibility for all community
contacts, various service providers aid
community supervision. Trackers employed by private providers are used extensively for daily face-to-face contacts
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with youth in the community. Trackers
are trained to make random contacts,
monitor daily schedules, and employ
electronic technology using both active
(e.g., voice verification) and passive
(e.g., ankle monitors) equipment. They
make the majority of their contacts outside normal working hours.

Key Services
In addition to family therapy and support, other critical areas of service provision include education, vocational
training, job placement, and substance
abuse treatment. Each service provider
develops an individual treatment plan
that establishes goals and time frames
consistent with objectives stated in the
discrete case plan. Client managers coordinate the delivery of services through a
brokerage model.
Although positive incentives are used,
a system of graduated consequences ensures accountability. Consequences for
misconduct include work program assignments, community service orders,
timeout in detention, and short-term
placement in the secure Reflections
Unit, a program operated by a private
service provider in the Denver area.
Reflections serves as an alternative
to revocation by offering a residential
setting where IAP youth can be held
accountable for their poor community
adjustment and prepared for return to
the community.

Pilot Site: Nevada
The Division of Nevada Youth Corrections Services’ Youth Parole Bureau operates that State’s IAP project.
Clark County, which has the greatest
concentration of serious juvenile offenders committed to State confinement,
was selected as the pilot site.
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The 150 miles between the offenders’
home community of Las Vegas and the
Caliente Youth Center, the participating
youth correctional facility, presented a
significant challenge to implementing
the IAP model.

facilitating the brokerage of additional
resources.

Youth are screened for IAP eligibility
and randomly assigned to the experimental group. Selected youth are sent
to the Nevada Youth Training Center
in Elko for an initial 3-week assessment.
Subsequently, they are transferred to
the Caliente Youth Center, which houses
IAP participants in a single cottage.

Team staffing allows each member to develop individual expertise in areas such
as substance abuse treatment, family
therapy techniques, vocational education
and training procedures, and job development and placement. The team has
devised a system of positive incentives
and graduated sanctions, with consequences including community service
for lesser infractions and more stringent
curfews, house arrest, and brief periods
of confinement for serious misconduct.

Transition

Additional Activities

Particular emphasis is placed on the
prerelease curriculum taught during
the month prior to reentry into the
community. The course focuses on
social skills training and issues related
to street readiness.

Additional personnel augment the IAP
supervision team. Two community outreach trackers provide expanded hours
of supervision during evenings and weekends. Outreach workers blend surveillance with service that includes life skills
training and monitored recreation. Probation staff from the juvenile court share
electronic monitoring equipment, when
needed, to restrict the mobility of IAP
participants.

An aftercare worker from Las Vegas
resides at Caliente and serves as an ongoing liaison between the institution
and the community, ensuring regular,
sustained contact. The Clark County
School District employs an educational
liaison worker who spends considerable
time at the institution and has primary
responsibility for reintegrating IAP
youth into the public school system.

Team Approach
The community supervision component
relies on a team approach. The 3 juvenile parole officers assigned to the IAP
project are collectively responsible
for supervising 45 IAP parolees in the
community. These officers also work
with IAP staff and youth at Caliente.
The team approach affords 24-hour
coverage in the community when required. At the same time, it ensures
the provision of service delivery while

Team staffing allows members to develop
individual expertise in diverse areas.
Efforts have been made to expand the
spectrum of community-based services
while enhancing existing services. IAP
aspirations include increasing the number of group homes, developing a transitional living center to prepare older
adolescents for independent living, and
improving the availability of inpatient
and outpatient drug and alcohol treatment programs.
Providing services depends on the brokerage of services to private vendors.
In addition to these purchase-of-service
Volume III • Number 1
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arrangements, service provision is
coordinated with other public sector
organizations and agencies such as
schools, vocational training institutions, and mental healthcare centers.

Pilot Site: New Jersey
New Jersey’s IAP project focuses on
high-risk youth from Camden and Essex
(Newark) Counties. These youth are
incarcerated at the New Jersey Training
School for Boys (NJTSB) in Jamesburg.
Eligibility for participation is based on
a risk assessment instrument developed
specifically for the IAP demonstration.
The instrument, an adaptation of standard risk assessment instruments that
incorporate static and dynamic risk factors, also has an override capability. The
override option is designed to take into
account either aggravating factors that
could justify placing a low- or moderaterisk juvenile into IAP or mitigating factors that could result in the diversion of
a high-risk juvenile from IAP. Examples
include placing a low-risk juvenile with
no priors who committed a single violent
offense into IAP and diverting a chronic,
multiproblem youngster from IAP to a
special needs program.

Residential centers provide a transition
for reintegration into the community.
At NJTSB, IAP participants are housed
in a designated cottage. Affiliated residential centers in Camden and Essex
Counties provide a step-down transition
for reintegration into the community.
Project participants typically spend 4
to 6 months at NJTSB before being paroled into the community. Programming
established specifically for the project
begins within the first 4 to 6 weeks of
20

incarceration and includes group counseling sessions with institution staff,
case managers, parole officers, and residential center staff.
Case managers and parole officers
also conduct family sessions at NJTSB.
Transportation is provided to facilitate
participation in these family sessions.

Transition Team
Staff and residents from the transitional
residential centers and other community
service providers visit NJTSB to help
IAP participants become oriented to life
in the community. One-on-one counseling sessions conducted during these
visits focus on transitional issues such
as education, work, peer influences,
conflict resolution, and substance abuse.
The IAP design allows a parole officer
to carry a caseload of approximately 25
juveniles. The parole officer supervises
youth in the community. The case manager works with participants in NJTSB,
establishing and monitoring case plans
for transition. Working as a team, the
case manager and parole officer share
office space at the step-down residential
center, which promotes partnership and
facilitates access to community service
providers, schools, and employers.

Final Phase
IAP participants spend up to 4 months
in a community residential center or
day treatment program, with structured,
onsite programs offered throughout
the first 2 months. Upon successful completion of this transitional phase, juveniles are released to family members
or guardians or to independent living.
(An independent living rental subsidy
may be provided for up to 2 months.)
Supervision during the final phase of the
IAP program is initially intensive, with
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in-person contacts with the parole officer
occurring at least three times per week.
Such supervision and contacts decrease
as progress dictates.

Pilot Site: Virginia
The Intensive Parole Program (IPP),
Virginia’s IAP project, is designed
for chronic offenders who have been
committed to the Beaumont Juvenile
Correctional Center by the Norfolk
Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court.
To be eligible for IPP, participants must
be at least 16 years old. Participation
in IPP is determined by an intensive
aftercare risk assessment instrument that
identifies candidates at risk of recidivism.
The Reception and Diagnostic Center
(RDC) assigns two counselors to assess
youth recommended for the program.
An IPP counselor provides ongoing
case management and counseling to
committed IPP youth. IPP counselors
are trained in a life skills curriculum
used with participating youth and their
families throughout all phases of the
program.
In addition, a Norfolk Youth Network
Community Assessment Team (CAT)
handles all IPP cases. CAT works with
parole officers, offenders, and offenders’
families to identify treatment, service
needs, and agencies to address problems.

Beaumont
As case manager, the Beaumont IPP
counselor is responsible for implementing
treatment plan objectives during incarceration. The Beaumont IPP counselor
and youth have daily contact, compared
with the customary bimonthly contact
that regular Beaumont counselors have
with non-IPP youth. The Beaumont IPP
counselor continues the life skills curriculum initiated at RDC and conducts

other group activities, which include
recreation, cultural awareness, and counseling. At a minimum, the counselor
calls the Norfolk IPP counselor weekly
and visits the families monthly.

Norfolk
The Norfolk Court Service Unit has appointed two senior parole counselors who
supervise IPP participants and coordinate
family services. Norfolk IPP counselors
visit participating youth at Beaumont at
least once per month. Upon release from
Beaumont, participants are contacted at
least three times per week.
Norfolk IPP counselors have an average
caseload of 15 juveniles. Counselors hold
weekly family meetings; conduct unannounced spot checks at school, home,
and place of employment; continue the
life skills curriculum through weekly
meetings; and coordinate other group
activities involving participants and
their families.
In consultation with CAT staff and
agencies, Norfolk counselors refer youth
for services and work closely with the
Norfolk School’s Transition Specialist
to address educational needs. A paraprofessional, serving as a parole aide,
assists with monitoring, transportation,
and other functions. Every 30 days, the
youth appears in court for a judicial review, at which time the parole officer
updates the participant’s progress.

Conclusion
The primary goal of the IAP initiative
is to test the effectiveness of a carefully
designed, highly intensified, and multidimensional model for reducing recidivism among chronic and serious juvenile
offenders who are being reintegrated
into their communities from secure
confinement. The model is grounded
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in theoretical and practical assumptions
about identifying factors correlated with
serious, chronic delinquency and developing intervention strategies to effectively address those factors. If this model
is effective, additional States will implement IAP projects and incorporate them
into the continuum of response established for their juvenile justice systems.
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Promising Approaches in Juvenile Probation and Parole. Monsey, NY: Willow Tree Press, pp. 45–84.
This summary describes an OJJDP-sponsored research program on intensive, community-based
parole for high-risk juvenile offenders released
from secure confinement. It identifies and reviews
key issues and provides an intervention model for
juvenile intensive aftercare. NCJ 129821
Armstrong, T.L., and D.M. Altschuler. (1994).
“Recent Developments in Programming for
High-Risk Juvenile Parolees: Assessment Findings
and Program Prototype Development.” in A.R.
Roberts, ed., Critical Issues in Crime and Justice.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.,
pp. 189–213. This paper describes a research
and development project initiated by OJJDP to
assess, test, and disseminate information on intensive juvenile aftercare program prototypes
for chronic serious juvenile offenders who initially required secure confinement. NCJ 149863

The above publications are available from the Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse; those with
an asterisk can be ordered using the order form on page 35.
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Using Satellite
Teleconferencing
by Michael A. Jones, Bruce I. Wolford, and F.M. Porpotage II

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)
uses satellite telecommunications to effectively and efficiently disseminate training and information to diverse juvenile justice constituencies. This article presents an overview of distance technology,
reviews OJJDP’s successes, and outlines the steps interested parties
should take to participate in future broadcasts or to sponsor their own.

S

atellite teleconferencing is a costeffective means of delivering training and
information to people who live in geographically diverse areas that may limit
their access to such information. During
the past 5 years, a series of studies, numerous books, and other reports have
examined the rapidly expanding field of
telecommunication technology and its
application to training and information
dissemination.
A fundamental issue at the core of
technology-based training is the changing nature of today’s professional world.
Evidence suggests that the United States’
work force is entering a time when
the training that workers receive will become obsolete within 3 to 5 years. Limited funds and time, great distances, and
other constraints will create a strong
demand for more efficient, expedient
ways to disseminate information (Chute,
Hancock, and Balthazar, 1991).

Distance Training
The concept of distance training is expanding the definitions of how individuals learn, where they learn, and
who teaches them (U.S. Congress,
1989). Distance training has become increasingly sophisticated since the time
of the first educational radio programs.
Barker (1989) used distance training as
a catchall phrase to describe any form of
instruction in which the learner and instructor were separated geographically
and linked via telecommunication systems that permitted live, interactive
audio and/or video exchanges.
Applications of distance training have
increased dramatically during the past
decade. In 1988, fewer than 10 States
were promoting distance training (U.S.
Congress, 1989). Today, all States do.
The quality of distance learning has been
recognized with increasing respect and
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credibility (Turnbull, 1988). Many trainers in the United States subscribe to
the philosophy that the only difference
between distance training and conventional training is the delivery mechanism, not the structure (Zigerell, 1984).
The motivation for distance training is
a practical one. Training people where
they are is more efficient than transporting them to the trainer. In addition to
enhancing productivity, distance training enables OJJDP to reach line staff who
otherwise might be excluded from national training opportunities. Distance
training effectively uses qualified trainers
who do not need to travel across the country to deliver a simultaneous, consistent
message to thousands of professionals.
The traditional training paradigm, which
requires the instructor and student to occupy the same classroom, has been challenged by technological advances. These
advances can duplicate the benefit of
traditional training with the flexibility
and individualization of self-directed
learning. No longer are the instructor
and learner confined to the same classroom. With existing technology, the instructor can communicate information
to a limitless number of classrooms.

Training people where they are is more
efficient than transporting them to the
trainer.
Delivery Systems
The array of distance delivery systems
changes with each new technological
advance. Currently, the most popular
delivery systems are computer-based
(for example, two-way video and the
Internet) or satellite-based (satellite
teleconferencing).
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As fiber-optic cables expand across
America, computer-based technologies
are becoming easier to access and more
readily available. However, until a fiberoptic system is widely implemented,
this medium will not be the preferred
delivery mechanism for disseminating
training or information to large, geographically diverse audiences.
Satellite teleconferencing is widely used
by business, industry, and government
agencies to deliver training and information to staff and constituencies around
the world. This popular training tool requires only a steerable satellite dish and
a television to access broadcast signals
and a telephone for participants to use
while interacting with panelists during
call-in segments.
Regardless of the medium or approach
used, training and education programs
must engage the learner, identify clear
instructional objectives, and use alternate instructional strategies to be successful. Distance training will not replace
face-to-face instruction any more than
use of the VCR as an educational aid
has eliminated the role of the classroom
teacher. It is simply another instructional
tool.

Satellite Teleconferencing
Since 1992, OJJDP has funded the
Juvenile Justice Telecommunications
Assistance Project (JJTAP) at Eastern
Kentucky University to train and inform
a geographically diverse juvenile justice
constituency using satellite teleconferencing. (See table 1.) This technology
has become an integral part of OJJDP’s
continuing efforts to disseminate information across the Nation in a timely
fashion. Juvenile justice, education, and
child welfare professionals, policymakers,
and the public have watched national
telecasts on issues such as confinement in
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juvenile corrections and detention facilities; community collaboration; effective
programs for serious, violent, and chronic
juvenile offenders; youth-oriented community policing; juvenile boot camps;
and conflict resolution for youth.

Table 1

OJJDP Teleconferences
Topics

Number of
Viewing Sites*

Approximate
Number of Viewers

As these telecasts have demonstrated,
satellite-delivered teleconferences are
most effective when they introduce general topics that interest large numbers
of participants in many locations. Supported by OJJDP research reports and
publications, these satellite broadcasts
are similar in quality to a news program
or documentary.

Conditions of Confinement
in Juvenile Corrections and
Detention Facilities (9/93)

165

4,950

Community Collaboration
(6/95)

175

5,250

Effective Programs for Serious,
Violent, and Chronic Juvenile
Offenders (10/95)

162

4,860

Youth-Oriented Community
Policing (12/95)

183

5,490

Engaging the
Community

Juvenile Boot Camps (2/96)

288

8,640

Conflict Resolution for Youth
(5/96)

485

14,550

Reducing Youth Gun Violence
(8/96)

271

8,130

Youth Out of the Education
Mainstream (10/96)

380

11,400

2,109

63,270

The purpose of education and training is
to change behavior. Long-term changes
that affect communities and youth occur
at the local level. Recognizing the local
focus of juvenile justice and prevention,
OJJDP uses satellite teleconferencing to
strengthen and support community efforts to address current pressing issues.
Satellite teleconferencing can be a national catalyst for local, regional, and
State examination of OJJDP initiatives
and research. The low cost per participant of broadcasting a national teleconference to a large audience makes the
medium an extremely cost-effective delivery mechanism. Furthermore, large
numbers of participants who rarely attend national conferences now have a
means of receiving timely information
on juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention issues.

Evaluation
Independent evaluations of teleconferences consistently yield positive feedback

Total

Videos of each OJJDP satellite teleconference can be obtained for a nominal fee from the Juvenile
Justice Clearinghouse at 800– 638–8736.
*The Law Enforcement Television Network and local cable television providers sometimes provided their members with a simultaneous broadcast of OJJDP teleconferences. Those sites may
not be reflected in the totals.

from juvenile justice professionals. On
average, more than 90 percent of viewers
responding to a survey instrument indicate that the content of OJJDP teleconferences successfully addresses critical
issues affecting their professional responsibilities; that panelists provide useful,
understandable information; and that
new ideas presented during the teleconferences are used to modify or implement
programs. In addition, 90 to 95 percent
of viewers compliment the effectiveness
of the medium, and more than 95 percent support its future use for training
and disseminating information.
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Generating Community
Participation
One of the most tangible benefits of participating in a teleconference is the local
discussion and action that follow a telecast. You can attract a local audience to
a national teleconference by:
◆ Identifying key stakeholders in the
community or jurisdiction who have
an interest in juvenile justice and delinquency prevention.
◆ Establishing contacts with members
of each stakeholder group.
◆ Disseminating information about the
teleconference through your stakeholder
contacts.
The personal touch works. If you know
colleagues who should participate, call
them.

Effective facilitation will ensure your
teleconference’s success.
As you assemble the audience, collect
local information on the topic. Because
the teleconference will examine national data with selected regional applications, you should have information
about the issues facing your community
available for local participants. If time
and resources permit, consider making
the teleconference the centerpiece of
a local forum or training initiative.

Facilitation
The most successful telecasts are supported
by active facilitation at the downlink
sites. Hosting a teleconference requires
little more than tuning the satellite dish
to the proper coordinates, turning on
the television, and opening the door.
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However, participants who report the
greatest benefits from teleconferences
participate in pre- and post-broadcast
activities that give them an opportunity
to discuss local issues, concerns, and applications of the information they have
received. The benefits of teleconferences can readily be summed up by the
old saying: “The more you put into
something, the more you get out of it.”
Facilitation improves the overall operation of a teleconference and enhances
the participants’ discussion and learning.
Quality facilitation, like quality training,
results from planning and preparation.
Select an effective local facilitator who
has the time to review the preconference
materials and handouts prior to the telecast. Work with the facilitator to plan
local activities before and after the telecast that will encourage further discussion of the issues presented. Consider
developing local questions, organizing
a discussion panel of experts, or dividing
the participants into smaller discussion
groups that report their observations to
the reassembled audience.
Remember that the telecast has been
designed as a catalyst for local action.
Effective facilitation will ensure your
teleconference’s success.

Access
With the growth of downlink sites, satellite teleconferences are becoming more
accessible. Many government agencies
and organizations are installing downlinks. If you do not own a satellite dish,
you can probably arrange to use one. Although registration for OJJDP satellite
teleconferences is free, each site may incur some expense in securing the services
of a downlink site. Fees vary widely, and
you are encouraged to be a conscientious
consumer.

Using Satellite Teleconferencing

To find a local viewing site, first check
government agencies. Within the Federal
Government, the largest number of satellite downlinks are operated by the Department of Agriculture, the Department
of Veterans Affairs (especially its medical
facilities), the U.S. Postal Service, and
the Social Security Administration. (The
Internal Revenue Service has a large network of dishes, but they are difficult to
operate because they are locked onto a
single satellite. Department of Defense
satellite facilities are also extensive but
less accessible.) Other Federal agencies
that have their own networks include
the Federal Aviation Administration,
the U.S. Customs Service, and the Department of Housing and Urban Development. Most Federal agencies offer their
facilities to other Government agencies
free of charge if the downlink is not being used on the day of the broadcast.
In addition, State and local governments
are installing dishes at an accelerated
rate. Check with these agencies for the
availability and times of their viewing
sites. If government facilities are not
available, contact local community colleges, universities, and schools. Educational institutions often charge a fee
that ranges from a few dollars to several
hundred dollars per hour. Other alternatives include police and fire stations,
local hotels, and satellite-dish rental
firms. (Rental opportunities are listed
in the phone directory.) Even in rural
areas, you may find videoconference
facilities within a reasonable distance
if you search diligently.
Once your agency has been added to the
Juvenile Justice Telecommunications
Assistance Project database, you will be
notified of all future OJJDP teleconferences. To participate in an OJJDP teleconference, you must register a site. After
your registration has been processed, the

site coordinator will receive a master
participant resource packet. The site coordinator also will receive a facilitator’s
guide that outlines the tasks necessary
for a successful event and a technical
guide that lists the program’s broadcast
coordinates.

Sponsoring a
Teleconference
OJJDP encourages juvenile justice agencies and organizations to consider using
satellite teleconferences to disseminate
research from their projects. JJTAP has
developed the Teleconferencing Resource
Manual as a guide to downlinking, developing, and broadcasting programs.
JJTAP staff and other experts in designing satellite teleconferences are available
to help your agency take advantage of
this promising medium.

Summary
As testimony to its commitment to provide a comprehensive strategy for juvenile justice, OJJDP uses state-of-the-art
strategies to train and inform all levels
of the juvenile justice, education, child
welfare, and law enforcement communities about critical issues and research
affecting America’s youth. Although
satellite teleconferencing is not the only

Previous OJJDP satellite teleconferences have attracted large audiences and received excellent evaluations. The potential for these
events is virtually unlimited. Interested agencies or individuals who
would like to participate in future OJJDP teleconferences or who require assistance in locating a satellite dish should contact the grantee
office at Eastern Kentucky University, Training Resource Center,
Telecommunications Assistance Project, 301 Perkins Building, Richmond, Kentucky 40475–3127; by phone at (606) 622– 6270; by fax
at (606) 622–2333; or by e-mail at njdadeh@aol.com. For information on downlinks in your community, consult the Downlink Directory.
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method for accomplishing this task, its
importance has been widely accepted by
juvenile justice practitioners throughout
the Nation.
You and your agency are strongly encouraged to use satellite broadcast technology
and participate in future OJJDP-sponsored
teleconferences. The savings realized
by conserving resources and delivering
a consistent message can be substantial.
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IN BRIEF

JUSTICE MATTERS

Reducing Overrepresentation of
Minority Youth in Confinement
One of the core requirements of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (JJDP) Act is that States
develop and implement strategies
to appropriately address the overrepresentation of minority youth
in secure facilities where it is found
to exist. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(OJJDP) supports this objective
through a variety of initiatives under The Deborah Ann Wysinger
Memorial Program. This program
honors an OJJDP professional who
devoted her life to helping young
people, particularly by reducing
disproportionate incarceration of
minority youth and improving the
juvenile justice system on Indian
reservations. The program’s activities include data collection and
analysis on disproportionate minority confinement (DMC), demonstration and evaluation of model
approaches in five pilot States, and
technical assistance and training.
OJJDP is also in the process of
soliciting for and awarding a grant
for a 3-year DMC national training, technical assistance, and information dissemination project.
Under the model approaches
demonstration program, five pilot
States—Arizona, Florida, Iowa,
North Carolina, and Oregon—
were selected on a competitive
basis. During Phase I of the initiative, the States assessed the
extent of DMC in their juvenile
justice systems. In Phase II, they

designed and implemented strategies to address the DMC issues identified in Phase I. The initiative
included a national evaluation to
document lessons learned, identify
key factors in the success of State
and local efforts, and determine the
efficacy of different interventions.
Highlights from the evaluations
include:
◆ In Arizona, a pilot project demonstrated the value of involving
agency and community representatives in DMC projects, particularly
minority community representatives, and the importance of ensuring informed political support at
the State level.
◆ In Florida, educating stakeholders in the State’s juvenile justice
system about alternatives to confinement available in the community led to the development of a
diversion program for minority youth.
◆ In Iowa, the DMC initiative
multiplied the impact of its efforts
by advocating for minority youth
and their families; collaborating
with juvenile justice agencies, other
public agencies, and community
nonprofit organizations; and developing alternative resources such
as culturally sensitive delinquency
treatment.
◆ In North Carolina, DMC
projects reinforced the recognition
that community buy-in and strong
county-level leadership are critical

factors in the success of identifying
and resolving DMC problems.
◆ In Oregon, the DMC initiative
increased the cultural awareness
and sensitivity of service providers;
addressed the needs of minority
juvenile offenders in a more culturally appropriate manner; increased
school and employment participation; and heightened self-esteem
and self-control of minority juvenile
offenders.
These findings have been incorporated into training and technical
assistance that OJJDP provides to
all States as resources for planning
and implementing steps to reduce
DMC in the juvenile justice system.

For More Information
Evaluation findings of the DMC
sites are available from OJJDP’s
Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse in
five volumes (NCJ 161560 through
NCJ 161564). Electronic versions
are available online through the
publications section of OJJDP’s
World Wide Web page (http://
www.ncjrs.org/ojjhome.htm).
Printed copies can be purchased
from the Clearinghouse for $15
per volume or $39 for the set. Consult the order form on page 35
or contact the Clearinghouse by
phone (800–638–8736); e-mail
(askncjrs@ncjrs.org); or mail
(Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse,
Box 6000, Rockville, MD, 20849–
6000).
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