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The American system of juvenile justice has existed for 100 years 
because of two beliefs that have remained relatively constant: (1) that 
youth are not as culpable for their conduct as adults; and (2) that youth 
are more capable of change and need room to grow (Zimring, 1998).

Though those two beliefs have been the bedrock of the juvenile jus-
tice system, their application goes through cyclical changes (Bernard, 
1992). Sometimes the system is perceived as being too harsh, some-
times too lenient. During the last century it has often been shaped 
by new ideas of the day, by theories that infused the culture at large. 
These have been doctrines of rehabilitation, or of due process, or, most 
recently, of accountability. Now, as we approach the millennium, “pos-
itive youth development” has found a receptive audience in the fields 
of youth employment, community-based services and early adolescent 
initiatives. But how will it be received in the insular world of juvenile 
justice?

Consider Gabriel, a 14-year-old boy who lives in a drug-infested neigh-
borhood in Steve Lopez’s first novel, Third and Indiana. The fictional 
Gabriel is a brilliant artist with a photographic memory. His father has 
abandoned the family. To raise money, Gabriel begins serving as a look-
out for a gang of drug dealers. Unlike his schoolmates, the gang recog-
nizes Gabriel’s strength:

Gabriel, who’d always had a good memory, was an especially good 

lookout because he never forgot a face or a vehicle. If plainclothes 

cops jumped out of a car at the next intersection and threw a drug 

crew against a wall…Gabriel would wander in close enough to study 

the faces of the officers…Sometimes he drew sketches for the crew 

supervisor. He drew sketches of the unmarked cars, too, detailing a 

small dent, a missing hubcap…That’s why he was being promoted. 

Gabriel was looked upon in his drug gang as something of a rising 

star (Lopez, 1994).

A boy like Gabriel is a challenge to the juvenile justice system. He 
represents everything that the newest version of juvenile justice is 
designed to punish: a drug-dealing gang member who later, for protec-
tion, carries a gun. In today’s climate, he will be a candidate for trans-
fer to the criminal court, where he will face a mandatory sentence for 
his use of a gun. At a minimum, he would be removed from his mother’s 
home and placed in a residential treatment facility. Whether anyone 
recognizes his talent will be a matter of luck, not design.

Thus, the two questions that are the focus of this chapter apply to 
every Gabriel who comes in contact with the law: (1) Is there a place 
for positive youth development in juvenile justice, a system that exists 
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to respond to negative behavior and is not uniformly adept at discover-
ing talent? (2) If so, is there any chance that positive youth develop-
ment will become central to the juvenile justice culture—as opposed to 
a characteristic of an exemplary program here or there—so that every 
Gabriel will be its beneficiary?

In the end, the paper concludes that the tenets of positive youth devel-
opment are more applicable in work with children who are at risk of 
entering the juvenile justice system than with those who are already 
inside the formal system itself. Diversion programs for all children are 
more promising than a formal juvenile justice system that is organized, 
staffed, funded and regulated by law in ways that, for the most part, 
work in opposition to positive youth development.

However, the formal system is not hopeless. There are a few chinks 
in the system’s seemingly sheer wall, and it is there that advocates of 
positive youth development must apply piton and hammer if they are 
to have any chance of scaling the barrier that juvenile justice represents 
to the field.

Definition
For the purposes of this chapter, positive youth development is a  
medley of attitudes and activities that refer to:

• The dynamic, developmental pathway through which youth pass as 
they move through adolescence; 

• Indicators of success during youth’s flow along that pathway, which 
include “academic competence, personal contentment, interpersonal 
skills, social involvement and staying out of trouble” (Furstenberg, 
1999); 

• Adults’ attitudes about youth—that they are capable of moving along 
that pathway successfully, even if they stumble along the way;

• The dimensions of the activities that make the transition to adult-
hood most likely to succeed (described by one Public/Private 
Ventures [P/PV] abstract as “adult support, youth involvement, peer 
interaction, the developmental challenge of the activities, leadership 
opportunities for youth, community service opportunities and the 
work-learning nexus, as well as the activities’ educational and cul-
tural content” [Extended Service Schools Initiative, 1999]);

• Suppression of, or coping with, those individual or environmental 
traits that will impede the transition; and 

• A common vision of success at the end of adolescence, in particular, 
the ability of youth “to find rewarding and remunerative employ-
ment, form a lasting and gratifying partnership, or become contribu-
tors to their community” (Furstenberg, 1999).
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Thus, positive youth development (PYD) refers to attitudes about 
youth, to what youth do and achieve during and at the end of their 
route to adulthood, and to the informal and formal systems of support 
that help youth reach adulthood successfully.

Those overlapping operational definitions suggest why the juvenile  
justice system is not a fertile area for PYD. The areas of opportunity 
that do exist cluster around primary or secondary prevention, i.e., 
they will focus either on all youth or on youth who have been identi-
fied as being “at risk” of entering the juvenile or criminal justice  
systems. The formal system—the system that is supposed to prevent 
youth from re-offending after arrest—does not in the late 1990s  
routinely think about children developmentally, rarely recognizes 
youth’s strengths, does not routinely believe in youth’s ability to  
succeed, and only spottily offers the kind of supports necessary for 
success. In juvenile justice, obstacles outnumber opportunities.

This chapter begins with a discussion of some assumptions about what  
is required for PYD to succeed in the formal juvenile justice system. It 
then gives an overview of the juvenile justice system, suggesting possible 
opportunities for the injection of some aspect of PYD into the system; 
discusses constraints that are inherent in the formal system; and con-
cludes with suggestions for changes that will be necessary if PYD is to 
have a chance to take root and grow.

Assumptions
Most discussions of PYD assume that it is what most parents want for 
their children. Indeed, for PYD to operate in the juvenile justice sys-
tem—and as a gatekeeper to it—there must be someone who operates 
as an ordinary devoted parent on behalf of the child. Such a person 
would have the instincts to know the child’s needs and strengths, 
know how to protect the child from harm, suppress the child’s 
weaknesses, and organize the child’s world to permit a transition to 
employment, partnership and citizenship (Furstenberg, 1999). The 
notion of the ordinary devoted parent was conceived in the child  
welfare (foster care) context (Goldstein et al., 1986), but it is equally 
relevant to juvenile justice and its effort to absorb positive youth 
development into its culture.

Parents raise their children as a labor of love and not as a profes-

sional assignment. Unlike child development experts and other 

professional persons concerned with child care, parents are not spe-

cialists. Their responsibility is the whole child—his every need at all 

times. Ordinary devoted parents [citation omitted] “accept his love, 

tolerate his demands and failings, share his pain and pleasure—and 

get satisfaction from doing so. They may be sorely tried at times, but 

more than anyone else they are able to tolerate his growing pains. 

The child knows he is special to them, whether he is pleasing or 



Juvenile Justice and Positive Youth Development 237Juvenile Justice and Positive Youth Development

not, well or ill, succeeding or failing. He unhesitatingly turns to them 

with his pleasure and miseries, confident that they will be there. He 

knows they are likely to see his point of view and give him the benefit 

of doubt before voicing critical comment. They become the brick wall 

he can safely kick against. Impatient or angry though they sometimes 

be, he recognizes that these are often signs of their concern for 

him. His feelings about himself reflect his parents’ feeling about him. 

The child whose parents value him values himself” (Robertson and 

Robertson, 1982).

The law also recognizes that there are situations when…the state 

is justified in breaching family privacy and supervening parental 

autonomy. Then the…all-encompassing parental task is broken 

up and temporarily divided among specialists from law, medicine, 

child development…social work, education and other professions 

concerned with children…It is in the best interests of the child that 

these professionals always keep in mind that they are not the child’s 

parents. Even though each of them may assume one or more aspects 

of the parental task, neither alone nor together can they replace par-

ents (Goldstein et al., 1986).

When the juvenile justice system replaces parents by asserting the doc-
trine of parens patrial—i.e., the state is the ultimate parent of all of its 
children—it pretends that it can serve as an ordinary devoted parent. 
Because it cannot, to the extent that PYD is what ordinary devoted  
parents ensure for their children, the juvenile justice system will inevi-
tably fall short.

The Juvenile Justice System1
The modern juvenile justice system is one of diversion, rehabilita-
tion, punishment and incapacitation.2 It has had a complex history, 
which must be understood to appreciate the difficulties and potential 
pathways for PYD. The summary that follows provides a context for 
the modern system. It also serves as an introduction to the next section, 
which describes the parts of the modern system, some of which offer 
opportunities for PYD.

The History of Juvenile Justice in America
During much of the 20th century, public rhetoric about how to respond 
to juvenile crime incorrectly posited clear, either-or positions from 
which policy choices should be made: child or adult, punishment or 
rehabilitation, judicial discretion or rigorous guidelines. The reality has 
always been more ambiguous. Even though it is heuristically useful to 
divide this century’s juvenile court experience into opposing epochs—
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the benign paternalism of the first part of the century versus the get-
tough policies of recent decades—the lines between these orientations 
are less clear.

It is also a mistake to think of the juvenile justice system as a single, self-
contained unit operated by one entity. (Guarino-Ghezzi and Loughran, 
1991). Every state has a different mix of decision-makers and services, 
and each divides power over juveniles in different ways. It is rare that a 
coherent philosophy governs the component parts (Ayers, 1997).

These caveats notwithstanding, we can nevertheless divide the juve-
nile justice “system” between court and corrections: on the one hand 
is the judicial side that determines whether a juvenile is delinquent 
and enters orders of detention and disposition; on the other hand is 
that part of the system that rehabilitates, treats, supervises or punishes 
young offenders. 

This chapter addresses both the formal activities of the juvenile court 
and the corrections component of the juvenile justice system. The judi-
cial part of the system came second, well after decades of 19th-century 
experimentation with juvenile corrections. I begin, therefore, with the 
development of juvenile corrections policy during the 19th century. 
Indeed, many of the ideas that originated as a result of experimentations  
in corrections practices would influence the philosophy and organiza-
tion of the juvenile court during the next century. As Jerome Miller has 
noted:

The [focus on the] establishment of the juvenile court in 1899 

obscured the fact that another revolution in juvenile justice had 

occurred in the early 1800s. The earlier movement had resulted in 

increased institutionalization of juveniles, albeit in facilities different 

from adult jails and prisons (Miller, 1991).

The Origins of the American Juvenile Justice System
Economic recessions in the early 19th century and the first wave of 
Irish immigrants pushed children out of work in America’s new factory 
system during the Industrial Revolution. Concerns about poor chil-
dren on the street led to the creation of institutional care for children. 
In New York City, in 1824, the Society for Prevention of Pauperism 
became the Society for the Reformation of Juvenile Delinquents and in 
1825 opened the nation’s first House of Refuge. Boston followed a year 
later, and Philadelphia in 1828. These Houses of Refuge were designed 
to maintain class status and prevent unrest (Krisberg and Austin, 1993; 
Platt, 1977).

The concept of parens patriae provided the legal underpinning for the 
Houses of Refuge many years before it also provided a legal framework 
for the juvenile court. In 1838, in Ex Parte Crouse, the Pennsylvania 
Supreme Court affirmed the state’s accepting Mary Ann Crouse from 
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her mother and putting her into Philadelphia’s House of Refuge. Mary 
Ann’s father brought a writ of habeas corpus, which was rejected by the 
State Supreme Court. In now-famous language, the court declared: 

The object of the charity is reformation, by training its inmates to 

industry; by imbuing their minds with principles of morality and reli-

gion; by furnishing them with means to earn a living; and, above all, 

by separating them from the corrupting influence of improper associ-

ates. To this end, may not the natural parents, when unequal to the 

task of education, or unworthy of it, be superseded by the parens 

patriae, or common guardian of the community?…The infant has 

been snatched from a course which must have ended in confirmed 

depravity; and not only is the restraint of her person lawful, but it 

would have been an act of extreme cruelty to release her from it.

For the first time, parens patrial—a 15th-century concept for orphans—
was applied to a poor child whose parents were still alive. By 1890, 
almost every state had some version of a reform school (Bernard, 1992).

In 1899, Jane Addams and her Hull House colleagues established what 
is generally accepted as the nation’s first juvenile court. Juvenile court 
judges in the early part of the 20th century “were authorized to inves-
tigate the character and social background of both ‘pre-delinquent’ and 
‘delinquent’ children. They examined personal motivation as well as 
criminal intent, seeking to identify the moral reputation of problematic 
children” (Platt, 1977).

The Pennsylvania Supreme Court, in 1905, upheld Pennsylvania’s  
version of the new juvenile court when a juvenile challenged the 
1903 law’s failure to provide procedural safeguards. The court asserted 
parens patriae as the rationale for its decision: the juvenile court is 
merely stepping into the shoes of the natural parent:

To save a child from becoming a criminal, or from continuing in a 

career of crime, to end in maturer years in public punishment and dis-

grace, the legislature surely may provide for the salvation of such a 

child, if its parents or guardian be unable or unwilling to do so…The 

natural parent needs no process to temporarily deprive his child of 

its liberty by confining it in his own home, to save it and to shield it 

from the consequences of persistence in a career of waywardness, 

nor is the state, when compelled, as parens patriae, to take the place 

of the father for the same purpose, required to adopt any process as 

a means of placing its hands upon the child to lead it into one of its 

courts (Commonwealth vs. Fisher, 1905).
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Ben Lindsey of Denver was the juvenile court judge whose practice 
most closely matched the rhetoric of the emerging juvenile court:

We should make it our business to study and know each par-

ticular case, because it will generally demand treatment in some 

little respect different from any other case…(a) Is the child simply 

mischievous or criminal in its tendencies? (b) Is the case simply 

an exceptional or isolated instance in which a really good boy or 

girl has gone wrong for the first time because too weak to resist a 

strong temptation? (c) Is the child a victim of incompetent parents? 

Does the home or parent need correction or assistance? (d) What 

of environment and association, which, of course, may embrace 

substantively all of the points of study? How can the environment 

be improved? Certainly by keeping the child out of the saloon and 

away from evil examples; (e) Is the child afflicted with what we call 

“the moving about fever”—that is, is he given to playing “hookey” from 

school, or “bumming” and running away, showing an entire lack of 

ambition or desire to work and settle down to regular habits? (Ben 

B. Lindsey, “The Boy and the Court,” Charities 13 [January 1905]: 

352.) (Platt, 1977).

Lindsey was the first to popularize “a highly personal approach to the 
children who came before him.” The judge was like an idealized proba-
tion officer: visiting children’s homes and schools, maintaining contact 
with employers, and becoming a confidant to the family. Lindsey saw 
himself as a therapeutic agent. He was the first to make the “highly per-
sonal and individualistic inquiry” that was the rhetorical hallmark of 
the juvenile court in the first half of the 20th century (Fox, 1997).

Judge Julian Mack, Chicago’s second juvenile court judge, spoke glow-
ingly of Lindsey in describing the idealized juvenile court:

The problem for determination by the judge is not has this boy or 

girl committed a specific wrong but what is he, how has he become 

what he is, and what had best be done in his interest and in the inter-

est of the state to save him from a downward career. It is apparent 

at once that the ordinary legal evidence in a criminal court is not the 

sort of evidence to be heard in such a proceeding (Mack, 1909).
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The Impact of the Gault Decision
At its most idealistic, the juvenile court of the first half of the century 
tried to act as an ordinary devoted parent would on behalf of a child.  
In 1967, because the system’s operation was less than ideal, the “reha-
bilitative” world of juvenile justice was altered forever. It was then that 
the United States Supreme Court injected due process into the system. 
(In re Gault).

The Gault case involved a 15-year-old boy who was arrested for mak-
ing calls to his next door neighbor that the Supreme Court described 
as “of the irritatingly offensive, adolescent, sex variety.” Gerald Gault 
was brought before a juvenile court judge, but he did not have notice of 
the charges against him, nor did he have a lawyer. The neighbor never 
appeared in court, but testimony was given by the arresting officer, 
who described what the neighbor had told him.

For an offense for which an adult could have received a fine of not 
more than $50 or more than two months in jail, the juvenile court com-
mitted Gerald Gault to the Arizona State Industrial School for up to six 
years. Gerald challenged his adjudication of delinquency, and the U.S. 
Supreme Court held that the Fourteenth Amendment’s Due Process 
clause applied to children. The court held that in the context of adju-
dications of delinquency, children were persons within the meaning 
of the Fourteenth Amendment, and that no state could deprive them 
of liberty without due process of law. This meant that at trial juveniles 
had a right to notice of the charges, to counsel, to confront witnesses 
against them, and to confront witnesses.

The court observed that “the highest motives and most enlightened 
impulses led to a peculiar system for juveniles, unknown to our law in 
any comparable context.” The court recalled the observation it made the 
year before in Kent vs. United States, when it rejected the arbitrary trans-
fer of a juvenile to criminal court: “There is evidence…that there may be 
grounds for concern that the child receives the worst of both worlds: 
that he gets neither the protections accorded to adults nor the solicitous 
care and regenerative treatment postulated for children.” In words 
that rang for years in courthouses across America, the court declared, 
“Under our Constitution, the condition of being a boy does not justify  
a kangaroo court.”

There was very little developmental philosophy behind the Arizona 
juvenile court’s decision to send Gault to a training school for six years. 
In what sense was Gault to be rehabilitated? One can imagine a coun-
selor giving him a stack of dimes, directing him to a pay phone, and 
asking him to make telephone calls until Gault got it right. Except inso-
far as the training school would teach him a lesson and cause Gault to 
reflect on his life, there was certainly little if any sense in which the 
Arizona system conceived that the state training school would promote 
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PYD. To the contrary, the training school looked remarkably like the 
early Quaker penitentiaries that sought to reform prisoners by using 
thick-walled cells, isolation and a bible (Meranze, 1996).

The Gault decision ended benign neglect of the juvenile justice system 
and introduced a period in which juveniles were increasingly thought 
to be entitled to constitutional procedural protections similar to those 
of adults.3 This was one kind of “adultification” of juvenile court. 
During the mid-1990s, and motivated by very different concerns, a dif-
ferent sort of adultification occurred, one that ironically moved the 
juvenile court away from its rehabilitative ideal and toward a retribu-
tive model that had much in common with the philosophy of the adult 
criminal court. The increase in violent juvenile crime between 1989 and 
1993 led almost every state to change its juvenile laws. States devised 
a variety of approaches to removing more juveniles from juvenile court 
jurisdiction, while placing them in criminal court; increasing the sever-
ity of juvenile court dispositions; and reducing the confidentiality of 
juvenile proceedings and records (Torbet et al, 1996).

New punitive legislative policies have led some scholars to seek a  
middle ground between the “old” rehabilitative model of the idealized 
juvenile court and the “new” model of retributive justice. In the late 
1980s, Dennis Maloney called for a “balanced approach” to juvenile  
probation, in which it would address public safety, accountability and 
youth competency development (Maloney et al., 1988). Maloney’s 
work became part of the “restorative justice” movement of the 1990s, 
during which Gordon Bazemore, Mark Umbreit and others called for a 
juvenile justice system in which attention would be paid to making the 
victim whole, involving communities in fashioning of dispositions, 
and teaching juveniles the skills—i.e., competency development—nec-
essary to make the transition to responsible adulthood (Bazemore and 
Umbreit, 1994). The balanced approach is discussed in detail in the 
section titled, Opportunities.

Through the 20th century, the juvenile justice system has sought to 
save children, nurture them, rehabilitate them, cure them, isolate them 
and punish them. The latest synthesis of these various philosophies 
includes teaching youth competencies. In this regard, the modern sys-
tem might serve as a platform for PYD.
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Moving through the Contemporary Juvenile Justice 
“System”
If PYD is to mean anything, it must be an inherent part of all of the 
decision points of the juvenile justice system—otherwise decision-
makers throughout the system would be implementing different phi-
losophies, rendering the system incoherent. PYD should also affect the 
way the juvenile justice system makes judgments about who is no lon-
ger eligible for its benefits.

The Juvenile Justice Pipeline
It is useful to imagine the juvenile justice system as a pipeline through 
which water flows. Along the pipeline are diversion valves—the points 
of decision at which children are either diverted from the pipeline or 
continue through its various gates and locks. These are the points of 
arrest, detention, adjudication, disposition and disposition review. One 
of the signal characteristics of the juvenile justice system is its diver-
sion options across the pipeline’s continuum; that is, at every point, the 
system uses valves to send some children home, some to other systems 
and others to noninstitutional care. Another characteristic that distin-
guishes the juvenile justice system from the adult system is the theo-
retical importance the juvenile system places on a swift flow through 
the pipeline.4 Both diversion and speed are important to PYD.

For most of this century, juvenile court proceedings were held in court-
rooms that were closed to the public. Closed proceedings were thought 
to be beneficial to the child: indeed, privacy was an element of giving 
adolescents room to develop into productive adults. For similar reasons, 
juvenile records were sealed and unavailable to the public.5 In recent 
years, more states have opened juvenile court proceedings and made 
records available to law enforcement agencies, schools and the criminal 
justice system when the juvenile is charged as an adult.

Each state has organized its justice system in slightly different ways, 
setting policies that determine which children are eligible for the  
juvenile justice system; which will be sent to the adult criminal justice 
system; and which will go where, for how long, within either system. 
State differences will affect the way PYD programs are implemented. 
States may set different ages for a child’s entry into the juvenile system 
(as young as seven, as old as 10) or exit from the system (as young as 
16, as old as 25). Every state differs in the kinds of programs or services 
it offers at each stage of the process.

Critical Decision Points Along the Pipeline
Despite whatever differences exist across jurisdictions in policies and 
practices, the points of decision are essentially similar: diversion, refer-
ral, intake, detention, adjudication, transfer, disposition and release. 
Each stage offers an opportunity for implementing one or more of the 
attributes of PYD described in the introduction to this chapter.
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Diversion. As in basketball, where every contact is not a foul, on the 
street not every deed that can trigger a police whistle is a crime. 
Indeed, the period of adolescence, in particular for boys, is a time 
of experimentation, risk taking and recklessness that would lead to 
the arrest of almost everyone if the law was applied strictly. Parents, 
teachers and communities have historically taught adolescents how 
to behave without invoking the law. Refusing to refer a youth to the 
juvenile justice system is one form of diversion. (Another, available 
after a referral has been made, is discussed in the next section.)

Diversion is less common today than it used to be, as parents and 
schools develop “zero tolerance” for misdeeds committed by other 
people’s children. For example, schools across the country have 
adopted “zero-tolerance” policies for misbehavior, and are today 
routinely expelling children and referring them to the juvenile jus-
tice system for offenses that just a few years ago would have been 
handled in-house. Such expulsions are inconsistent with PYD.

If parents have the resources, knowledge and contacts, they have 
a chance of keeping their children from being expelled or labeled a 
“delinquent child.” A few years ago I was called by a middle-class 
couple who had a 16-year-old son who had serious emotional prob-
lems. He fought with other kids, smoked dope and extorted small 
amounts of money from younger children. But, the parents were con-
cerned and active. Thus, during the boy’s troubled high school years 
the school district kept him in school and provided an assessment for 
a special education referral. When the boy’s conduct got out of hand, 
the parents arranged for private psychiatric care. All of his conduct 
violated the criminal code. Many children—especially today—who 
behave as he did would routinely end up in the juvenile justice 
system, even if they only reached the front door. This boy, with the 
help of ordinary devoted parents, did not get to the front steps.

There are many ways to conceive of diversion. One is to tie diver-
sion to policies and practices that support neighborhood building. 
To the extent that PYD occurs most easily in strong neighborhoods, 
it is crucial to have neighborhood groups who serve as an extended 
family for at-risk youth and who can provide the supervision that 
would be offered by the ordinary devoted parent. There are many 
successful examples of such neighborhood-based interventions. 
Robert Woodson has described the family like support and encour-
agement that the House of Umoja gave gang-affected youth in West 
Philadelphia in the early 1970s (Woodson, 1981). Pennsylvania’s 
State Advisory Group, which dispenses federal juvenile justice 
funds, has invested in community-based programs in high crime 
areas as part of its attack on disproportionate minority confinement 
(Welsh et al, 1999). While one does not want to transform indig-
enous groups into formal components of the justice system, juvenile 
probation, police and other agents of community control can certainly 
develop close working ties with community-based organizations to 
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divert youth from the formal juvenile justice system. Indeed, one 
way in which the current juvenile justice system is inadequate is 
that it has failed to build routine links to such organizations.

For many youth, diversion is a low-risk enterprise. Marvin Wolfgang’s 
landmark longitudinal studies in Philadelphia showed that half of 
the children who committed delinquent acts were never heard from 
again (Wolfgang et al., 1972). Positive youth development is easier for 
an adolescent who avoids the stigma of arrest and referral.

Referral. Formal entrance into the pipeline begins with a referral to 
the juvenile justice system or a police arrest. Depending upon the 
state, a child may be too young or too old for the juvenile justice 
system. Children who are too young are most often diverted or sent 
to the branch of juvenile court that has jurisdiction over neglected 
and abused children. Children who are too old are tried as adults. 
The juvenile may also be charged with an offense that results auto-
matically in adult prosecution. If the juvenile is charged as an adult, 
most states allow for judges, after a hearing, to decide that the case 
should be transferred to juvenile court if the public interest requires 
it or if the juvenile can prove that he or she is amenable to treatment 
in the juvenile justice system.

Intake. If the child enters the juvenile justice system after being arrested, 
referred by a private petitioner (such as a school or next door  
neighbor), or transferred from criminal court, there will be an intake 
decision. Should the case proceed or be diverted? If the latter, 
should it be an informal diversion, without further involvement by 
the juvenile court, or should the child be sent to a program, such 
as a community panel or teen court (and returned to juvenile court 
if he or she fails to obey a community ordered disposition)? Some 
cases are diverted to other systems, such as the mental health sys-
tem. Some cases are dropped entirely, as intake officers decide that 
this particular combination of youth and offense does not belong in 
the juvenile justice system. Many factors enter into the decision to 
divert a case: the youth’s age, prior history, seriousness of offense, 
explanation or attitude will affect the intake decision.

Detention. If the intake officer (usually a juvenile probation officer) 
decides that the case should proceed to a hearing, the officer must 
decide whether the child should be sent home (with or without 
supervision) or should be detained, either in a maximum-security 
detention center, or in a detention alternative. Pretrial detention has 
two valid purposes: reducing the risk of flight and reducing the risk 
of reoffending prior to trial (Institute of Judicial Administration– 
American Bar Association, 1996).

Secure detention should be a last resort (Institute of Judicial 
Administration–American Bar Association, 1996). And no youth 
can be compelled to receive treatment while in such detention 
because it generally occurs pretrial. That would be imposing a dis-
position (sentence) before the trial. However, youth can voluntarily 
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accept services, and the best juvenile detention centers make a range 
of services available. (One must be careful to avoid creating a bet-
ter detention system that will lead probation officers and judges to 
increase its use. Any improvement of services inside detention cen-
ters must also be tied to screening and risk assessment instruments 
that ensure that only high-risk youth enter secure detention at all 
[Lubow, 1997].)

In the early 1990s, with support from the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention, Pennsylvania’s detention centers devel-
oped a model of detention service delivery. The Juvenile Detention 
Center Association of Pennsylvania (JDCAP) Standards go beyond 
a typical state regulatory framework (i.e., one that sets minimum 
health and safety standards) by establishing optimal standards 
for screening, assessment, education, health care, recreation and 
other activities that can occur when youth are locked up, even for 
short periods of time (Juvenile Detention Centers’ Association of 
Pennsylvania, 1993). The JDCAP Standards are an example of how 
proponents of PYD might approach the hundreds of thousands of 
juveniles who are detained each year. Juvenile detention is an oppor-
tunity for staff to learn about youth’s strengths and to make recom-
mendations to court and probation about disposition and the focus 
of the next intervention.

Transfer. Most persons under the age of 18 who are tried as adults are 
done so because of statutory exclusion of their case from the juve-
nile justice system. As noted earlier, state law may exclude them 
because of their age. In New York, for example, a 16-year-old is tried 
as an adult for any offense. Every state excludes some offenses from 
juvenile court jurisdiction if a child is of a certain age (for example, 
a state can decide that 15-year-olds who are charged with armed rob-
bery will have their cases begin in adult criminal court). Some states 
permit prosecutors to file the juvenile’s case directly in the adult 
system, where the juvenile may or may not have an opportunity to 
have the case transferred (remanded or decertified) to juvenile court. 
Every state allows judges to transfer children of a certain age, usual-
ly 14,6 but in some instances, even younger, to criminal court if they 
are charged with an offense as serious as a felony. In judicial transfer 
hearings, the state must usually prove that an offense occurred and 
that there is a prima facie case against the juvenile. States usually 
must prove that the juvenile is “not amenable to treatment” in the 
juvenile justice system in the time available to that system. Recently, 
state legislatures have made it easier for judges to transfer (or 
“waive” or “certify”) juveniles to criminal court if it is “in the public 
interest,” or if “public safety” requires it (Torbet et al, 1996).

Through lowering of the age limit, exclusion of offenses, and pros-
ecutorial or judicial transfer, it is estimated that about 200,000 
American youth under the age of 18 are processed as adults each 
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year (Snyder and Sicmund, 1995). While for many this involves 
no more than being charged as adults before they are remanded to 
juvenile court, most are tried and sentenced in the adult system.

While it is beyond the scope of this chapter, it is worth noting that 
PYD is out of reach for this large number of adolescents who have 
been transferred to adult criminal court. They often lose their right 
to vote. They are often denied education when they are incarcerated, 
are unable to return to school if they are released, and receive inade-
quate physical and behavioral health care. In short, they receive little 
in the adult system that comports with any component of PYD.

Adjudication. If the child continues to be detained, an adjudicatory 
hearing (comparable to the trial in criminal court) must be held  
within 10 to 30 days. (While this is the general rule, in some states, 
juveniles charged with high-profile crimes, like murder, will have a 
longer time to wait until their trials.) Juveniles have no constitutional 
right to bail, although some states provide for bail by statute. If they 
are charged as adults, however, juveniles have the same right to bail 
as adults. Most states do not have speedy trial requirements for con-
ducting adjudicatory hearings if the juvenile is released before trial 
(Butts, 1997). Slowness is inimical to PYD.

At the adjudicatory hearing, the juvenile has a constitutional right to 
counsel. Many states provide a statutory right to counsel at all stages 
of the juvenile justice system, although the actual availability of 
counsel at the adjudicatory hearing or at other stages varies widely 
within and across states (Puritz et al, 1995).

Disposition. If the juvenile admits to the offense, or if the juvenile court 
finds by proof beyond a reasonable doubt that the child is found to 
have committed the offense, the court will proceed to disposition 
(comparable to the sentencing decision in adult court). Disposition 
must be done within a few weeks if the child is in detention.

Juvenile dispositions historically have been aimed at providing 
“treatment, rehabilitation or supervision” in a way that best serves 
the needs of the juvenile. Such interventions have been thought to 
offer the best opportunity for public protection. As mentioned ear-
lier, in recent years, some legislatures have included incapacitation 
for public safety as a valid rationale for disposition. Others have 
required the juvenile court to balance public safety, accountability 
and some version of treatment (sometimes called competency  
development, which is discussed at length below). Under any of the 
models, the juvenile court will have a range of discretion. In some 
states, like Wisconsin or Pennsylvania, the juvenile court retains 
power over the child and has wide latitude, from ordering that a 
child return home under supervision—probation—to placing a child 
in maximum-security institutions, known as training schools, reform 
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schools or youth development centers. In other states, like California 
or Massachusetts, which use a “youth authority” model, the court 
will either order probation or, if placement is warranted, transfer cus-
tody of the child to the youth authority, which will then determine 
the level of care.

Release. Most juvenile court dispositions are for indeterminate periods 
of time. However, they cannot be for a longer period of time than 
an adult would serve for a similar crime in the criminal justice sys-
tem. In states in which the juvenile court controls all aspects of the 
juvenile’s treatment, the court will usually “review” the juvenile’s 
case every six to nine months. Sometimes the reviews are formal 
hearings, whereas in other instances the reviews are informal reviews 
of reports provided by probation officers or institutional staff. In 
states that have youth authorities, there will be administrative pro-
cedures to review the need for continued confinement. In almost 
every instance, the review of placement focuses on whether the child 
is behaving or showing an improved attitude. Reviewing authorities 
almost never compare the youth’s progress with a clear treatment 
plan, whether that plan is based on a medical model or on PYD.

Many juveniles in placement, particularly those with mental health 
needs or who have been placed inappropriately, end up being 
returned to juvenile court for a new disposition. Most often, those 
juveniles are placed in detention pending a new placement plan. 
These youth are like pinballs. They bounce around until someone 
yells “tilt.” The system rarely imagines that these children, with  
multiple needs, are candidates for PYD.

When juveniles are released from institutions, they are placed on 
“aftercare probation,” which is analogous to parole. A juvenile who 
is on probation or aftercare probation status can have that status 
revoked, or “violated,” for new offenses or for violating the terms of 
probation, such as associating with gang members, missing school, 
or missing curfew. Despite a decade-long effort to revamp aftercare 
into a role that is more like that of the ordinary devoted parent, it is 
too often nothing more than monitoring. Aftercare is discussed more 
thoroughly below, in the section titled, Opportunities.

Except for transfer to criminal court, each of the points of the pipeline 
provides occasions for PYD. Those who seek to take advantage of 
these openings, however, must first circumvent an abundance of 
obstacles which obstruct PYD.
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Obstacles
The obstacles to introducing PYD to juvenile justice are many. While 
superb programs and visionary leaders exist, they are not the norm, 
and they operate in bureaucratic settings that make it difficult for them 
to succeed or be replicated (Schorr, 1997). The constraints described 
below make it hard for excellence to take root and thrive. Even so, in 
every obstacle, readers will find implied opportunities for PYD.

Constraints on PYD are exacerbated by the vexing problem of race. In 
the early 1990s, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
required states to assess whether their juvenile justice systems dispro-
portionately confined members of minority groups. Only one state, 
Vermont, found no problem. In other states, minority youth were less 
likely than white youth to be diverted from the juvenile justice system 
and more likely to be detained or placed in training schools. The general 
public and juvenile justice decision-makers tend to ascribe negative 
characteristics to minority youth—in particular those who misbehave—
more often than to white youth. Thus, for children of color, the follow-
ing hurdles loom even higher.

Confused Mission
The formal juvenile justice system is not fertile territory for PYD because 
the system’s goals and components are often incompatible. It is trying to 
control, punish, treat, supervise, incapacitate and train youth who are 
entrusted to its care. Its staff are supposed to serve all of those goals, 
which too often work at cross-purposes to each other and to PYD.

While ordinary devoted parents are able to fill a variety of roles with 
their children, systems have a difficult time fulfilling missions that 
appear to be contradictory. Considerations of policy, practice, funding 
and governance make it easier to fill one role or another, but not mul-
tiple roles at the same time.

There is a pull, much written about by Barry Feld, between competing 
purposes of the juvenile justice system. One purpose is social welfare. 
The other is social control. As Feld has written:

When social services and social control are combined in one setting, 

as in juvenile court, custodial considerations quickly subordinate 

social welfare concerns. Historically, juvenile courts purported to 

resolve the tension between social welfare and social control by 

asserting that dispositions in a child’s best interests achieved indi-

vidual and public welfare simultaneously. In reality, some youth who 

commit crimes do not need social services, whereas others cannot 

be meaningfully rehabilitated. And, many more children with social 

service needs do not commit crimes.
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Juvenile courts’ subordination of individual welfare to custody and 

control stems from its fundamentally penal focus. Delinquency 

jurisdiction is not based on characteristics of children for which 

they are not responsible and for whom intervention could mean an 

improvement in their lives—their lack of decent education, their lack 

of adequate housing, their unmet medical needs, or their family or 

social circumstances…Rather, delinquency jurisdiction is based 

on criminal law violations…As long as juvenile courts emphasize 

criminal characteristics of children least likely to elicit sympathy and 

ignore social conditions most likely to engender a desire to nurture 

and help, they reinforce punitive rather than rehabilitative impulses. 

Operating in a societal context that does not provide adequately 

for children in general, intervention in the lives of those who commit 

crimes inevitably serves purposes of penal social control, regardless 

of the court’s ability to deliver social welfare (Feld, 1993).

While an ordinary devoted parent can resolve the contradictions in the 
day-to-day (indeed, hour-to-hour) course of raising a child, in the juve-
nile justice system, there is no person who serves in that role. And all 
the actors in the system—probation or community control officer, guard, 
sheriff, psychologist, caseworker, counselor, mentor—taken together 
cannot replace what ordinary devoted parents inherently know and 
implement. Under such circumstances, when the juvenile justice  
system is invoked, social control (and its sidekick, accountability) 
will trump social welfare (even if it is disguised as PYD).

Take this example from The Autobiography of Benjamin Franklin:

I was generally a Leader among the Boys, and sometimes led them 

into Scrapes, of which I will mention one Instance, as it shows an 

early projecting public Spirit, tho’ not then justly conducted. There 

was a Salt Marsh that bounded part of the Mill Pond, on the Edge 

of which at highwater, we us’d to stand to fish for Minews. By much 

Trampling, we had made it a mere Quagmire. My Proposal was 

to build a Wharf there fit for us to stand upon, and I show’d my 

Comrades a large Heap of Stones which were intended for a new 

House near the Marsh, and which would very well suit our Purpose. 

Accordingly in the Evening when the Workmen were gone, I assem-

bled a Number of my Playfellows, and working with them diligently 

like so many Emmets…we brought them all away and built our little 

Wharff—The next Morning the Workmen were surpriz’d at Missing the 

Stones; which were found in our Wharff; Enquiry was made after the 

Removers; we were discovered & complain’d of; several of us were 

corrected by our Fathers; and tho’ I pleaded the Usefulness of the 

Work, mine convince’d me that nothing was useful which was not 

honest (Franklin, 1987).
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Josiah Franklin was an ordinary devoted parent who knew his son. 
There was no need for involving the formal justice system. Everything 
that Josiah knew about 10-year-old Ben informed him that lectur-
ing this boy at this time would be adequate to reinforce his honest 
instincts. How would young Franklin be handled today? Until the  
mid-1980s, most juvenile justice systems would have had the option  
of giving Franklin a lecture or finding some way to avoid a juvenile 
record. Today that is less likely. Prosecutors are more interested in  
having the theft on record (to enhance future sanctions in either the 
juvenile or criminal justice system). At its best, a system of “restorative 
justice” would require Franklin to do something to pay back the work-
men, but most such restitution or community-service programs would 
be no better than random at figuring out how to ensure that such ser-
vice improved Franklin’s talents or life chances. If Franklin got bored 
and declined to finish the community service (as later in adolescence 
he ran away from his Boston apprenticeship), the formal system would 
surely bring him to court for an adjudication of delinquency, not nec-
essarily because of the original offense, but because of his obstinate 
(delinquent) refusal to complete his community service agreement.

Jaded Staff
Many of those who work in juvenile justice, in particular those in  
public systems, where the job can become a sinecure, have lost their 
enthusiasm for their work, and for the children they supervise. In many 
ways, these juvenile justice professionals are like teachers: some still 
have passion and talent; some have always been unqualified; and some 
once had quality and passion, but those flames have dimmed over 
time. Like teachers, who in order to succeed must believe that every 
child can learn, juvenile justice professionals must believe that every 
youth can succeed. That must be true whatever the juvenile justice  
philosophy du jour happens to be. For PYD to take a toe hold, juvenile 
justice professionals must believe that every child has assets and that 
every child can become a productive citizen.

Unclear Measures of Success
Despite its competing goals, the juvenile justice system tends to use 
one measure of success, recidivism; but even that measure is not uni-
formly applied across jurisdictions. Some places will measure re-arrest 
within a particular time frame. Others will measure frequency or sever-
ity of new offenses. There is no common understanding of what this 
negative measure—recidivism—is measuring.

Public juvenile justice programs—training schools, detention centers 
and youth-authority programs—do not measure positive outcomes. 
Private, usually nonprofit, agencies with whom public agencies have 
contracts almost never have payment tied to performance measures 
(unless they are negative measures, like keeping the number of escapes 
below a certain percentage).
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There is an exception. In the early 1990s, Philadelphia Deputy 
Commissioner Jesse E. Williams, Jr., who was then in charge of the 
Department of Human Services’ (DHS) Juvenile Justice Services, wanted 
to see whether he was getting value from the four dozen private agencies 
with which the city had contracts. Williams arranged with the Crime and 
Justice Research Institute (CJRI) at Temple University to develop ways 
of measuring whether children were better off when they left the pro-
grams than they were when they entered. CJRI created a data collection 
and evaluation system called the Program Development and Evaluation 
System (ProDES), which began collecting data in 1994. ProDES mea-
sured client and program trends, looking at changes in youth’s life 
skills, self-esteem, behavior and other assets that were of interest to 
DHS. ProDES used a pre- and post-program assessment, a follow-up 
assessment, and reviews of official records to see what programs were 
doing. This is a rare example of an evaluation system that measures 
positive outcomes. Unfortunately, even in Philadelphia it has its limita-
tions. Several private agencies that serve Philadelphia youth, but that 
are paid by the state, refuse to participate in ProDES evaluations. The 
system was also not applied at the outset to youth who were on proba-
tion or in state training schools.

Historical Reliance on the Medical Model
The juvenile justice system, in its effort to save children (Platt, 1977),  
has tried to answer the question, “What’s wrong with this child?” 
When cures can be found for “what is wrong,” the healed boy or girl 
will re-enter the mainstream of society. While PYD recognizes that 
obstacles must be suppressed or removed (e.g., a youth must learn to 
control anger), it places less emphasis on cure than on building upon 
strengths. Medical model skills—often personified in degreed profes-
sionals—that are used to cure are different than the “Yoda-like” skills of 
empowerment. When a youth needs a mentor, the juvenile justice  
system too often provides a doctor.

Thus, most of the juvenile justice system works at teaching children 
to avoid misbehaving. The system is less adept at teaching children to 
behave well. Consider the 1998 film, The Mask of Zorro, in which the 
wise, erstwhile Zorro must teach a young thief and rogue (who will 
become the new Zorro) the charm of a gentleman and the skills of a 
swordsman in addition to demanding that the youth control his anger 
and impulsiveness. If the younger Zorro “wannabe” was in the juvenile 
justice system, he would be ready for discharge as soon as he learned 
to control his impulsiveness. PYD requires that he also learn charm.
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Assessment for Risk
It is easier to use an assessment that will identify a specific problem 
and attach a descriptive label to that problem than it is to describe 
the ways in which a child is healthy.7 Negative labeling pervades the 
child-serving field, in particular, juvenile justice. In Florida, for example, 
youth assessment centers have sprung up across the state as professionals 
screen every child after arrest. They inevitably find pathology.

In Pennsylvania, juvenile probation officers evaluate children who 
enter the system with an instrument called the Problem Severity Index 
(PSI). The PSI will find that children are skipping classes or that they 
have trouble relating to their parents, but they will never uncover 
children’s talents as artists or artisans. Most modern assessments find 
problems, and they guarantee that children stay in coercive systems 
that are not congenial to PYD.

At best, negative assessment tools have a crude chance of sending a 
child to the kind of program that claims to be able to address the diag-
nosed problem, but many juvenile justice systems do not even use 
their negative assessment instruments that well. In too many systems, 
the empty bed remains the most used diagnostic arrow. Tell me where 
there is a vacancy, and I will tell you what the diagnosis is.

While assessments are an obstacle to PYD after adolescents have been 
referred to the juvenile justice system, there is promise in the primary 
and secondary prevention context. Pursuant to Title V of the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, since the early 1990s, the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) has 
sponsored the Communities That Care (CTC) initiative. Developed by 
David Hawkins and Richard Catalano, the CTC grant program to states 
calls for self-assessments by individuals, families, schools and com-
munities, as part of an effort to reduce “risk factors” in each that lead 
to anti-social behavior. This risk-focused approach targets adolescent 
behaviors like drug abuse, delinquency, violence, school dropout 
and teen pregnancy. It is an endeavor that requires coordinated, local 
efforts that will lead to targeted neighborhood activities (Hawkins and 
Catalano, 1992).

Communities That Care has potential, especially to the extent that PYD 
requires suppression of risk factors. It is certainly true that risks work 
together exponentially and that elimination of any risks will be help-
ful to children and families (Schorr, 1987). Indeed, early studies show 
that in many communities CTC has been effective in organizing adults 
and youth around the common task of building strong neighborhoods 
(General Accounting Office, 1996).

What is less well known than CTC’s emphasis on risk factors is its 
asset-based social development strategy, which is supposed to pro-
mote healthy behaviors. Unfortunately, this strategy is not nearly as 
well-developed conceptually as CTC’s emphasis on risk factors, and 
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little evidence exists that CTC communities are focusing as much on 
healthy behaviors as they are on the easier-to-identify CTC checklist of 
risk factors.

Punishment, Retribution and Incapacitation
Increasingly, legislators are infusing juvenile justice statutes with the  
language of the adult system. In contrast to the juvenile justice system’s 
traditional goal of “rehabilitation,” the adult criminal justice system 
has focused on deterrence (both of the individual and of society in 
general), retribution and incapacitation (Packer, 1968). Over the last 
decade, almost every state that changed its juvenile justice system has 
added some version of those criminal justice goals to the purposes of 
its juvenile code (Torbet et al., 1996).

The trend was foreshadowed in the mid-1980s, when the first wave 
of punitive juvenile justice “reforms” was advanced by the American 
Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC), which published a model juve-
nile code based on the principle of “just deserts.” The ALEC code treated 
juveniles as though they were adults, promoting accountability and 
personal responsibility as the only goals worth pursuing (Treanor and 
Volenik, 1987).

Some reformers proposed that a punishment model should replace 
the traditional rehabilitation model: they viewed children as being no 
different than adults. Others had more success in adding punishment 
to the existing juvenile justice framework. They argued again that the 
juvenile justice system was merely a substitute parent; since parents 
are motivated by love when they punish their children, punishment 
is, in the end, no different than rehabilitation. Such sophistry had sur-
face appeal because the major premise was true: when parents punish 
their child, love is indeed a motivator. The sanction is swift, directly 
related in time and proportion to the offense, expected by the child, 
and part of a context that includes love and nurturing. In those cir-
cumstances, punishment is indeed an important part of raising a child. 
Unfortunately, that is not the way punishment is used by the juvenile 
justice system.

In the juvenile justice system, punishment can mean placement in 
harsh, locked institutions; shackling and handcuffing; and isolation. 
More benign versions, tied to treatment plans or the behavior modifi-
cation program du jour, are erratically implemented, and the juvenile 
knows that the punishment is a sanction that will always appear on 
his record.

In addition, in order to promote the goals of punishment, both con-
servatives and liberals have proposed that juvenile justice systems be 
required to use “graduated sanctions.” As envisioned by Representative 
Bill McCollum, the author of the 105th Congress’s HR.3 (which was 
passed by the House in 1997, but which died in the Senate), there 
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would be a justice system response for every alleged delinquent act, 
and the response would be a sanction that would increase in sever-
ity for every subsequent offense. In anticipation of HR.3’s passage, at 
the end of 1997, Congress appropriated $250 million for the Juvenile 
Accountability Incentive Block Grant (JAIBG).8 Few of the 12 autho-
rized spending purposes of JAIBG9 contain elements of PYD and the 
amount appropriated for JAIBG was far more than Congress had ever 
appropriated for juvenile justice prevention programs.

Language
One reason that punishment and graduated sanctions have found 
hospitable hosts in the juvenile justice system, is that the language 
of the system has changed to reflect attitudes about children. Most 
state juvenile codes until recent years dealt with a range of children’s 
issues, focusing on child abuse, neglect, status offenses and delin-
quency. Everyone who was the subject of those codes was described 
as a “child.” During the 1990s, many states changed the language. For 
example, in addressing delinquency, the Virginia legislature, with one 
push of the “search and replace” button, changed every reference to 
“child” in its juvenile code, replacing that benign word with “juvenile,” 
which is more amorphous, which leads more easily to punishment or 
transfer to the adult system.

Positive youth development does not come to mind very quickly if one 
is responding to offenses committed by “superpredators.” But that was 
the language introduced to the field by respected scholars (Bennett et al., 
1996), and its impact was profound. Rhetoric about “superpredators” 
fueled many of the changes in state law that occurred in the mid-1990s. 
When Representative McCollum first introduced the bill that became 
HR.3, it was called the “Violent Youth Predator Act of 1996.”

Reliance on Quarantine
The Annie E. Casey Foundation President, Doug Nelson, once criti-
cized the typical American foster care system for relying too heavily on 
three methods to save children: distance, difference and time. Most  
systems have an operating philosophy that relies on moving a neglected 
child as far as possible from his or her parent, placing the child in a 
different environment, and doing it for as long as possible. In this way, 
it is incorrectly thought that foster children will be imbued with all the 
good qualities that the system has to offer. Such an approach does little 
to improve parental skills. It does little to change and augment neigh-
borhood resources. It does little to enable the foster child to cope with 
parent and neighborhood upon his or her return from placement.

The same negative qualities characterize much of the juvenile justice 
system. This was described by David Altschuler who was then devel-
oping a theory of aftercare:
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The community reintegration process [which I propose] is based on 

a set of assumptions which fly in the face of the practice of many 

decades where child care institutions of various sorts were separated 

from mainstream socialization influences and the local community. It 

was their intention first to insulate the child from these influences and 

then to strengthen or inculcate values conducive to law abidance 

and other legitimate roles. The assumptions were that (1) the youth 

would leave the programs appropriately immunized to survive the 

outside world, and (2) adjustment and progress within the programs 

offered some reasonably sound basis for thinking successful com-

munity reintegration would follow (Altschuler, 1984).

Even if the juvenile justice system reconceptualizes the quarantine 
rationale—rejecting the notion that youth will be able to learn skills for 
surviving outside the institution when they are inside it—the powerful 
rise of incapacitation as a goal makes it unlikely that states will reduce 
the use of removing youth from their communities as a major compo-
nent of the juvenile justice system. It will be even harder for states to 
accomplish this goal when huge amounts of federal JAIBG funds make 
construction of new institutions increasingly affordable.

Poor Institutional Conditions
While there are many exemplary programs for delinquent youth, they 
do not predominate. On any day, tens of thousands of American youth 
are held in state training schools and detention centers. Conditions in 
these facilities do not inspire confidence. If PYD has a core value, it 
must prevent adults from harming children, especially under the guise 
of saving them.

Human Rights Watch has described abominable conditions in juvenile 
facilities in Georgia, Colorado and Louisiana (Human Rights Watch, 
1997, 1996, 1995). Take this description of a Louisiana facility:

Here in the middle of the impoverished Mississippi Delta is a juvenile 

prison so rife with brutality, cronyism and neglect that many legal 

experts say it is the worst in the nation. The prison, the Tallulah 

Correctional Center for Youth, opened just four years ago where a 

sawmill and cotton fields once stood. Behind rows of razor wire, it 

houses 620 boys and young men, age 11 to 20, in stifling corru-

gated-iron barracks jammed with bunks.

From the run-down homes and bars on the road that runs by it, 

Tallulah appears unexceptional, one new cookie-cutter prison among 

scores built in the United States this decade. But inside, inmates of 

the privately run prison regularly appear at the infirmary with black 

eyes, broken noses or jaws or perforated eardrums from beatings by 

the poorly paid, poorly trained guards or from fights with other boys. 
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Meals are so meager that many boys lose weight. Clothing is so 

scarce that boys fight over shirts and shoes. Almost all the teachers 

are uncertified, instruction amounts to as little as an hour a day, and 

until recently there were no books. Up to a fourth of the inmates are 

mentally ill or retarded, but a psychiatrist visits only one day a week. 

There is no therapy. Emotionally disturbed boys who cannot follow 

guards’ orders are locked in isolation cells for weeks at a time or have 

their sentences arbitrarily extended.

These conditions, which are described in public documents and 

were recounted by inmates and prison officials during a reporter’s 

visit to Tallulah, are extreme, a testament to Louisiana’s well-docu-

mented violent history and notoriously brutal prison system.

But what has happened at Tallulah is more than just the story of one 

bad prison. Corrections officials say the forces that converged to 

create Tallulah—the incarceration of more and more mentally ill ado-

lescents, a rush by politicians to build new prisons while neglecting 

education and psychiatric services, and states’ handing responsibil-

ity for juvenile offenders to private companies—have caused the dete-

rioration of juvenile prisons across the country (Butterfield, 1998).

Thirty years ago, Jerry Miller warned us about the dangers of institu-
tions. Institutional staff have the same problems as probation officers 
described in the next section (Miller, 1991). It is much easier to hire 
staff to be guards than to hire staff who function like ordinary devoted 
parents. Most institutional staff believe they have succeeded if they get 
through a day without incident. Family involvement or team meetings 
are rare. When the Juvenile Law Center sued a Pennsylvania train-
ing school in the early 1990s, we learned that the school staff, which 
taught youth from about 8:00a.m. to 3:00p.m., never talked with “cus-
todial” staff, which had youth the rest of the time. The 3-to-11 and 
11-to-7 custodial shifts rarely talked with each other, and never with 
the school to discuss issues that might have arisen during the evening 
or night. Communication—of the sort that parents might have at the 
end of the day about issues that arose when one was at work while the 
other cared for the child—is too often considered an unnatural act in 
institutional settings.

Institutions are also confused about their roles. Take the example of one 
Virginia institution, which in the mid-1990s experimented briefly—until 
public outcry put an end to the practice—with intense isolation for mis-
behaving youth. The Segregation Unit at Beaumont Juvenile Correctional 
Center was designed, according to its program statement, “to make the 
quality of life uncomfortable enough that juveniles will be motivated to 
work toward their objectives and return to an open cottage.”
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The program is astonishing. It emphasizes isolation and restrictions 
on mail, recreation, visitation and education. The idea is to make 
youth’s circumstances so wretched that they will behave in accor-
dance with the minimum we expect of youth: do what they are told 
and create no problems.

Institutions across the country are mired in bad practice. While 
Virginia’s venture into isolation-as-treatment was short-lived, and the 
Tallulah facility described above is an extreme version, poor conditions 
are commonplace. In the early 1990s, an OJJDP-commissioned study 
by Abt Associates found over half of the country’s training schools and 
detention centers fell below nationally accepted standards (Parent et al., 
1994). This is hardly a climate in which PYD will thrive.

Congress made a bad situation worse in 1995 when it passed the 
Prisoner Litigation Reform Act (PLRA). The new law was ostensibly 
enacted to reduce frivolous litigation by jailhouse lawyers. It did much 
more. PLRA made it extremely difficult for adults or juveniles to bring 
suits that complain of conditions of confinement. The new law ended 
many current consent decrees in which federal courts oversaw local 
efforts to improve conditions. The law prevents federal judges from 
entering consent decrees in institutional litigation unless there is a 
specific finding of constitutional violations or violation of federal law 
(the admission of which is the very thing consent decrees are sup-
posed to avoid). In short, at a time when more children spend more 
time in overcrowded facilities, PLRA prevents juveniles, who are least 
able to obtain help, from complaining in federal court about institu-
tional conditions.

Professional Roles are Confused
To the extent that there is a single professional at the top of the pyramid 
of services providers and custodians of youth in the juvenile justice 
system, it is the juvenile probation officer. In some states juvenile pro-
bation is called “community control,” suggesting the limits of the role. 
In those states, juvenile probation functions to supervise a juvenile 
until the youth is place in the custody of a state youth authority, such 
as that operated in Massachusetts or California. In most communities, 
juvenile probation is the eyes, ears and arm of the juvenile court. (The 
exceptions are few. One is New York City, in which juvenile probation 
is part of the executive branch.)

The juvenile probation officer has many roles, several of which are 
incompatible with PYD. To the extent that PYD has a chance of suc-
ceeding inside the borders of juvenile justice systems, the roles that are 
incompatible must be reconsidered and redefined, and those that are 
consistent must be nurtured.

Probation officers are both monitors and helpers. As monitors, they note 
infractions, have authority to take youth into custody for those infrac-
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tions, report to the court on the youth’s progress or lack thereof, and make 
recommendations for sanctions. As helpers, juvenile probation officers are 
supposed to counsel youth and connect them with appropriate services, 
education and employment opportunities. Some  
communities think of juvenile probation officers as case managers, one 
who convenes meetings of all of the adults who are helping the youth, 
ensures that there are integrated service plans and arranges for provision 
of services. As a case manager, the probation officer has a vision of where 
the youth is heading and plans for the future as well as the present.

The best juvenile probation officers indeed serve as case managers 
while juggling their monitor-helper roles. The problem is that it is  
difficult to design state-of-the-art interventions based on PYD when 
they must rely on the skills of the best juvenile probation officer. To 
succeed, PYD must be acceptable to, and capable of implementation  
by, the average probation officer. He or she comes with defenses.

First, although PYD envisions the probation officer as helper, it is much 
easier for probation officers to be monitors who note infractions than to 
be guides. This is not surprising. The heavy caseloads of most probation 
officers make helping difficult and monitoring relatively easy.

Second, there is a developing trend to arm juvenile probation officers. 
More than a dozen Pennsylvania counties permit juvenile probation 
officers to carry guns; several require them to be armed. When probation 
officers look like police, PYD faces an added challenge.

Third, juvenile probation officers consider the client to be the youth 
(or perhaps the juvenile court itself), rarely the family. Many consider 
parents to be part of the problem. They do not know how to learn what 
parents know about their children. (Indeed, given probation officers’ 
monitoring role, many parents are reluctant to treat them as trusted 
confidants who embrace a common goal of PYD.) Once, in the early 
1980s, I was addressing a meeting of juvenile probation officers about 
the importance of working with parents. This was a time when many 
human service systems were developing a family centered, ecologi-
cal approach to service delivery. When I finished my exhortation, one 
probation officer raised his hand, stood up and said, “I’ll tell you how I 
work with parents. I say, ‘Mom, I’m sending your kid away!’” Then, to 
the laughter and applause of his colleagues, he bowed and took his seat.

Fourth, many probation officers also find it difficult to work with com-
munity-based organizations that might support a culture of PYD. The 
system does not allow probation much time to learn about (visit, observe, 
build relationships with) community-based organizations. Caseloads 
make such activities difficult and supervisors expect line staff to be 
working with individual youth. In addition, while the best probation 
departments assign officers to geographic districts, many are organized 
in different ways (such as assigning probation officers to program or 
institutions, no matter where the youth come from).



260 Youth Development: I s sues ,  Cha l lenges  and D i rec t ions

Children with Disabilities
Recent studies in Illinois and Massachusetts show high percentages 
of delinquent youth with mental health problems (Teplin et al., 
1998; Grisso and Barnum, 1998), yet children with such problems 
have a particularly difficult time in the juvenile justice system. There 
are examples of successful programs for children with serious mental 
health problems (e.g., Multi-Systemic Therapy in South Carolina, the 
Willie M. program in North Carolina and Alternative Rehabilitative 
Communities in Pennsylvania), but no state system routinely screens 
and diagnoses children with mental health problems or has well-trained 
staff systemwide. The absence of attention to mental health issues, 
which could worsen if Medicaid managed care controls the payment 
of services for these children, makes it difficult for proponents of PYD. 
For in addition to developing strengths, PYD entails addressing those 
conditions that prevent youth from maximizing their assets.

Not only do juvenile justice systems fail to act as ordinary devoted  
parents for children with disabilities, they impede birth parents from 
participating in the treatment of their children.

Some years ago, I was at a conference of parents of children with 
mental health problems. One angry parent rose and said, “Until my 
child was arrested, I was the ‘majority shareholder’ in his life. I held 
51 percent of the stock, which meant that I had the final say, whether 
we were with school officials preparing an individualized education 
program or with mental health providers developing an individualized 
treatment plan. Then my son was arrested, and I became not only a 
minority shareholder, I was seen as part of the problem. Juvenile proba-
tion treated me as though I knew nothing about my son. Probation felt 
that I had no solutions to offer, that my son would be better off without 
me. And worse, they didn’t come close to recognizing his problems or 
working energetically to help him overcome them.”

Re-tooling and the Cost of Transition
The juvenile justice system exists to protect the public. Thus, there 
will always be aspects of it that remove children from the commu-
nity, or transfer them to the adult criminal justice system, or serve to 
control and monitor youth’s behavior. Positive youth development, to 
the extent that it enters the juvenile justice conceptual frame, will at 
the beginning arrive as an add-on to current practice rather than as a 
replacement for it. The system will not willingly yield the goals of con-
trol and negative labeling. For PYD to endure, however, it must be part 
of an overall system transformation.

To the extent that we can imagine a multi-year effort, built on the 
wedge opportunities described in the next section, we must be willing 
to pay for that effort. Changing a system requires a change in values at 
all levels of service delivery and decision-making. It requires training. 
It involves adding staff with new skills even as we phase out old ways 
of doing business.
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Most public systems do not handle multi-year transitions very well. 
Single-year budgeting, resistance from line staff, political turnover and 
lack of leadership all contribute to doing business as usual.

There are examples of system conversions based on new values, 
however. These are clearest in the transformation of mental health 
and mental retardation systems, which were institution-based and 
which rested on negative stereotypes of the mentally ill and mentally 
retarded, much as today’s juvenile justice system views delinquent 
youth (Rothman and Rothman, 1984). There are also some examples 
of successful conversions of juvenile justice systems (Miller, 1991). If 
those examples are to be replicated, however, systems must be will-
ing and able to pay for the costs of a multi-year, strategic transition 
(Conservation Company and Juvenile Law Center, 1994).

Opportunities
Bazemore and Terry note the difficulty of injecting PYD into the  
modern juvenile justice system. They are right in cautioning reforms  
to “start small,” suggesting that “the complexity of juvenile justice 
requires that reform efforts be carefully planned and deliberate, and 
that they include input form the staff as well as all other stakeholders 
in the system and the community” (Bazemore and Terry, 1997). I will 
not repeat their excellent suggestions for organizing stakeholders in 
order to take those small first steps. Rather, I suggest the substantive 
areas in which those steps might be taken.

There are, of course, examples of juvenile justice programs that imple-
ment a sound PYD philosophy. The Oregon Social Learning Center, in 
Eugene, has developed a successful foster care program for delinquent 
youth. Kaleidoscope, in Chicago, has used “wraparound”10 services to 
great effect. It is beyond the scope of this chapter, however, to describe 
individual programs. Instead, the following section discusses structural 
opportunities.

Education and Health Care
One cluster of opportunities can be implemented without regard to the 
incoherence of juvenile justice policy and practice. At a minimum, no 
matter what the philosophy or goals of the system, juvenile justice can 
address basic needs that any youth will need in any system. These are 
education and health care (the latter includes physical and behavioral 
health).

There are vast bodies of literature—much directed to juvenile jus-
tice—on correctional health care and correctional education (Center on 
Crime, Communities and Culture, 1997). Unfortunately, those respon-
sible for serving delinquent youth often fail to meet even minimum 
standards. Juvenile Law Center staff see institutions that do not provide 
delinquent youth with basic or special education for the same number 
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of hours as children in public schools. We see children who do not 
receive routine health screens and treatment. There is no excuse for 
these shortcomings. Education and health care are basic rights, and 
they ought to be viewed as prerequisites for any PYD activity.

Delivery of health care to delinquent youth—in particular, those in  
private residential treatment programs which are eligible for funding 
through the federal Medicaid program—will be affected by states con-
verting Medicaid fee-for-service programs to managed care. Some states 
will include delinquent youth in their managed care coverage, and they 
might learn from Pennsylvania’s experience. A Juvenile Law Center 
report on the first year of Pennsylvania’s managed care program found 
that, for children living in substitute care, the system failed to ensure 
continuous Medicaid coverage during the entire period of placement, to 
ensure prompt enrollment of eligible children, to ensure prompt selec-
tion or change of a primary care physician (PCP) when children move 
far from the original PCP, or to clarify who could communicate with 
managed care providers about the children’s health care (Bush, 1998). 
There were other problems as well, but the cautionary note, for those 
who see health care as a bedrock for PYD, is that health care has been 
unevenly provided to delinquent youth under fee-for-service arrange-
ments. And it can get even worse if managed care programs are not 
managed carefully themselves.

Education is also unevenly delivered. At least, 40 percent of institu-
tionalized children have special education needs (Gemignani, 1994).  
If they were identified before entering the institution, their individual-
ized education programs—developed with their parents and teachers 
who knew them well—rarely follow them to the institutional school. 
Parents are not encouraged to participate in the education of their chil-
dren, and the distance from home to institution is usually too great, 
even if the parents are invited to be helpful.

Discipline inside institutional schools can border on the bizarre. Many 
facilities for delinquent youth will actually “suspend” juveniles for 
misbehavior in the institution’s school, sending the child to his or 
her room. Some juveniles become the Bre’r Rabbits of their facilities 
(“Please, please don’t throw me into the briar patch”), daring their  
custodians to suspend them for in-school behavior. Keeping kids in 
schools in institutions should not be very difficult.

Around the country are examples, too, of delinquent youth who  
have difficulty returning to school after discharge from delinquency  
programs. While ensuring prompt re-entry will be the task of aftercare 
probation, discussed below, re-enrollment is usually a systemwide 
problem that can only be addressed by juvenile court and department 
of juvenile justice leadership negotiating with local education agencies. 
Protocols for prompt re-entry to local schools should be mandatory.
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Aftercare
Beginning in the late 1980s, the federal government invested in pro-
moting aftercare probation services.11 The Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention promoted a model for an intensive 
aftercare program (IAP) developed by David Altschuler and Troy 
Armstrong.

This program relies upon the probation officer—i.e., the aftercare  
worker—as case manager. IAP relies on five principles: preparing 
youth for progressively increased responsibility and freedom in the 
community; facilitating youth-community interaction and involvement; 
working with the offender and community support systems; develop-
ing new resources to support youth in the community; and monitoring 
(Altschuler and Armstrong, 1992).

For some reason—most like routine system inertia—the Altschuler-
Armstrong model of aftercare did not gain sufficient purchase to  
dominate the field. It should have. At its best, IAP is a model of reinte-
gration that is consistent with PYD.

The reason that IAP is such a valuable wedge for PYD is that, at its 
best, it forces the system to imagine the youth’s future at the time the 
juvenile court or state youth authority fashions its first order of dispo-
sition. It is impossible to plan for a youth’s disposition, for example, 
unless you know where he or she is going. To which school will he or 
she return? Where will he or she live? With which adults will he or 
she need to be connected? How will the order of disposition make the 
answers to those questions possible?

Aftercare that begins with those questions in mind will follow the 
youth along a developmental pathway: through institutional care, plan-
ning with institutional staff for the future, involving family and other 
concerned adults, and preparing the child for school or work. Aftercare 
is an aggressive course of reintegrative services and supervision that 
should build upon a youth’s strengths in a ceaseless re-imagining and 
re-creation of the youth’s future.

Aftercare should be available to all children who are placed outside 
their homes. In a sense, aftercare should operate as an ordinary devoted 
parent would for a child who is in a mental health facility, or special 
education program or boarding school. The ordinary devoted parent, 
of course, has a caseload of one, and knows how to connect the child 
with friends, relatives and community institutions. Indeed, aftercare is 
crucial to connecting children coming out of institutions to community-
based organizations that will provide the youth’s next scaffold of sup-
port. Combined with independent living and the balanced approach, 
described below, Aftercare should be a promising investment for  
proponents of PYD.
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Title IV-E(IL): Independent Living
The federal government has for years contributed to states’ expendi-
tures on foster care, including such care for delinquent youth. The 
Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980 was designed to 
end foster care drift and promote permanent homes for children in the 
child welfare system. Because many dependent children moved in and 
out of the delinquency system, and because many states were quickly 
alert to the possibilities of re-financing their delinquency systems,  
federal foster care maintenance payments were soon being used for 
delinquent children.

The federal government pays a proportionate share of foster care (related 
to a state’s poverty rate) pursuant to Title IV-E of the Social Security 
Act. In order for a child to be eligible, his or her parents must meet 
income guidelines for public assistance, there must be a case plan and 
a judicial finding that the state made “reasonable efforts” to prevent 
out-of-home placement. Until 1996, Title IV-E reimbursement was only 
available to children placed with private, nonprofit agencies. Congress 
amended the law in 1996 to permit federal financial participation when 
the child is placed in for-profit programs.

Many states have been claiming IV-E reimbursement for delinquent 
youth. However, because case planning and “reasonable effort” require-
ments are unevenly implemented, the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services is considering eliminating such reimbursements for 
delinquency placements. Until that time, the case planning require-
ments of Title IV-E offer an opportunity to infuse PYD into the plans 
and services provided for youth eligible for IV-E. This is particularly 
true of those who are 16 or older, for whom the IV-E independent  
living requirements are applicable.

Title IV-E(IL) requires states to have a plan for every eligible youth, a 
plan that envisions how the youth will make the transition from foster 
care to adulthood. This requires case plans that address such issues as 
life skills, vocational training or education in a way that prepares older 
adolescents for adulthood. The independent living initiative is an unde-
rused vehicle for PYD, but it offers promise for creative administrators.12

Balanced Approach
There is probably no greater wedge for PYD than that provided by 
the “competency development” component of the late-1990s notion 
of restorative justice. Restorative justice is an effort by juvenile justice 
proponents to preserve the system from attack by finding a philosophi-
cal middle ground between retributive justice, which gained in favor 
as states sought to “get tough” on juvenile crime, and rehabilitation, 
which was seen as being too “soft” on crime. By the 1990s, rehabilita-
tion was used as pejoratively by critics of the juvenile justice system as 
liberal was in the political context.
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In the 1980s, a form of restorative justice had been introduced by the 
probation staff of Dennis Maloney, in Bend, Oregon. Maloney called his 
intervention the “Balanced Approach” (Maloney et al., 1988). While 
he originally applied it to the purposes and uses of juvenile proba-
tion, the balanced approach soon became an organizing principle for 
the entire juvenile justice system. It proposes that at every stage of the 
juvenile justice pipeline three principles should operate: accountabil-
ity, public safety and competency development. The system must hold 
the individual youth accountable (satisfying the needs of retribution). 
Public safety is the reason that the system exists (here recognizing the 
potential for rehabilitation, incapacitation and deterrence). Competency 
development, which is the link to PYD, ensures that every intervention 
provides more than make-work or incapacitation. For example, restitu-
tion or community service that requires participation in, for example, 
Habitats for Humanity, in which a juvenile learns a skill and increases 
empathy, makes more sense than having the juvenile rake leaves along 
the freeway.

Many state legislatures have been attracted to the balanced approach. 
Beginning in the mid-1990s, several states—e.g., Idaho, Illinois, 
Maryland, Montana, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin—changed the  
purposes and languages of their juvenile codes to incorporate  
balanced-approach principles.

While some states have made tentative steps toward PYD in their 
codes,13 few have given sufficient content in legislation to change the 
culture of the state system. Illinois, whose new code went into effect  
in January 1999, is an exception.

Illinois’ new purpose clause explicitly adopts the balanced approach. 
After invoking public protection and accountability, it declares equip-
ping “juvenile offenders with competencies to live responsibly and 
productively” as a goal. Competency is then defined as “the develop-
ment of educational, vocational, social, emotional and basic life skills 
which enable a minor to mature into a productive member of society” 
(705 IL. C.S. §405/5-105).

Idaho, in addition to changing the purpose of its juvenile code, added 
competency development to the goals of its secure facilities (training 
schools). Idaho’s facilities now require “training in the development of 
competency and life skills designed to assist the juvenile in operating 
effectively within and becoming a contributing member of the commu-
nity…Prevocational education shall be provided to acquaint juvenile 
offenders with vocations, their requirements and opportunities” (Idaho 
Code § 20-531).
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Some states are now referring interchangeably to their restorative jus-
tice and balanced-approach programs. Pennsylvania, for example, has 
developed a Balanced and Restorative Justice (BARJ)14 task force to 
implement the “competency development” requirements of its new 
juvenile code.

Gordon Bazemore, Mark Umbreit and others have written extensively 
about the potential for restorative justice affecting every aspect of the 
juvenile justice system. At best, restorative justice is not an addition to 
the system, but a reformation of it:

Restorative justice is a way of thinking, a way of behaving, and a way 

of measuring. Until we change the way we think about why probation 

[for example] exists, we can’t change our behavior. We can’t measure 

the changes until our behavior changes (Umbreit and Carey, 1995).

Bazemore, too, recognizes the need for a paradigm shift if restorative 
justice is to become central to the juvenile justice system. He cautions:

For a new paradigm to emerge, however, professionals must not only 

reject the old paradigm but also understand the new and embrace 

its implications for a distinct change in practice. In the absence of a 

shared understanding of core principles, and of their implications for 

systemic and organizational change, the competency development 

model can be quickly equated with one or more treatment programs 

or intervention techniques transformed to fit bureaucratic agendas 

(Bazemore and Terry, 1997).

This warning is important. Beginning in 1997, friends working in 
juvenile justice residential programs reported that their agencies were 
re-packaging existing treatment programs to call them “competency 
development.” Such re-packaging would meet contractual obligations 
but would do little to effect the kind of paradigm shift called for by 
Bazemore and Terry.

Unfortunately, most of the early state efforts to re-align their juvenile 
justice systems with a BARJ philosophy have fallen short. It was easiest 
for states to begin by focusing on public safety and accountability rather 
than by figuring out the meaning of competency development. Thus, 
we have seen states building new institutions, the federal government 
introduce a Juvenile Accountability Incentive Block Grant program,15 
and local investment in programs like restitution and community ser-
vice, as though the latter were identical to competency development.
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The table illustrates how competency development represents a dif-
ferent approach, one that can be applied at any stage of the juvenile 
justice pipeline. In addition, as the table also points out, a well-designed 
competency development program can be measured and assessments of 
success can go well beyond traditional measures of recidivism.

Individual Treatment Competency Development

Intermediate Outcomes of Intervention:  
Individual Treatment and Competency Development

Avoid negative influence of designated  
people, places and activities

Follow rules of supervision (e.g., curfew, 
school attendance)

Attend and participate in treatment activi-
ties (e.g., counseling)

Complete all required treatment and termi-
nate supervision

Improvements in attitude and self-concept; 
improved family interaction; psychological 
integration

Begin new, positive relationships and  
positive behavior in conventional roles; 
avoid placement of youth in stigmatizing 
treatments

Practice competent, conventional behavior

Active demonstration of competency 
through completion of productive activity 
(service and/or work with community  
benefit)

Significant increase in measurable  
competencies (academic, social,  
occupational, etc.)

Improvements in self-image and public 
image (community acceptance) and 
increased bonding and community  
integration

Source: Child Welfare, Sept./Oct. 1997.

Bazemore and Umbreit’s early writings were elliptical where competen-
cy development was concerned. In the last couple of years, however, 
Bazemore has given increased attention to competency development. 
His recent article with W. Clinton Terry in Child Welfare (Bazemore 
and Terry, 1997) is the best piece of writing to date on how the compe-
tency development leg of the balanced-approach triangle can be  
integrated into the juvenile justice system. (For purposes of this chapter, 
competency development and positive youth development are inter-
changeable.) The Bazemore-Terry approach is illustrated by the following 
table from their article, which shows how competency development 
differs from the erstwhile medical model, which rested in individual 
treatment:
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Changing the Measure of Success
With tracking and evaluation tools like ProDES, described earlier,  
juvenile justice systems have the capacity to measure aspects of PYD. 
Programs will be able to learn whether they are succeeding in promot-
ing discrete aspects of PYD, and juvenile justice administrators will be 
in a position to reward success.

For example, at the end of 1998, ProDES looked at system trends for 
the four years the system tracked youth who entered the Philadelphia 
juvenile justice system. With solid data, the evaluators could make a 
statement like the following:

When ProDES was being developed programs were almost unani-

mous in stating that improved self-esteem, more pro-social values 

and improved school and family bonding were intermediate goals of 

theirs (in the sense that positive change on these was expected to 

have a longer-term impact on delinquent behavior). There is no evi-

dence yet that any of these goals are being met [emphasis in origi-

nal]. Some juveniles do improve on one or more of these dimensions 

while in the programs; others however do not change or even get 

worse. The balance among these three outcomes has fluctuated but 

not changed significantly during the more than four years of study. 

If these remain important goals, programs need to try alternative 

modes of intervention in the hope that they will have a more marked 

positive impact (Jones and Harris, 1998).

To my knowledge, Philadelphia is the only city in the country that 
has the capacity to generate data that would enable evaluators to track 
youth’s progress over time and measure aspects of PYD. This is a fruit-
ful area to pursue. For many communities, changing what is measured 
will inevitably change practice.

Role of Defense Counsel
Youth in the juvenile justice system have often been ill served by 
their lawyers. While there are excellent examples of quality lawyering 
around the country, for the most part the juvenile defense bar has been 
beset by high caseloads and low expectations (Puritz et al., 1995).

Yet defense counsel can play a significant role in promoting PYD. To do 
so, however, requires that lawyers do more than show up for the adjudi-
catory hearing (trial of “guilt” or “innocence”). They must get to know 
their clients and the adults who care about them. They must be active 
participants in planning their clients’ dispositions, push probation staff 
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to think in terms of PYD and, if their clients are committed to institu-
tions, work with institutional aftercare probation staff to ensure a tran-
sitional plan that is developmentally sound. Investment in training, and 
in augmenting defender offices with social workers, would create for 
the juvenile justice system an internal advocacy component that would 
promote PYD in individual cases at every stage of the juvenile justice 
pipeline.

In 1999, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
will provide start-up funding for the first national center designed to 
provide training, resources and technical assistance exclusively to the 
juvenile defense bar. The OJJDP sees this project as a natural evolu-
tion of the Due Process Advocacy Project it has supported since 1993. 
That project, led by the Juvenile Justice Center of the American Bar 
Association, with support from the Youth Law Center and Juvenile Law 
Center, produced the first national assessment of the quality and avail-
ability of counsel for delinquent youth (Puritz et al., 1995). In 1997 and 
1998, the project also hosted the first two national Juvenile Defender 
Leadership Summits. Those gatherings, attended by defender repre-
sentatives from all 50 states, focused on building the capacity of the 
juvenile defense bar. They examined structural issues (e.g., caseloads) 
and substantive issues, such as how to improve the quality of repre-
sentation at disposition, with particular emphasis on developmentally 
appropriate juvenile court responses.

Supporting the defense bar will be fertile territory for national and 
local foundations. There is an opportunity to expand upon what the 
OJJDP has begun and to provide regional support for juvenile defender 
affinity groups. Positive youth development will not become part of 
the juvenile justice culture unless there is an internal advocate for it in 
every case. The best hope for such advocacy is defense counsel.

Faith-Based Interventions
Much has been written lately about faith-based approaches to reduc-
ing delinquency (Klein, 1997), but it is unclear how those approaches 
will mesh with the formal juvenile justice system, let alone with 
PYD. It appears that ministries work best at primary and secondary 
prevention of delinquency (Woodson, 1998; Klein, 1997). Part of the 
problem is that the formal juvenile justice system is quintessentially a 
government function. While religious charities have provided services 
to delinquent youth from the dawn of the juvenile justice system, in 
modern times they do such work through government contracts, subject 
to state regulation.



270 Youth Development: I s sues ,  Cha l lenges  and D i rec t ions

It does not seem that religious charities today have any greater affinity 
for PYD than do lay nonprofit organizations. Indeed, Robert Woodson’s 
early study of Philadelphia’s House of Umoja demonstrated that when 
government intervened to fund and regulate Umoja, much of the value 
of its grassroots ministry was diluted (Woodson, 1981). As Yale Law 
School Professor, Stephen Carter, has observed, government funding has 
an impact on programs: “You run the risk of becoming a very different 
sort of program when you start competing for the state money. And the 
strings the government attaches to the money may force you to compro-
mise your faith” (Klein, 1997).

Nevertheless, it is worth looking at the impact of religious charities 
that provide services to delinquent youth through government con-
tract. Particular attention should be paid to the six attributes of PYD 
described early in this chapter. One should tread carefully here under 
any circumstances: there is always the danger that faith-based programs 
will impose their particular religious views on youth who are commit-
ted by juvenile courts to their care.
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Conclusion
Each of the opportunities described in the prior section has prom-
ise. Approached strategically, even the obstacles might be suffi-
ciently weeded out to allow PYD to grow. However, proponents of 
PYD should not be overly optimistic. The history of juvenile justice 
(Bernard, 1992) makes clear that most reforms are short-lived. A nor-
mal cycle is likely to embrace PYD, absorb some of it and swing back 
to more punitive measures.

The juvenile justice system can learn from the recent history of Family 
Preservation programs in the child welfare system. Beginning in the 
mid-1980s, propelled by funding from The Edna McConnell Clark 
Foundation and then The Annie E. Casey Foundation and other nation-
al foundations, Family Preservation was introduced to child welfare. 
The idea was that a particular brand of risk management—delivered 
through intensive, short-term interventions by social workers with low 
caseloads who had access to resources—could provide supports to par-
ents that would make removal of the child into foster care unnecessary.

As originally conceived, Family Preservation was based upon a par-
ticular model—Homebuilders—developed by the Behavioral Sciences 
Institute in Washington State. But over time, as public and private 
child welfare agencies tried to change their culture and preserve fami-
lies, they diluted the Homebuilders model (increasing caseloads, reduc-
ing services), thereby increasing risk to children. Many caseworkers 
misunderstood their mandate, and left children in high-risk situations 
because the workers thought leaving children in the home was all that 
family preservation meant. Over time, children were hurt. Some died. 
The backlash was not merely against bad practice or misapplication of 
a particular model; it was against the very concept of protecting chil-
dren in their own homes.

Soon foster care returned to high levels. Some intensive family pres-
ervation programs remained, but by 1997, when Congress passed the 
Adoption and Safe Families Act, the cycle of backlash was complete.

Positive youth development will face a similar fate unless its propo-
nents are careful at the outset. If PYD is to be anything more than an 
occasional nugget in a prospector’s pan, its advocates must avoid prom-
ising too much. They must not fail to address negative behavior. They 
must acknowledge that incapacitation, even transfer to adult court, is 
appropriate for some children. Risk management must be a central  
element of any PYD program promoted by the formal juvenile justice 
system. Ignoring risks will enable opponents of PYD to exploit inevita-
ble failures, thereby turning them into celebrated cases that could lead 
to a backlash against PYD itself.
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At the same time, advocates of PYD are fully justified in challenging 
the proponents of incapacitation and transfer to justify those parts of 
the system. Family Preservation, for example, was held to far higher 
standards of success than foster care or residential treatment facilities. 
In the justice system, no one has ever evaluated prisons with the scru-
tiny that awaits PYD.

Positive youth development remains our best hope for creating a future 
that embraces the majority of our children. When I think of PYD, I 
reflect on one of my very first cases in the mid-1970s. It was at the 
height of the Philadelphia gang wars. I represented a 15-year-old boy 
who was charged with shooting a member of an opposing gang. The 
victim survived, but the district attorney sought to transfer my client to 
adult court.

These are the facts:

My client, John, was “drafted” into his gang, which controlled the 

neighborhood in which John lived. He was threatened with serious 

harm as the alternative. He was handed a gun and told to retaliate 

for a perceived offense committed by the victim against one of John’s 

fellow gang members. John went out, shot the victim, immediately 

turned himself into the police and led them to the weapon. He was 

badly beaten by his own gang for that infraction.

John was an “A” student who had never missed a day of school in 

his life. The juvenile probation and the district attorney’s offices soon 

recognized that public safety did not require transfer to adult court 

after all. We moved John out of the neighborhood to his grandmother’s 

house, enrolled him in a new school, arranged with the Catholic 

Church to provide after-school and evening supervision. Thus, we 

connected John with caring adults in a new neighborhood, built a new 

community of support, and permitted his academic talent to flourish.

John was adjudicated delinquent, but neither the juvenile court nor 

the district attorney felt the need to use John as an example by 

transferring him to adult court. They saw that they could hold John 

accountable and enable him to turn his life around.
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The point is not that John was typical, because he was not. Rather, the 
point is that John would not have a chance today. He would be a sym-
bol, rather than a person, and he would do adult time under almost 
any of the state legislative changes of the last decade. Twenty-five years 
ago, though, the juvenile justice system saw his potential and enabled 
it to be realized. John went on to college, and the justice system never 
heard from him again. In today’s climate, that would not happen.

If PYD is to have a legitimate chance, we will have to rewind and edit 
much of the film of juvenile justice’s recent past. If we are to have the 
benefit of the talent that youth like Gabriel or young Ben Franklin or 
John can offer society, we must toss talk of sanctions to the cutting-
room floor. The field will have to return to a rhetoric of childhood, 
editing out X-rated language like superpredator and eliminating glib 
slogans like “adult time for adult crime.” If a youth is already an adult 
in the public mind, then there is nowhere to develop. If PYD means 
anything, it is that our children who pass through adolescence are not 
yet adults (Grisso and Schwartz, 1999), and all of the slogans in the 
world will not make them so. 
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Endnotes
1 Much of the material in this section is adapted from Steinberg and Schwartz (1999). 

2 In the parlance of criminal justice, incapacitation refers to the use of physical 
restraint—usually confinement—that reduces the offender’s capacity to commit a 
new offense (Packer, 1968). In the juvenile justice context, incapacitation usually 
refers to the removal of the juvenile from his or her home.

3 In the years after Gault, the Supreme Court stopped short of making juveniles’ 
rights identical to those of adults. While juveniles could avoid double jeopardy 
(Breed vs. Jones) and could only be adjudicated delinquent by proof beyond a 
reasonable doubt (In re Winship), the court held that they were not entitled to jury 
trials (McKeiver vs. Pennsylvania) or to have strict Fourth Amendment procedures 
apply in schools (T.L.O. vs. New Jersey). In addition, because children are always 
in some form of custody, the Supreme Court approved pretrial preventive deten-
tion for the child’s own good (Schall vs. Martin). Juveniles also have no constitu-
tional right to bail or speedy trial. 

4 While juvenile courts still operate more quickly than criminal courts, “delays in 
the juvenile justice system should be viewed from the perspective of an adolescent 
offender. Professional standards suggest that even the longest case should be pro-
cessed within 90 days. Yet, a 90-day process means that a 14-year-old offender will 
wait the equivalent of a summer vacation for services or sanctions. In many of the 
nation’s juvenile courts, young offenders wait even longer” (Butts, 1997).

5 One of the provisions of S.10, which failed to pass at the end of the 1998 congres-
sional session, would have required states to make available records of juvenile 
arrests to youth’s prospective colleges and employers.

6 The IJA-ABA Standards would permit only judicial transfer for juveniles who 
are 15 years old or older and who are charged with serious offenses (Institute of 
Judicial Administration–American Bar Association, 1996).

7  The Search Institute’s checklist of assets is generally not used in juvenile justice sys-
tems.

8 Public Law 105-119.

9 In order to qualify for JAIBG funds, states must certify that they have adopted or 
are considering (a) increased transfer of juveniles to criminal court, (b) a system 
of graduated sanctions, (c) a system of juvenile delinquency records for serious 
offenders that would treat their records similar to adult records, and (d) court-
ordered parental involvement and sanctions against parents for failing to supervise 
their children. JAIBG funds may only be used for one of the following purposes:
• Construction of juvenile detention or correctional facilities, including training 

of personnel.
• Accountability-based sanctions programs.
• Hiring of judges, probation officers and defenders, and funding of pretrial ser-

vices.
• Hiring of prosecutors.
• Funding of prosecutor-led drug, gang and violence programs.
• Provision of technology, equipment and training programs for prosecutors.
• Probation programs.
• Gun courts.
• Drug courts.
• Information-sharing systems.
• Accountability-based programs for law enforcement referrals or those that are 

designed to protect students and school personnel from drug, gang and youth 
violence.

• Controlled substance testing (including interventions) for juveniles in the juve-
nile justice system (Albert, 1998). 
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10 “Wraparound” refers to service providers who “do whatever it takes” to acquire or 
provide services that children need. Instead of trying to match a child to a program 
(“Does this child qualify for X, Y or Z?”), wraparound is usually offered in com-
munities by service providers who ask, “What will it take for this child to succeed?”

11 In this chapter, “aftercare” refers to services to youth who are leaving placements 
to which they were committed after adjudication and disposition. Some com-
munities, such as New York City in the late 1980s, have also developed aftercare 
services for youth leaving pretrial detention. The New York type of aftercare raises 
a unique set of issues that are not dealt with in this chapter.

12 Independent living took on greater promise in mid-December 1999, when President 
Bill Clinton signed into law the Foster Care Independence Act of 1999. The new 
law doubles federal funding for independent living. It requires states to serve youth 
up to 21 years old. It enables states to provide time-limited financial assistance to 
help those youth with living expenses. The law gives states the option of allowing 
youth who are 18, 19 or 20 years old to remain eligible for Medicaid.

13 Maine, for example, speaks of providing juveniles who are in state care with “the 
necessary treatment, care, guidance and discipline to assist him in becoming a 
responsible and productive member of society.” (15 M.R.S.A. §3002). Florida’s sys-
tem is “to provide children committed to the Department of Juvenile Justice with 
training in life skills, including career education.” (West’s F.S.A. §39.001). New 
Jersey calls for a “comprehensive program” that “should provide a range of servic-
es and sanctions for juveniles sufficient to protect the public through prevention; 
early intervention; and a range of meaningful sanctions that ensure accountability, 
provide training, education, treatment and, when necessary, confinement followed 
by community supervision that is adequate to protect the public and promote suc-
cessful reintegration into the community.” (N.J. Stat. § 52:17B-169).

14 It is more than a little ironic that at the same time as states implement “BARJ” 
initiatives, New York City has begun using a barge as a detention center to handle 
the overflow from its existing detention facilities. Barges are not fertile places for 
competency development.

15 The JAIBG structure is not helpful for restorative justice initiatives. Congress man-
dated that 75 percent of the new funds go directly to local units of government, 
thereby bypassing the state-as-funding source. The state was most likely to be the 
unit of government that insisted on a restorative justice model, and other than 
establishing 12 permissible uses of JAIBG money, there is nothing about the JAIBG 
structure that will permit states to regulate local use of funds.



276 Youth Development: I s sues ,  Cha l lenges  and D i rec t ions

References
Albert, R.L.
1998 Juvenile Accountability Incentive Block Grants Program. Washington, D.C.: Office 

of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Altschuler, D.M.
1984 “Community Reintegration in Juvenile Offender Programming,” in R.A. Mathias, P. 

DeMuro, and R.S. Allinson (eds.). Violent Juvenile Offenders: An Anthology. San 
Francisco: National Council on Crime and Delinquency.

Altschuler, D.M., and T. Armstrong
1992 Intensive Aftercare for High-Risk Juvenile Parolees: A Community-Care Model. 

Washington, D.C.: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Ayers, W.
1997 A Kind and Just Parent: The Children of Juvenile Court. Boston: Beacon.

Bazemore, G., and W.C. Terry
1997 “Developing Delinquent Youths: A Reintegrative Model for Rehabilitation and a 

New Role for the Juvenile Justice System.” Child Welfare, (76:665).

Bazemore, G., and M.S. Umbreit
1994 Balanced and Restorative Justice. Washington DC: Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention.

Bennett, W.J., J.J. DiIulio, Jr., and J.P. Walters
1996 Body Count: Moral Poverty…and How to Win America’s War Against Crime and 

Drugs. New York: Simon & Schuster.

Bernard, T.J.
1992 The Cycle of Juvenile Justice. New York: Oxford University Press.

Bush, E.L.
1998 HealthChoices and Children in Substitute Care: A Year in Review. Philadelphia: 

Juvenile Law Center.

Butterfield, F.
1998 “Hard Time: A Special Report; Profits at a Juvenile Prison Come with a Chilling 

Cost.” The New York Times, July 15.

Butts, J.
1997 Delays in Juvenile Court Processing of Delinquency Cases. Washington D.C.: Office 

of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Center on Crime, Communities and Culture
1997 Education as Crime Prevention: Providing Education to Prisoners. New York: Open 

Society Institute.

Conservation Company and Juvenile Law Center
1994 Building Bridges: Strategic Planning and Alternative Financing for System Reform. 

Philadelphia: Conservation Company and Juvenile Law Center.

__________
1999 Extended Service Schools Initiative, research design for Public/Private Ventures. 

Philadelphia.

Feld, B.
1993 “Juvenile (in)justice and the Criminal Court Alternative.” Crime and Delinquency, 

(39:403).



Juvenile Justice and Positive Youth Development 277Juvenile Justice and Positive Youth Development

Fox, S.J.
1997 A Contribution to the History of the American Juvenile Court to 1980. (Draft for the 

National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges).

Franklin, B.
1987 The Autobiography. New York: The Library of America.

Furstenberg, F.F.
1999 Managing to Make It: Urban Families and Adolescent Success. Chicago: University 

of Chicago Press.

Gemignani, R.J.
1994 Juvenile Correctional Education: A Time for Change. Washington, D.C.: Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

General Accounting Office
1996 Juvenile Justice: Status of Delinquency Prevention Programs and Description of 

Local Projects. Washington, D.C. Letter Report, August 13, GAO/GGD-96-147.

Goldstein, J., A. Freud, A.J. Solnit, and S. Goldstein
1986 In the Best Interests of the Child. New York: The Free Press.

Grisso, T., and R. Barnum
1998 Massachusetts Youth Screening Instrument: Preliminary Manual and Technical 

Report. Worcester, Mass.: University of Massachusetts Medical School, Department 
of Psychiatry.

Grisso, T., and R.G. Schwartz (eds.)
1999 Youth on Trial. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Guarino-Ghezzi, S., and E.J. Loughran
1991 Balancing Juvenile Justice. New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction Publishers.

Hawkins, J.D., and R.F. Catalano
1992 Communities That Care. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Human Rights Watch
1997 High County Lockup: Children in Confinement in Colorado. New York: Human 

Rights Watch.

Human Rights Watch
1996 Modern Capital of Human Rights? Abuses in the State of Georgia. New York: 

Human Rights Watch.

Human Rights Watch
1995 Children in Confinement in Louisiana. New York: Human Rights Watch. 

In re Gault, 387 U.S. 1, 1967.

Institute of Judicial Administration–American Bar Association
1996 Juvenile Justice Standards Annotated: A Balanced Approach. Chicago: American 

Bar Association. [Robert E. Shepherd, Jr., Editor].

Jones, P.R., and P.W. Harris
1998 System Trends 1994-1998. Philadelphia: Crime and Justice Research Institute.

Juvenile Detention Centers’ Association of Pennsylvania
1993 Juvenile Detention Program Standards. Harrisburg: Pennsylvania Commission on 

Crime and Delinquency.

Kent vs. United States, 383 U.S. 541, 1966.



278 Youth Development: I s sues ,  Cha l lenges  and D i rec t ions

Klein, J.
1997 “In God They Trust.” The New Yorker, June 16.

Krisberg, B., and J. Austin
1993 Reinventing Juvenile Justice. Newbury Park, Calif.: Sage Publications.

Lopez, S.
1994 Third and Indiana. New York: Penguin Books.

Lubow, B.
1997 The Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative: A Progress Report. Baltimore: The 

Annie E. Casey Foundation.

Mack, J.
1909 “The Juvenile Court.” Harvard Law Review, 23:104-122.

Maloney, D., D. Romig, and T. Armstrong
1988 “Juvenile Probation: The Balanced Approach.” Juvenile and Family Court Journal, 

39:1-63.

Meranze, M.
1996 Laboratories of Virtue: Punishment, Revolution and Authority in Philadelphia, 

1760-1835. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press.

Miller, J.G.
1991 Last One Over the Wall: The Massachusetts Experiment in Closing Reform Schools. 

Columbus: Ohio State University Press.

Packer, H.L.
1968 The Limits of the Criminal Sanction. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Parent, D.G., V. Lieter, S. Kennedy, L. Livens, D. Wentworth, and S. Wilcox
1994 Conditions of Confinement: Juvenile Detention and Corrections Facilities. 

Washington, D.C.: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Platt, A.M.
1977 The Child Savers: The Invention of Delinquency (Second Edition). Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press.

Puritz, P., S. Burrell, R. Schwartz, M. Soler, and L. Warboys
1995 A Call for Justice: An Assessment of Access to Counsel and Quality of 

Representation in Delinquency Proceedings. Chicago: American Bar Association.

Robertson, J., and J. Robertson
1982 Baby in the Family. London: Penguin Books.

Rothman, D.J., and S.M. Rothman
1984 The Willowbrook Wars: A Decade of Struggle for Social Justice. New York: Harper 

& Row.

Schorr, L.B.
1997 Common Purpose: Strengthening Families and Neighborhoods to Rebuild America. 

New York: Doubleday.

Snyder, H.N., and M. Sickmund
1995 Juvenile Offenders and Victims: A National Report. Washington, D.C.: Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Steinberg, L., and R.G. Schwartz
1999 “Developmental Psychology Goes to Court,” in T. Grisso, and R.G,. Schwartz (eds.). 

Youth on Trial. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.



Juvenile Justice and Positive Youth Development 279Juvenile Justice and Positive Youth Development

Teplin, L., K. Abram, and G. McClelland
1998 Psychiatric and Substance Abuse Disorders Among Juveniles in Detention: 

An Empirical Assessment. Paper presented at the convention of the American 
Psychology-Law Society, Redondo Beach, California, March. 

Torbet, P., R. Gable, H. Hurst IV, I. Montgomery, L. Szymanski, and D. Thomas
1996 State Responses to Serious and Violent Juvenile Crime. Washington, DC: Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Treanor, W.W., and A.E. Volenik
1987 The New Right’s Agenda for the States: A Legislator’s Briefing Book. Washington, 

D.C.: American Youth Work Center.

Umbreit, M.S., and M. Carey
1995 Restorative Justice: Implications for Organizational Change. Federal Probation 

(59:47 54).

Welsh, W.N., P.H. Jenkins, and P.W. Harris
1999 “Reducing Minority Overrepresentation in Juvenile Justice: Results of Community-

Based Delinquency Prevention in Harrisburg.” Journal of Research in Crime and 
Delinquency, 36:87.

Wolfgang, M.E., R.M. Figlio, and T. Sellin
1972 Delinquency in a Birth Cohort. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Woodson, R.L.
1981 A Summons to Life: Mediating Structures and the Prevention of Youth Crime. 

Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger Publishing Company.

Woodson, Sr., R.L.
1998 The Triumphs of Joseph: How Today’s Community Healers Are Reviving Our 

Streets and Neighborhoods. New York: The Free Press.

Zimring, F.E.
1998 American Youth Violence. New York: Oxford University Press.



280 Youth Development: I s sues ,  Cha l lenges  and D i rec t ions



Public/Private Ventures

One Commerce Square
2005 Market Street, Suite 900
Philadelphia, PA 19103
Tel: 215-557-4400
Fax: 215-557-4469
Url: http://www.ppv.org




