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From the Administrator

s we approach the dawn of the next millennium, juvenile justice is at
a crossroads. The direction we choose to take as a Nation may well determine the
destiny of our youth.

To make informed decisions, we need timely information. With this issue, Juvenile
Justice continues to make its contribution to that end.

In Restoring the Balance: Juvenile and Community Justice, Gordon Bazemore and
Susan Day provide valuable insights into balanced and restorative justice. Decrying
the failure of traditional treatment and criminalized retributive models to restore
public confidence in the juvenile justice system, the authors advocate an alternative,
community-oriented system that involves citizens in setting clear limits on antisocial
behavior and establishing appropriate consequences for juvenile offenders.

OJJDP’s Intensive Community-Based Aftercare Programs (IAP) initiative, launched
in 1988,  helps correctional agencies enhance aftercare, commonly regarded as one
of the weak links in the juvenile justice system. In Aftercare Not Afterthought: Testing
the IAP Model, coprincipal investigators David Altschuler and Troy Armstrong
describe the implementation of the initiative.

If information is essential to making sound decisions, getting information into the
hands of those who can use it is crucial. Satellite teleconferencing is changing the
way people receive information, where they receive it, and from whom. OJJDP is
committed to using state-of-the-art techniques to disseminate information to the ju-
venile justice field, as Michael Jones, Bruce Wolford, and F.M. Porpotage evidence
in Using Satellite Teleconferencing.

Juvenile justice is at a crossroads, but with the support of committed professionals
and concerned citizens like the readers of Juvenile Justice, I am confident that the
road ahead will be one of promise for America’s youth.

Shay Bilchik
Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention
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Restoring the
Balance: Juvenile and
Community Justice
by Gordon Bazemore and Susan E. Day

as one judge aptly put it, “bad choices
between sending kids to jail or sending
them to the beach.”

It is doubtful that either traditional
treatment or criminalized retributive
models can restore public confidence
in the juvenile justice system. Only
through extensive, meaningful citizen
participation will public expectations
and community needs be met. For most
juvenile justice systems, achieving this
level of involvement will require sub-
stantial restructuring.

This article describes an alternative
approach to addressing juvenile crime
that focuses on the interests of multiple
justice clients. Alternatively referred
to as restorative justice, the balanced
approach, and balanced and restorative
justice (BRJ), this model is viewed by

n a democratic society, citizens’ ex-
pectations of government agencies are
critically important. Unfortunately,
within our juvenile justice system,
community needs have been lost in the
decade-long debate over the future of
the juvenile court and the relative effi-
cacy of punishment versus treatment. A
number of politicians and policymakers
argue for criminalizing our juvenile jus-
tice system through “get tough,” adult
sentences for juvenile offenders. Some
even advocate abolishing the juvenile
justice system and its foundation, the
independent juvenile court.

On the other hand, many proponents
of the juvenile court call for reaffirming
the traditional treatment mission. In-
creasingly, the public and even many ju-
venile justice professionals perceive that
treatment and punishment options are,

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

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

James Byrne

I
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a growing number of juvenile justice
professionals as a way to reengage the
community in the juvenile justice process.

The Limits of Current
Paradigms

Crime should never be the sole or even
primary business of the State if real
differences are sought in the well-
being of individuals, families, and com-
munities. The structure, procedures,
and evidentiary rules of the formal
criminal justice process coupled with
most justice officials’ lack of knowl-
edge and connection to (the parties)
affected by crime preclude the State
from acting alone to achieve transfor-
mative changes.

Judge Barry Stuart

Worse still, we fear that even when
something does work, it is seen to do so
only in the eyes of certain profession-
als, while ‘outside’ the system, ordi-
nary citizens are left without a role or
voice in the criminal justice process.

John Braithewaite and
Stephen Mugford

Although the punitive approach may
appease public demand for retribution,
it does little to rehabilitate or reintegrate
juvenile offenders. Punishment is often
used inappropriately, resulting in amply
documented negative effects. Ironically,
retributive punishment may encourage
offenders to focus on themselves rather
than on their victims. Even increasing
its severity may have little impact if we
have miscalculated the extent to which
sanctions such as incarceration are expe-
rienced as punishment.1

In the public mind, punishment is at
least somewhat related to offense. In
contrast, treatment appears to address
only the needs of the offender. Treat-
ment programs often ask little of the
offender beyond participating in coun-
seling, remedial services, or recreational
programs. Even when such programs
“work,” they make little difference in
the lives of victims of juvenile crime,
citizens concerned with the safety of
their neighborhoods, or individuals who
want young offenders held accountable
for their actions.2

In fact, both punitive and treatment
models focus little attention on the needs
of victims and victimized communities.
Neither model engages them as clients
or as coparticipants in the justice process.
Whether treatment or punishment is em-
phasized, the offender is the passive and
solitary recipient of intervention and
service. Increasingly reliant on facilities,
treatment programs, and professional
experts, juvenile justice systems exclude
victims and other community members
from what could be meaningful roles in
sanctioning, rehabilitation, and public
safety.

Fortunately, treatment and retributive
models are not the only options for juve-
nile justice. The alternative, a community-
oriented system, would involve citizens

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

If juvenile justice is underfunded, it is
also underconceptualized.
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in setting clear limits on antisocial be-
havior and determining consequences
for offenders. Victims’ needs for repa-
ration, validation, and healing would
be at the core of a community justice
system, which would work toward build-
ing crime-resistant communities whose
residents feel safe. It would emphasize
the need for building relationships and
involving youth in work, service, and
other roles that facilitate bonding with
law-abiding adults. Finally, a community
justice system would articulate more
meaningful roles in rehabilitating offend-
ers and improving community safety for
employers, civic groups, religious com-
munities, families, and other citizens.

Toward Community
Juvenile Justice:
A Balanced and
Restorative Approach

Government is responsible for preserv-
ing order but the community is respon-
sible for establishing peace.

Daniel Van Ness

◆ In inner-city Pittsburgh, young offend-
ers in an intensive day treatment program
solicit input from community organiza-
tions about service projects they would
like to see completed in the neighbor-
hood. They work with community resi-
dents on projects that include home
repair and gardening for the elderly, voter
registration drives, painting homes and
public buildings, and planting and culti-
vating community gardens.

◆ In Florida, young offenders sponsored
by the Florida Department of Juvenile
Justice and supervised by The 100 Black
Men of Palm Beach County, Inc., plan
and execute projects that serve as shel-
ters for abused, abandoned, and HIV-
positive and AIDS-infected infants and

◆ In cities and towns in Pennsylvania,
Montana, Minnesota, Australia, and
New Zealand, family members and other
citizens acquainted with a juvenile of-
fender or victim of a juvenile crime
gather to determine the best response
to the offense. Held in schools, churches,
or other community facilities, these fam-
ily group conferences are facilitated by a
community justice coordinator or police
officer and ensure that offenders hear
community disapproval of their behavior.
Participants develop an agreement for
repairing the damage to victim and com-
munity and a plan for reintegrating the
offender.

◆ In Minnesota, Department of Correc-
tions staff collaborate with local police
and citizen groups to establish family
group conferencing programs and in-
form the community about offender mon-
itoring and victim support. In Dakota
County, a suburb of Minneapolis, retail-
ers and senior citizens whose businesses
and homes have been damaged by bur-
glary or vandalism call a crime repair
hotline to request a work crew of pro-
bationers to repair the damage.

◆ In Deschutes County, Oregon, of-
fender work crews cut and deliver fire-
wood to senior citizens and worked with
a local contractor to build a homeless
shelter.

Punitive and treatment models focus little
attention on the needs of victims.

children. In Palm Beach County, victim
advocates train juvenile justice staff
on sensitivity in their interaction with
victims and help prepare victim aware-
ness curriculums for youth in residential
programs.
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◆ In more than 150 cities and towns
throughout North America, victims and
offenders meet with volunteer mediators
to develop an agreement for restitution.
At these meetings, victims express their
feelings about the crime and gain infor-
mation about the offense.

◆ In several cities in Montana, college
students and other young adults in the
Montana Conservation Corps supervise
juvenile offenders working on environ-
mental restoration, trail building, and
other community service projects. They
also serve as mentors.

While many professionals have become
demoralized as juvenile justice systems
are threatened with extinction, others
are seeking to create a new partnership
between youth and victim advocates,
concerned citizens, and community groups.

on repairing this harm by ensuring that
offenders are held accountable for mak-
ing amends for the damage and suffering
they have caused. The most important
issue in a restorative response to crime is
not deciding whether to punish or treat
offenders. Rather, as Howard Zehr sug-
gests, the three primary questions to be
answered are “What is the harm?” “What
needs to be done to make it right?” and
“Who is responsible?”4

A restorative system would help to en-
sure that offenders make amends to their
victims. Juvenile justice cannot do this
alone, however. Restorative justice re-
quires that not only government but
victims, offenders, and communities be
actively involved in the justice process.
In fact, some have argued that the health
of a community is determined by the
extent to which citizens participate in
community decisions. An effective jus-
tice system strengthens the capacity of
communities to respond to crime and
empowers them to do so. As Judge Barry
Stuart notes:

When members fail to assume respon-
sibility for decisions affecting the
community, community life will be
characterized by the absence of a col-
lective sense of caring, a lack of re-
spect for diverse values, and ultimately
a lack of any sense of belonging. . . .
Conflict, if resolved through a process
that constructively engages the parties
involved, can be a fundamental build-
ing ingredient of any relationship. As
members increase their ability to re-
solve disputes creatively, the ability of
the community to effectively sanction
crime, rehabilitate offenders, and pro-
mote public safety increases.5

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

The balanced and restorative justice
model is centered around community-
oriented responses to crime.3 Jurisdic-
tions implementing it represent a diverse
range of urban, suburban, and rural com-
munities. These communities share a
common commitment to restructuring
juvenile justice on the basis of a new
mission (balanced approach) and a new
value framework (restorative justice).

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

The health of a community is determined
by the extent to which citizens participate
in community decisions.
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and even offenders are considered. Re-
storative justice does not define victim
rights as the absence of offender rights;
it focuses on the needs of victim, com-
munity, and offender. To bring balance
to the present offender-driven system,
however, it is necessary to give priority
to victims’ needs for physical, material,
and emotional healing.

The Balanced
Approach Mission
The balanced approach is a back-to-
basics mission for juvenile justice that
supports a community’s need to sanction
crime, rehabilitate offenders, and ensure
public safety. Toward these ends, it ar-
ticulates three goals for juvenile justice:
accountability, public safety, and com-
petency development (see figure 1).6

Balance is attainable when administra-
tors ensure that equitable resources are
allocated to each goal.

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

◆ Competency. The most successful re-
habilitation ensures that young offenders
make measurable gains in educational,
vocational, social, civic, and other com-
petencies that enhance their capacity

Restorative Justice

Public Safety

C
om

pe
ten

cy

Accountability

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

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

Figure 1
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mission of their juvenile justice systems.
A number of States have administrative
rules or statewide policies that require
case managers and other decisionmakers
to consider the goals of the balanced
approach in dispositional recommenda-
tions. In Pennsylvania and Montana,
decisionmakers are using balanced ap-
proach criteria as funding guidelines and
have formed statewide groups to oversee
the development of restorative justice
efforts.

Balanced and restorative justice cannot
be achieved by mandates or legislation
alone. As the three jurisdictions that
constitute the OJJDP-funded demonstra-
tion effort are learning, the new model
cannot be implemented overnight.
Working with different juvenile justice
systems in diverse communities, adminis-
trators in Palm Beach County, Florida,
Dakota County, Minnesota, and Alle-
gheny County, Pennsylvania, are pursu-
ing varied approaches to systemic change
to build a restorative model from the
ground up. These administrators have
made significant progress but acknowl-
edge that the kind of change envisioned
by BRJ is quite different from past prac-
tices. This change is especially striking
in the model’s focus on citizen involve-
ment, including restructuring juvenile
justice agencies to more effectively en-
gage the community.

Balanced and
Restorative Justice:
New Roles for Citizens
and Professionals

I’m glad to see somebody is finally
trying to instill some responsibility
in these kids. I’m happy to help when
it’s obvious that we’re trying to make
taxpayers out of these kids, rather
than tax liabilities.

Community Member

community groups to enhance the role
of juvenile justice professionals as re-
sources in prevention and positive youth
development.

The principle behind BRJ is that justice
is best served when victims, offenders,
and communities receive equitable at-
tention in the justice process. The needs
of one client cannot be met unless the
needs of other clients are addressed.
Crime severs bonds between victims,
offenders, and families. Although of-
fenders must take full responsibility for
their acts, the responsibility for restor-
ing mutual respect, understanding, and
support among those involved must be
shared by the community.

Small Changes Yield
Large Results
The change at the heart of BRJ is
embodied in the community-building
interventions described above. BRJ
collaborators, including juvenile justice
and other service professionals, have
discovered that even small changes in
how they conduct business can have
immediate and lasting effects on the
dynamics of community relationships.

Communities in the United States and
across the globe are making dramatic
policy changes on the basis of restorative
priorities. In 1989, New Zealand began
requiring that all juvenile offenders over
age 14 (except in the most serious cases)
be referred to a family group conference
in which restorative goals are addressed
in meetings that include victims, offend-
ers, support groups, families, policymakers,
social workers, and others. The New
Zealand law appears to have drastically
reduced court workloads and the use of
incarceration.7

Fourteen States have enacted legislation
adopting the balanced approach as the
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In the mediation session I learned
that the offender was just a little kid
and not the threat I thought he was.
I also learned he had some needs that
weren’t being met. . . . For the first
time (I’ve been a victim before), it
seemed like someone was responding
to my needs and listening to me.

Youth Crime Victim

When I first walked into the confer-
encing meeting and saw the victim
and her friends and then saw my
grandfather there I wished I could
have gone to jail instead. But once
everybody had talked about the crime
I began to realize that Mrs. B was
really hurt and scared by what I had
done. I had to work hard to earn the
money to pay her back and to do the
community service hours (but the
work on the crew was pretty fun)
and I thought it was fair after all.

Juvenile Offender

Now I know what my job is really
about! As a manager, I have a better
sense of how to allocate, or reallocate,

Table 1

The Participants in a Balanced and Restorative Juvenile Justice System

Crime Victims
◆ Receive support, assistance, compensa-

tion, information, and services.

◆ Receive restitution or other reparation
from the offender.

◆ Are involved and are encouraged to
give input at all points in the system
as to how the offender will repair the
harm done.

◆ Have the opportunity to face the
offenders and tell their story.

◆ Feel satisfied with the justice process.

◆ Provide guidance and consultation
to juvenile justice professionals on
planning and advisory groups.

Offenders
◆ Complete restitution to their victims.

◆ Provide meaningful service to repay
the debt to their communities.

◆ Face the personal harm caused by
their crimes by participating in victim
offender mediation or other victim
awareness programs.

◆ Complete work experience and active
and productive tasks that increase skills
and improve the community.

◆ Are monitored by community adults
as well as juvenile justice providers
and supervised to the greatest extent
possible in the community.

◆ Improve decisionmaking skills and
have opportunities to help others.

Citizens, Families, and
Community Groups

◆ Are involved to the greatest extent
possible in rehabilitation, community
safety initiatives, and holding offenders
accountable.

◆ Work with offenders on local com-
munity service projects.

◆ Provide support to victims.

◆ Provide support to offenders as
mentors, employers, and advocates.

◆ Provide work for offenders to pay res-
titution to victims and service oppor-
tunities that allow offenders to make
meaningful contributions to the quality
of community life.

◆ Assist families to support the offender
in obligation to repair the harm and
increase competencies.

◆ Advise courts and corrections and play
an active role in disposition.

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

Manager of a Local Juvenile
Justice System

As a community justice model, balanced
and restorative justice offers a new vision
of how victims, offenders, and others
can be involved in the juvenile justice
process. As table 1 illustrates, this vision
is best understood by examining how
the model is viewed by its participants.

Balanced and restorative justice is a work
in progress. No juvenile justice system is
completely balanced or fully restorative.
But if juvenile justice systems, including
those most committed to the model, fail
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to meet the standards they have set for
community and client involvement, it
is not because the model is utopian. It is
because administrators are constrained
by management protocols designed to
deliver services based on the treatment
and retributive paradigms.

The innovation of balanced and restor-
ative justice lies in its agenda for restruc-
turing the juvenile justice system to
make it community-focused rather
than bureaucracy-driven. This agenda
demands new values, clients, perform-
ance objectives, decisionmaking proc-
esses, program priorities, staff roles,
and patterns of resource allocation. As
figure 2 suggests, while most juvenile
justice agencies determine intervention
priorities on the basis of current staff
roles and resource allocations, juvenile
justice managers who adopt the bal-
anced approach mission are committed

to making their agencies and systems
value- and client-driven and outcome-
oriented. Decisions are based on the
premise that programs are means to
accomplish restorative outcomes that
address community needs (see table 2).

From a community justice perspective,
the value of a program and the quality
of its implementation is gauged in large
measure by the extent to which it in-
volves community members at all levels
of implementation.

Citizen Involvement
and Client Focus
In the total quality management (TQM)
movement,8 the concept of a client in-
volves three components: a recipient
of service, a target of intervention and
change, and a coparticipant who must
have input into the process and be in-
volved to the greatest extent possible
in decisionmaking.

The input of each client group is needed
to stimulate and maintain community
involvement. Currently few citizens are
involved at significant levels in juvenile
justice because they are seldom asked.
Although many professionals would wel-
come community involvement and may
work hard at collaboration and service
brokerage, such efforts often fail to in-
clude employers, clergy, civic leaders,
and neighborhood residents. Too often,
juvenile justice agencies are unable to
find appropriate roles for community
members who are not social service
professionals or time to support their
efforts. Short-term involvement is often
uninteresting because it is not linked
to interventions that achieve significant
outcomes for offenders or victims. When
citizens are asked to participate, it is often
on the basis of civic duty rather than per-
sonal commitment. As Braithwaite and

Figure 2

Current System

Resource Allocation
and Staffing Patterns

Programs and Practices

Performance Outcomes?

Balanced and
Restorative Justice

New Values

New Clients

New Performance Outcomes

New Decisionmaking

New Resource Allocation
and Staffing Patterns

What’s New About the Balanced Approach?
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Mugford observe, citizens are more will-
ing to become involved if they have a
personal interest in the offender, victim,
or the family.9

Crimes typically evoke a community
of concern for the victim, the offender,
families and friends, and interested citi-
zens and community groups. As the New
Zealand experiment with family group
conferencing illustrates, these personal
communities can be a primary resource
in resolving youth crimes. It is around
such microcommunities that citizen par-
ticipation in justice decisionmaking is
being built.10

BRJ practices and programs invite a high
level of citizen participation. Community
involvement is never easy, but it is satis-
fying for citizens to help young offenders
make restitution to their victims.

The more active roles for offenders,
victims, and community in the juvenile
justice process, noted in table 1, have
implications for the roles of juvenile jus-
tice professionals. The most important
and difficult challenge in moving toward
balanced and restorative justice will be
to alter the job descriptions and profes-
sional orientations of juvenile justice
staff. For those accustomed to working
with offenders individually or in pro-
grams and facilities, the role change
implied by the need to engage victims
and communities may be dramatic.
Essentially, this change may be best un-
derstood as moving from direct service
provider or service broker to community
justice facilitator.11

As table 3 suggests, the new roles in-
volve juvenile justice professionals
in activities with each of the three
justice clients. These activities include
a variety of efforts to enhance preven-
tive capacity and to help adults provide
offenders with opportunities for compe-
tency development.

Table 2

Outcome Measures and Priorities for Practice in the Balanced
Approach

Measures
◆ Proportion of youth on supervision

completing successful work experi-
ence or employment (quality of
experience?).

◆ Proportion of youth on supervision
completing meaningful work/service
project.

◆ Extent of bonding between youth
under supervision and community
adults.

◆ Increase in empathy and improve-
ment in skills.

◆ Demonstrated improvement in
conflict resolution and anger
management.

◆ Measured increase in educational,
interpersonal, citizenship, and other
competencies.

Priorities for Practice
◆ Structured work experience and

employment programs.
◆ Service/active learning.
◆ Cognitive and decisionmaking

programs.
◆ Dispute resolution training.
◆ Intergenerational projects.
◆ Cross-age tutoring.
◆ Conservation and environmental

awareness.

Accountability
Intermediate Outcome

Measures
◆ Proportion of offenders completing

fair and appropriate restitution
orders or agreements.

◆ Proportion of victims given input
into the process.

◆ Proportion of victims satisfied with
the process.

◆ Proportion of offenders showing
measured increase in victim
awareness and empathy.

◆ Proportion of offenders and victims
completing mediation or other
resolution and community service.

◆ Proportion of offenders completing
meaningful community service
projects (number of such projects
completed).

Priorities for Practice
◆ Restitution to victims.
◆ Restorative community service.
◆ Victim offender mediation.
◆ Direct service to victims or surrogate

victims.
◆ Victim awareness panels or victim

offender groups in treatment
programs.

Public Safety
Intermediate Outcome

Measures
◆ Proportion of offenders reoffend-

ing while under juvenile justice
supervision.

◆ Number of citizens involved in pre-
ventive and monitoring activities.

◆ Decrease in community fear and
increase in understanding of juve-
nile justice.

◆ Decrease in school violence and
increase in school and community-
based conflict resolution.

◆ Increase in competency, empathy,
and internal controls for offenders
under supervision.

Priorities for Practice
◆ Structuring time of offenders being

supervised in the community: work
experience, community service, and
alternative education.

◆ Effective use of natural surveillance
and community guardians such as
employers, relatives, churches, and
mentors.

◆ Continuum of graduated community-
based sanctions and surveillance.

◆ Prevention and capacity building
in schools and other community
groups.

Competency Development
Intermediate Outcome
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Getting There
Some may say this [movement toward
restorative justice] is Utopian. While
this may be true, in a climate of failure
and irrational extremism in the re-
sponse to juvenile crime, there may
be nothing so practical as a good Utopia.

Lode Walgrave

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

Frustrated that these workmen had little
to say about the significance of working
on this historical effort, the reporter
moved to another part of the building
and approached a man carefully cutting
stained glass windows. Surely, this man
felt that his work was the artistic oppor-
tunity of a lifetime. Once again the re-
porter was disappointed; the man said
that he was very tired and somewhat
bored with his task. Finally, as he walked
out of the cathedral in despair, the re-
porter passed an elderly woman stooped
and working rapidly to clean up the de-
bris left from the stone and glass cutters,
painters, and other artisans. He asked
what it was that she was doing. Her an-
swer was that she was building the most
magnificent cathedral in the history of
the world to the glory of God.

As this story illustrates, the key to prog-
ress toward restorative justice is viewing
small steps as the building blocks of a
more effective juvenile justice system.

Will balanced and restorative justice
work? BRJ is not a treatment program
but a model for system reform. It cannot
be assessed by using traditional program
evaluation technologies. The success
of a restorative justice system should be
measured not only by recidivism but also
by victim satisfaction, offender account-
ability, competency development, and
public safety.12 The success of BRJ will
depend on the consistency and integrity
of implementation, how well its core phi-
losophy is understood, how effectively it
is adapted to local conditions, and whether
restorative justice is given a chance. Al-
though restorative justice may not lead
to immediate reductions in recidivism,
the standard of comparison should be the
current system. As a First Nations Com-
munity Justice Coordinator in Yukon,
Canada, reminds us:

So we make mistakes. Can you—the
current system—say you don’t make

Table 3

New Roles in the Balanced and Restorative Justice Model

The Coparticipants
Victim Active participant in defining the harm of the crime and shaping the

obligations placed on the offender.

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

Offender Active participant in reparation and competency development.

Juvenile Justice Professional
Sanctioning Facilitate mediation, ensure restoration, develop creative or restorative

community service options, engage community members, and educate
the community on its role.

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

Public Safety Develop incentives and consequences to ensure offender compliance
with supervision objectives, help school and family control and main-
tain offenders in the community, and develop prevention capacity of
local organizations.
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mistakes? . . . If you don’t think you do,
walk through our community. Every
family will have something to teach
you. . . . By getting involved, by all of
us taking responsibility, it is not that
we won’t make mistakes, we would
be doing it together, as a community
instead of having it done to us. . . .
We need to make real differences in the
way people act and the way we treat
others. . . . Only if we empower them
and support them can they break out
of this trap.13

It is the failure of current paradigms that
has moved some policymakers toward
radical measures to abolish the juvenile
justice system. Those who wish to pre-
serve it see balanced and restorative jus-
tice as a means to do so by crafting a new
system in which juvenile justice reflects
community justice.
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