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James Acker et al., Building a Better Youth Court, 23 Law & Policy 197 (2001). 

Youth courts are an innovative quasi‐legal forum in which adolescents pass judgment on their peers in cases involving relatively minor offenses. These courts hold much promise to benefit offending youth, the youthful volunteers who participate in the adjudicative process, the traditional juvenile court system, victims, and surrounding communities. Based on a survey completed of the forty‐two youth courts operating in New York State, this article describes the diverse and overlapping objectives, target populations, and operating procedures of the youth tribunals. It discusses the interrelated nature of youth court goals, subjects, and procedures, and offers general prescriptions for the more effective design and operation of youth courts.

Denise D. Bentley, Youth Courts Model Restorative Justice, 51 Tenn. B.J. 22 (2015).

In one courtroom, a teenage boy watches as tears fall down his mother's face. The mom is on the stand answering questions about her son's use of tobacco. The boy is a juvenile first offender charged with possession and use of tobacco. The mother's tears express the pain and grief she feels that her son has taken on a habit she herself has fought so many years. When the young man takes the stand, a 16-year-old girl turns a piercing gaze on the young man. She asks the boy to look at his mother's face, closely. She asks the boy to look at the tears falling from his mother's cheeks and says, “Remember her face whenever you think about chewing tobacco.”

• A 12-year-old boy kept getting into trouble. The young boy was hanging around a crowd of older boys who were getting into a lot of trouble. When the boy appeared before the youth court, part of his disposition/sentence was to change his friends. So, an older male youth court volunteer said, “You need to hang out with me.” And after-ward, the youth court volunteer would go over to the boy's house and pick him up and do things to move the younger boy in the right direction.

• Have you ever seen a girl with multicolored hair and a chip on her shoulder the size of a 2x4? What an attitude! Angry! Smart mouth! She was appearing before the youth court on a curfew violation. Disrespectful! At least, that's what the youth court volunteers thought. And, the consequence they set for the girl showed the youth court's dissatisfaction with her behavior. What that chip was hiding was that she was protective of her feelings and of her younger siblings. The chip was hiding the fact that she didn't want anyone to feel sorry for her. In the disposition, the youth court saw through her act and chose community service that would place her in a position where she could he protective of other children. She flourished and is doing well.

These are examples of what miracles can occur in a youth/teen court. In courtrooms across the state, teenagers gather to conduct hearings that will impact the future of their peers. Lives have been turned around and saved because of the time and consideration taken to develop an appropriate sentence.

High School Senior Kent Sapp recalls how having students his own age pass judgment caught his attention. “I could ‘play’ my mom, but I couldn't ‘play’ these guys [youth court youth volunteers],” he says. Now, on the threshold of being nominated for admittance into West Point, he says he sees the importance of the program. “I'd like to see this [youth court program] expand and go across the state [so more people can] see how good it is and what good it can do.”
Nancy Hirschinger-Blank et al., A Pilot Assessment of a School-Based Youth Court in a Resource-Poor African-American Urban School District: Lessons Learned From Youth Court Volunteers, 60 Juvenile and Family Court Journal 31 (2009). 

This study assesses the benefits of youth court participation for volunteers (N = 14) serving as jurors in an urban school-based youth court. Focus group and questionnaire data indicate that volunteers are capable of providing more effective sanctioning decisions than adults. Volunteers reported developing citizenship skills including learning about the law and decision-making skills. The youth court leaders developed self-confidence and maturity while learning the conflict resolution skills necessary for rendering dispositions and conducting trials. We interpret our findings within the context of the youth court literature, the issue of the school-to-prison pipeline, and Elijah Anderson’s analysis of the Code of the Street.

Shay Bilchik, Youth Courts: A Chance to Build Hope, 83 N.Y. St. B.J. 12 (2011). 

As parents and as members of society we want our children's lives to be filled with love, opportunity and hope. We want them to love and be loved in a healthy way; to have opportunities, particularly for skill-building and meaningful work; and to have hope that things can get better, that today isn't the best that life can be. This is what we want in our own lives, and it is what we strive to help our most disadvantaged youth have in their lives. This desire is no less intense for youth involved with the juvenile justice system.

Rabbi Harold Kushner, in his book Living a Life That Matters, said, “We don't have to do great things, headline grabbing deeds, to matter to the world. Everyone who puts in an honest day's work, everyone who goes out of his or her way to help a neighbor, everyone who makes a child laugh, changes the world for the better.”1 In the same book, he quotes Dr. Dean Ornish, “Our survival depends on the healing power of love, intimacy and relationships.” Our caseworkers in juvenile justice and other human services may not provide these things directly, but they can and often do provide the connections to them - and, ultimately, to hope. In juvenile justice, these connections include both treatment and positive, pro-social influences.
Creating these connections requires the creative use of a variety of tools. As Abraham Maslow said, “[i]f the only tool you have is a hammer, you tend to see every problem as a nail.”2 Our challenge, therefore, is to develop a rich, robust toolkit in order to be successful with the youth with whom we come in contact. The tools we need are ones that relate to the various domains of youths' lives - family, school, peer and community - as well their individual development and needs. As described elsewhere in this Journal, one can see how youth courts can help us anchor our work in these domains. This article elaborates on the application of youth courts to these domains and how their use fits within current trends in juvenile justice policy and practice.
Jeffrey A. Butts & Jennifer Ortiz, Teen Courts - Do They Work and Why?, 83 N.Y. St. B.J. 18 (2011).

Teen courts (also known as youth courts or peer courts) are specialized diversion programs for young offenders that use court-like procedures in courtroom settings. The typical delinquent youth referred to teen court is probably 12 to 15 years old, in trouble for the first time, and charged with vandalism, stealing or other non-violent offense. Teen court offers a non-binding, informal alternative to the regular juvenile court process. In most cases, young offenders agree to participate in teen court as a way of avoiding formal prosecution and adjudication in juvenile court. If they agree to participate, but then refuse to comply with teen court sanctions, young offenders risk being returned to juvenile court to face their original charges.

When judged by the straightforward metric of proliferation, teen courts are clearly a success. The number of teen court programs in the United States grew quickly over the past two decades. Although fewer than 100 programs existed prior to 1990, recent surveys suggest that more than 1,200 programs are in operation today. 

Despite their popularity, there are many unanswered questions about the effectiveness of teen courts. The overall impression one gets from the evaluation literature is positive, but researchers have yet to identify exactly why teen courts work. Most important, studies have not yet investigated whether some teen court models are better than others.
Alex Calabrese, “Team Red Hook” Addresses Wide Range of Community Needs, 72 N.Y. St. B.J. 14 (2000).

Alex Calabrese is the presiding justice at the Red Hook Community Justice Center, a multi-jurisdictional community court that opened this year in a renovated parochial school in southwest Brooklyn. Red Hook is a waterfront neighborhood that has long been plagued by drugs and crime. Home to one of New York's oldest and largest public housing developments, Red Hook is notorious for the 1992 slaying of Patrick Daly, an elementary school principal who was accidentally killed in a drug-related shoot-out.

The following reflects Alex Calabrese's experiences with the project as told to Pamela Young of the Center of Court Innovation.
Heather A. Cole & Julian Vasquez Heilig, Developing a School-Based Youth Court: A Potential Alternative to the School to Prison Pipeline, 40 J.L. & Educ. 305 (2011).

Youth Courts exist throughout the country and are based on education policy attempting to address, through alternative means, issues of student discipline in schools. In 2006, there were over 1,250 Youth Courts in the United States serving as many as 125,000 offenders and utilizing over 100,000 youth volunteers. Most of the Youth Courts are housed within the juvenile justice system (42%) while 36% are school-based and 22% are community based. 

Youth Courts are a policy solution aiming to reduce the “push-out” phenomenon that tracks students into what has been termed the “school to prison pipeline.” Youth are empowered to play a determining role in judging youth offenders by serving as jurors and handing down sentences. Students also have the opportunity to play the roles of judge, attorneys, bailiff and clerk. Youth Courts provide many benefits; they help to reduce juvenile court costs, lower recidivism rates, and provide *306 opportunities for offenders to learn law related citizenship and personal skills. 

There is little to no empirical research on the implementation or efficacy of school-based Youth Courts. To date, only one recent study has explored these types of courts. All other studies have been on juvenile justice diversionary Youth Courts. Hirschinger-Blank et al. look specifically at the experiences of the youth volunteers but do not consider the implementation experiences of the organizers, teachers or administrators. As schools are increasingly turning toward a Youth Court model as a preferred alternative to traditional discipline policy, this research adds support to these endeavors.

This Article explores the early development of a school-based Youth Court in an urban area in Texas. Forged through a partnership between the local school district and a large public university law school, this collaborative and novel approach to student discipline is unique. The observations are basal, as the Youth Court is still not fully operationalized. However, an analysis of the implementation process offers insight into the tensions that exist when two institutional systems--legal and educational--begin to co-exist.

In the discussion that follows, we begin with a review of the literature on the school to prison pipeline and a description of Texas's discipline policies in schools and its increasing reliance on the legal system. We follow this with the analysis section and a contextual site description of Parker Middle School. We then discuss the traditional framework utilized for the development, goals and policy assumptions of Youth Court programs. Using this framework, we over lay our observations of the challenges of the early implementation process of the program. The Article concludes with an explanation of planned future research and potential implications of the research for school-based Youth Courts.

The purpose of this Article is to expand the scope of the limited empirical research on school-based Youth Courts by utilizing qualitative data from personal communications with law students and faculty charged with implementing the first phase of the Youth Court. Through the implementers' observations and experiences, the following research questions are addressed:

1. How is a school-based Youth Court developed and implemented?

2. Did the implementation coincide with the intended goals and purpose of the Youth Court developers and school staff?
Cliff Collins, Teen Choice, 65 Or. St. B. Bull. 23 (2005). 

Three teenage girls arrested as minors in possession got a real-life lesson when one of them nearly died of alcohol poisoning.

Part of their sentence was to go to a middle school and give a presentation on the dangers of alcohol. They told the kids how scary it was for them to see their best friend almost die from drinking.

The girls' sentencing was administered by other teens, members of the Linn County Peer Court. Over the past dozen years, youth peer courts have sprouted all over the state, with about 40 now running in cities and counties across Oregon. Most follow a similar model to Linn County's, and the results have youth advocates waxing enthusiastic.
Christina M. Dines, Minors in the Major Leagues: Youth Courts Hit a Home Run for Juvenile Justice, 31 Notre Dame J.L. Ethics & Pub. Pol'y 175 (2017).  

Youth courts provide an efficient--albeit unconventional--alternative to the formal juvenile justice system. Although structures of youth courts vary, the purpose remains the same: to rehabilitate and deter youth offenders in a forum largely governed by their minor peers--one free of the stigma associated with the traditional justice system. This Note examines the expansion of youth courts; various structures of the courts; advantages and disadvantages of a system driven by peer mentorship and peer decision-making; typical sanctions imposed on a juvenile offender; and the wider implications of youth court from an economic and social justice perspective.

EJ Feld et al., Youth Court Member Personal Essays, 83 N.Y. St. B.J. 30 (2011). 

I can still clearly remember my first Huntington Youth Court meeting, just over three years ago. I had only shown up because, a few weeks prior, my mom showed me a brochure about the program and urged me to join so I would have more extracurricular activities when I eventually applied for college. I had absolutely no interest in becoming a lawyer, and I didn't know a single other person from my school that would be attending the first training session aside from myself. To be honest, I didn't even know what a “youth court” was - let alone what my responsibilities would be as a member. As I awkwardly sat my 10th-grade self down in a row all by myself and waited disinterestedly for someone to start talking at the front of the room, I had no idea what to expect.

Nancy Fishman, Youth Court as an Option for Criminal Court Diversion. 83 N.Y. St. B.J. 38 (2011). 

Youth courts in New York State, like the over 1,000 youth courts around the country, accept referrals for diversion from a range of sources. Police officers send young people, usually first-time offenders, to youth courts instead of arresting them and sending them on to probation. Probation officers use youth courts as a reason to adjust a case, to give a teenager an opportunity to answer for a bad judgment call before a petition can be filed in family court and a more damaging record established. Schools use youth courts as an alternative for school disciplinary matters, holding students accountable for problematic behavior without suspension or other exclusionary disciplinary actions.

Virtually unique to New York, however, are referrals to youth court from criminal court. In a survey of New York State youth courts conducted by the Center for Court Innovation in 2009, only eight of the 58 courts that responded indicated that they accepted cases of 16- to 18-year-olds referred by criminal court judges. (New York is one of only two states left in the country where youth between 16 and 18 are automatically under the jurisdiction of the adult criminal court. North Carolina is the other.) The fact that these referrals are unusual suggests that the youth court option remains relatively unknown among criminal court judges and practitioners.

The experience of jurisdictions that have made use of youth courts for criminal court cases demonstrates that these courts represent an untapped resource for responding effectively to low-level offenses by older teens. Youth courts, whose volunteer members generally range in age from 13 to 18, require young people cited for a variety of misbehaviors to answer to a court of their peers. In New York, these courts are dispositional only: they do not determine guilt or innocence and young people opting to participate must first accept responsibility for their actions. Youth court members, serving as judge, jury and advocates, use a hearing to understand what happened and determine an appropriate sanction, based generally on the nature of the offense, the respondent's understanding of its effect on others, and the respondent's needs, talents and aspirations. Sanctions can include community service, jury duty for the youth court, workshops, and letters of apology. Respondents are held accountable but are afforded the chance - by peers whom they respect - to move beyond the kind of bad decisions that are not uncommon in teenagers. After completing their sanctions, respondents are often recruited to become youth court members themselves.

Criminal courts, particularly in high-volume jurisdictions, have limited ability to respond effectively to low-level offenses by first-time offenders. Youth courts in these cases may actually expect more of respondents, but those who comply do not end up with a criminal record, which can limit their future educational and employment opportunities, among other things. And youth court sanctions are restorative, focused on engaging youth in their communities. The court system benefits as well, in that these less-serious cases are handled outside the regular docket.

There is no section in New York law that specifically provides for diversion to youth court, but judges have made use of their discretion to adjourn cases in contemplation of dismissal (an ACD), either before or after youth court participation. While defendants must accept responsibility for the actions underlying the charges as part of participating in youth court, the referring criminal courts have agreed that statements made in youth court cannot be used should the case end up before the criminal court. If a young person does not complete the youth court sanction or is arrested during the six-month ACD period, the case will be sent back to the referring court for regular processing. According to the youth court staff and participating judges, this is a rare occurrence.

Below I describe how criminal courts have worked with youth courts in several jurisdictions, including how the youth courts in each case began to accept criminal court referrals, how the process works, and what is known about outcomes. One of the great strengths of the youth court model is its flexibility: programs can be shaped to fit the context of a particular jurisdiction. These three programs demonstrate how this variation works in practice.
Deborah Kirby Forgays, Lisa Demilio & Kim Schuster, Teen Court: What Jurors Can Tell Us About the Process, 55 Juvenile and Family Court Journal 25 (2004). 
Teen courts are on the increase throughout the United States. These courts provide an opportunity for youth offenders to receive sentences from their adolescent peers rather than from an adult panel or judge. Yet, we know very little about the teen jurors' perspective or whether their sentences reflect restorative justice principles. In more than 100 youth juror surveys, teens describe their experiences as they develop sentences consistent with restorative justice tenets. Through their participation, youth jurors gain practical knowledge about and respect for the judicial system. The efficacy of the sentences is validated by high offender sentence completion.

Aaron T. Frazier et al., Youth Court Alumni Reflect Upon Their Experiences, 83 N.Y. St. B.J. 22 (2011).
“Have you heard about teen court?”

This question changed my life. Like most sophomores in high school, I had only a rudimentary idea of what I wanted to do with my life, informed mostly by the depiction of the various professions I saw on television and in the movies. I particularly enjoyed legal shows and films. My parents noticed my interest and suggested I spend my spring break watching some real cases at the courthouse in my hometown, Rochester. That seemed reasonable enough, so I spent my April vacation in 2004 watching misdemeanor and felony trials. A bailiff soon inquired into my daily presence. I shared with him my interest in becoming an attorney, and he asked me the simple but life-changing question that began this essay. After learning of Rochester Teen Court from the bailiff, I immediately went to the program's office and signed up for attorney training. Weeks later, I was representing real clients before real judges in the alternative sentencing trials for juvenile offenders that comprise a Rochester Teen Court session.

Alan Freer, Utah Youth Court Diversion Act, Utah L. Rev. 1151 (1999). 

In 1999, the Utah Legislature enacted the Utah Youth Court Diversion Act (“the Act”), which promulgates the Youth Court system in Utah. Youth Court is an alternative to the juvenile court system that provides disposition for juvenile offenders guilty of minor offenses such as truancy, smoking, or graffiti. Youth Court is comprised of “youth participants [,] ... [who] serve in various capacities within the courtroom, acting in the role of jurors, lawyers, bailiffs, clerks, and judges.” The Act provides enabling legislation that structures, directs, and supervises the various ad hoc Youth Courts currently functioning throughout the state.
Lauren N. Gase et al., The Impact of Teen Courts on Youth Outcomes: A Systematic Review, 1 Adolescent Res. Rev. 51 (2016).
Processing juvenile offenders in the traditional justice system can lead to a range of negative consequences. As an alternative to formal criminal processing, many jurisdictions have begun to implement diversion programs for first-time or low-level offenders. This systematic review sought to summarize evidence of the effectiveness of one commonly used diversion model, Teen Courts, on outcomes for juvenile offenders. Teen Courts were defined as any intervention for youth (ages 10–17) in which the participating offenders’ peers were involved in verdict or sentencing. Final analysis included 22 studies. Among the 15 studies that assessed statistical significance of recidivism, 4 found statistically significant results favoring Teen Courts, 1 found statistically significant results favoring the traditional justice system, and 10 found null results. Most studies provided little detail regarding the structure or approach of Teen Courts under study and varied widely in research design, comparison group, and operationalization of recidivism, making it difficult to compare results. In order to inform decision-making about the use of Teen Courts, additional studies are needed that maximize internal and external validity, consider pathways of intervention effects, and examine potentially differential impacts of the program on participating youth.
Barbara Gilleran Johnson & Daniel Rosman, Recent Developments in Nontraditional Alternatives in Juvenile Justice, 28 Loy. U. Chi. L.J. 719 (1997). 
In the past ten years, juvenile crime in the United States has increased at an alarming rate. Policymakers concerned with the rapid increase in juvenile crime currently find themselves at a familiar crossroads. The national mood demands a rigid posture toward juvenile offenders. At the same time, those concerned with the future of delinquent children realize that some form of rehabilitative action is necessary to address underlying problems. As communities struggle with these conflicting attitudes, there is a growing understanding that derelict behavior is best addressed with family and community involvement. 
Over the past several years, an increasing number of community-based programs have been initiated throughout the United States to deter or rectify delinquent behavior. Similarly, several Illinois communities have implemented policies consistent with this national trend. This Article will review some of these recent trends and explore their potential benefits and pitfalls.

First, this Article will provide a brief background on the history of juvenile justice policy in the United States. This Article will then discuss teen court programs that many communities have initiated in response to recent surges in juvenile crime. Specifically, this Article will discuss the process through which these programs allow a teen peer jury to review and punish juvenile defendants for their actions. In addition, this Article will discuss the social policies and legal philosophies which have underscored the development of teen court as a juvenile justice mechanism, and it will examine the statutory basis for teen court in Illinois, important practical aspects of the program, and the expected benefits such programs can provide. Next, this Article will discuss how local communities are placing greater responsibility with parents through the use of parental responsibility ordinances, which impose vicarious liability upon parents for the actions of their children. This Article will enumerate and review the legal obstacles and challenges to the implementation of such ordinances, concluding that parental responsibility laws may be particularly vulnerable to constitutional attack. Finally, this Article will discuss the recent proliferation of curfew regulations as a means of addressing after-hours delinquency. The Article will focus on the legal underpinnings and possible constitutional pitfalls of juvenile curfews, determining that such enactments may provide a constructive alternative to traditional juvenile justice policy. In conclusion, this Article suggests that the current juvenile crime problem calls for the infusion of humanistic and community-based policies and programs into Illinois' juvenile justice system. As the system exists today, this Article laments, the goal of drastically reducing juvenile crime in Illinois may remain just a benevolent ambition.
Edith Greene & Kasey Weber, Teen Court Jurors’ Sentencing Decisions, 33 Criminal Justice Review 361 (2008). 

Teen Courts provide a forum in which juvenile offenders are sentenced by their peers. This system, based on principles of restorative justice, serves as an alternative to the traditional juvenile justice system. Sentencing options typically include restitution, community service, jury duty, apologies, attendance at educational workshops, and tours of correctional facilities. Previous research has examined the effectiveness of Teen Courts but little is known about how sentencing decisions are made. The purpose of this study was to assess how adolescent jurors make such decisions in one Teen Court program. The authors observe 32 Teen Court trials and deliberations and question 98 adolescent jurors about their sentencing choices. Results show that the deliberations are fairly cursory and that jurors have poor recollections of what evidence had been presented. Still, they put more weight on evidentiary information than on extralegal factors, and were motivated by a desire to rehabilitate offenders and set them on a socially acceptable path—goals consistent with restorative justice objectives on which Teen Court programs are based.

Judith S. Kaye, Juvenile Justice Reform: Now is the Moment, 56 N.Y.L. Sch. L. Rev. 1299 (2011/2012).

EDITOR'S NOTE: This article is an edited version of Judge Kaye's remarks delivered on August 27, 2010 at the CityLaw Breakfast Series, hosted by the Center for New York City Law, held at New York Law School.

As Daniel Webster observed, justice is “the greatest interest of man upon earth.” That perception is proved beyond doubt today--you are all here at the crack of dawn on a beautiful summer Friday to chew on the subject of justice for breakfast. Amazing! I would like to focus on a particular part of the justice system that is not only near and dear to my own heart, but is also a pressing issue in New York and throughout the nation today: juvenile justice.

Julieta Kendall, Can it Please the Court? An Analysis of the Teen Court System as an Alternative to the Traditional Juvenile Justice System, 24 J. Juv. L. 154 (2004).

An estimated 2.4 million arrests of minors occurred in the year 2000, according to figures compiled by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (“OJJDP”). Thirty two percent of the juveniles arrested were under the age of fifteen. The criminal violations ran the gamut, but juveniles most frequently faced charges for curfew violations, assault, larceny, and drug possession or use. The news was not completely bleak: while misdemeanors and low-level felony arrests like curfew violations and drug possession experienced a dramatic increase during the last thirteen years, serious felonies like murder, automobile theft, and burglary charges decreased significantly during the same period of time. The OJJDP did not explain the diametrically opposed statistical changes in juvenile arrests. The lack of explanation was not surprising, given the multifaceted system of juvenile justice currently en vogue; attributing success to a particular methodology requires a determination of the methodology employed. 

The methodologies employed to combat juvenile crime incorporate theories of “rehabilitation, punishment, or prevention,” although the means are polarized. The traditional juvenile justice system focuses mostly on punishment, while most diversionary programs focus on rehabilitation. Most diversionary programs focus on misdemeanors and low-level felony arrests, because program supporters feel youths who commit minor offenses respond well to early intervention. Program proponents argue that without some diversion, most first time juvenile offenders with such minor offenses would receive a trite letter of warning and avoid the juvenile justice system. The latest diversionary program that is becoming increasingly more popular is teen court.

This Note will address whether the teen court system is a valid approach to reduce juvenile delinquency. Section II of this Note will review the historical development of the juvenile justice system in the United States. Section III of this Note will trace the development of the teen court system and provide a breakdown of the structure and procedures of the four most common teen court models. Section IV of this Note will discuss the results of the most recent study to evaluate the effectiveness of teen courts. Finally, section V of this Note will address potential legal issues that surround teen court programs, which include the authority to operate, due process and consent, potential net widening, and the scope of punishment.
Brittany Lewis, Spotlight on: The Illinois Youth Court Association, 36 Child. Legal Rts. J. 150 (2016).

Actions taken by the criminal justice system have long-term repercussions on offenders, especially when those offenders are first time juvenile offenders. The stigma of being involved in in-court proceedings can be very damaging to both the child and the child-parent relationship. It is for these reasons that the Office of the Attorney General of Illinois created the Illinois Youth Court Association (“IYCA”) in 2000. The IYCA assists communities with developing youth courts, enhancing existing programs, and with sharing information between programs. Youth courts, also called “teen courts” or “peer juries”, are programs in which youths administer justice to peers in cases concerning both criminal and school rule violations. Youth courts generally serve non-violent, first-time, juvenile respondents as an alternative to traditional school discipline. Youth courts benefit the community, victims, respondents, and volunteers because they foster collaboration between schools, the juvenile justice system, and the community, creating a more impactful and positive method to handling juvenile justice. Youth courts help lighten the load of family and juvenile courts by diverting respondents out of the juvenile court system and provide a more positive path that has led to lower recidivism rates in communities that implement the youth court system. In addition, these youth offenders become more actively involved in their community and school, promoting positive peer relationships.
Anthony P. Logalbo & Charlene M. Callahan, An Evaluation of Teen Court as a Juvenile Crime Diversion Program, 52 Juvenile and Family Court Journal 1 (2009).
Theories of procedural justice support the American legal system's search for a fair and effective means of diverting offenders from the juvenile court system. Teen Court programs, in which juvenile offenders are tried and sentenced by a jury of peers, are one of the latest developments in attempts to positively influence offenders and direct them free of crime. The present research found that participation in Teen Court increased offenders' legal knowledge and enhanced their attitudes toward some authority figures (i.e., the judge) and themselves to a greater extent than non‐offending juveniles. In addition, only 12.6 percent of juvenile offenders re‐offended within five months of their initial Teen Court involvement. Improved attitudes toward authority and self were associated with a lower incidence of recidivism. Overall, these results contribute to the growing literature indicating that Teen Court can be an effective juvenile crime diversion program. This article also discusses methodological issues for future program evaluations.
Dianne Molvig, Justice, Teen Style, 75 Wis. Law. 10 (2002). 
Iowa County teenager Justin Hook probably never will forget how he felt when he made his first - and he swears his last - appearance as a defendant in court two years ago when he was 14. “I was scared, nervous, anything you can be,” he recalls.

But it wasn't a stern, black-robed adult authority figure that made him feel so intimidated that evening. In fact, no such person was in the courtroom. Hook's appearance was before the Iowa County Teen Court, and most of the people there were teenagers, fulfilling the roles of bailiff, clerk, defense attorney, prosecuting attorney, and jurors. “There are so many kids watching you,” notes Hook, remembering what it felt like to be a defendant. “You don't like reliving (the offense) in front of everybody. It puts you on the spot.”

That's exactly where Hook landed after he stole cigarettes from a local store. After his half-hour court hearing, during which the attorneys questioned him and his parents, followed by jury deliberations, the jury foreperson announced Hook's sentence: 20 hours of community service, six jury terms on teen court, and writing an apology to the store owner.

Hook long ago completed his sentence. But before he even finished it, he requested to become a teen court volunteer. These days you'll often find him at hearings acting as one of the attorneys. “There's just something about this,” he explains. “It seems so real. I'll keep doing this until I'm not around in the area anymore.”

Justin's father, Lance Hook, a mechanic, also became involved as a volunteer and now serves as an adult monitor at hearings. He admits that initially he had doubts about teen court, suspecting that Justin's sentence would be too lenient. As it turned out, he was pleased with the jury's decision and later signed on to volunteer along with his son because, he says, “I was impressed by the way these kids handled themselves in the courtroom.”

Still, some adults remain unconvinced of the effectiveness of teen courts, also known as peer courts or youth courts. Do teens - be they defendants or the ones administering justice - take the proceedings and the results seriously? Or do they merely view it as a charade of justice, an easy out for breaking the law?

To the skeptics, “I'd say just one thing,” responds Justin Hook. “Come and watch us.”

Larry W. Moran, Using Peer Pressure to Bring Juvenile Offenders to Justice, 21 Mont. Law. 7 (1996).

As any district judge can attest, dealing with juveniles in the legal system is a taxing ordeal. The objective is clear: To stop illegal conduct, bring behavior into conformity with the law, and advance generally accepted moral principles,

How to attain that objective is problematic, and often involves personal ideas in experimental psychology. The fact is, despite our years of judicial experience, every juvenile presents us with a new challenge; we simply aren't sure how to “reach” the offender, and what path to rehabilitation is appropriate.

Gallatin County has not experienced the extreme violence noted in major cities, but the Youth Court routinely encounters young people who commit theft, burglary, criminal mischief, assault, shoplifting and disorderly conduct. Clearly, more must be done to discourage juvenile crime.

I believe “peer pressure” can be an effective deterrent to crime. Any adult honestly recollecting the juvenile years will acknowledge the strong impact of the opinions of friends in influencing conduct good and bad. Used as a positive force, “peer pressure” can assist parents, law enforcement, and the courts in preventing criminal behavior, and aid in rehabilitating those youths who have committed criminal acts. However, if the benefits of “peer pressure” are to be realized, juveniles must be brought into the juvenile justice system in capacities other than perpetrators and defendants.
Jennifer M. Segadelli, Minding the Gap: Extending Adult Jury Trial Rights to Adolescents While Maintaining a Childhood Commitment to Rehabilitation, 8 Seattle J. for Soc. Just. 683 (2010).
Notwithstanding a few cases to the contrary, nearly all states have held that in the absence of a state statute, a juvenile may not demand that his or her delinquency proceeding be determined by a jury. The Sixth Amendment to the United States Constitution grants the accused “in all criminal prosecutions ... the right to a speedy and public trial, by an impartial jury of the state and district wherein the crime shall have been committed.” In McKeiver v. Pennsylvania, Justice Blackmun, writing for the plurality, declined to extend the right to a jury trial in juvenile criminal proceedings in order to uphold the hallmarks of restoration, compassion, and rehabilitation that have set aside the juvenile system from the adult system since its inception. But in the forty years since Justice Blackmun's opinion in McKeiver, has legislative escalation of significant punitive consequences imposed in juvenile sentences eroded these hallmarks? If so, does this escalation elevate the importance of acknowledging the right for an accused juvenile to demand the jury trial afforded to adults who are prosecuted in a criminal justice system primarily focused on punishment, not rehabilitation, as the goal?

In a recent Kansas Supreme Court decision, juvenile defendant L.M. sought review of the Court of Appeals decision affirming the district court's finding of aggravated sexual battery and being a minor in possession of alcohol. L.M. claims that he should have had the right to a jury trial and that the changes in the Kansas juvenile judicial procedures required review of constitutional construction precluding juveniles from such a right. On June 20, 2008, the Kansas Supreme Court agreed and held that the changes to the juvenile justice system have “eroded the benevolent parens patriae character that distinguished it from the adult criminal system,” and “because the juvenile justice system is now patterned after the adult criminal system, ... the changes have superseded the McKeiver and Findlay courts' reasoning and those decisions are no longer binding precedent for us to follow.” 
The holding in L.M.'s case overruled Findlay v. State, a twenty-four-year-old precedent that held that juveniles were not entitled to a jury trial. The lone dissenter in L.M. was Chief Justice Kay McFarland, a former juvenile court judge; Justice McFarland voiced concern in her dissent that the majority decision put Kansas out of alignment with other states, nearly all of which adhere to the belief that the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Federal Constitution do not protect or extend a right to a jury trial to juveniles. 
The question that arises in the L.M. case and other juvenile cases is whether the hallmarks of compassion and rehabilitation have already been lost in the juvenile justice system. If they have, particularly as we move more toward treatment of juveniles as adults, can the right to a trial by jury justly be withheld? Or by granting that right, do we risk turning a rehabilitative and compassionate system into a fully adversarial process associated with adulthood, the very result Justice Blackmun cautioned against?

This article argues that the ideas of a constitutional right to a jury trial and commitments to rehabilitation need not be mutually exclusive; rather, expansion of established programs has shown that adolescents can be afforded equivalent constitutional rights while guarding the compassion and rehabilitation focus that so evidently sets the juvenile system apart from the adult system. Adolescents, a very vulnerable group lost between childhood and adulthood, should have the right to a jury trial and other constitutional protections without the compromise of the juvenile justice system. Promotion of a constitutional right need not make the entire juvenile justice system defunct.

This article explores how well-established “teen courts” may be expanded and used as a model for full implementation of jury trials in adolescent court proceedings. Part I provides a background to modern juvenile justice models by exploring changing concepts of child welfare, the evolution of the juvenile justice system, the modern juvenile justice system, and the expansion of constitutionally protected rights to juveniles. Part II describes the history, development, methodology, and innovation of Washington State's juvenile justice system. Part III emphasizes the importance of jury trials, not only in American history and modern society, but the particular importance of a jury trial to adolescent offenders.

Next, Part IV discusses the importance of rehabilitation in the juvenile justice system including the important distinction of childhood, the danger of losing adolescents in the legal system, and the importance of developing a unique approach to adolescence jurisprudence. Part V explores the teen court model, specifically the innovation of Washington State's teen court model and the adoption of these models as an opportunity to extend to juveniles the right to a jury trial without impinging on the uniqueness of the juvenile justice system. Finally, Part VI concludes that adolescent offenders have had the worst of both worlds for far too long, and that the only way to address the unique developmental stage of adolescence in the legal system is to incorporate adult protections with childhood rehabilitation and compassion.
William R. Shaw, Something Old, Something New: A Personal Story of Youth Court Origins, 83 N.Y. St. B.J. 15 (2011).

Like most good ideas, the youth court idea is borrowed, not new. It can be traced back to the late 19th century, when William “Daddy” George founded his George Junior Republic in Freeville, New York. Among its tenets was self-government by the young men who came there, including legislating and enforcing rules by the “citizens” of the Republic. The citizens also developed a court system that provided for prosecution of violations, youth representation of those charged, and a youth court with teen judges and juries to determine guilt or innocence and impose penalties.

Malcolm J. Freeborn, Jr., George's son-in-law, later began promoting the broader application of this youth court concept in the Tompkins County community, devoting countless hours to discussion with adult and youth leaders throughout the county. He made clear, however, that, while premised on youth initiative and leadership, the youth court would require adult endorsement.

After months of meetings, back in 1962 a core group of county-wide youth began drafting, publicizing and conducting presentations in five area high schools. Two county-wide referenda were held in the schools, with more than 4,000 youth voting overwhelmingly in favor of the concept of a county youth court and of a constitution for the Tompkins County Youth Court. This novel idea was launched to handle delinquency cases referred from local city and town courts, county probation, even family court. The youth members would prosecute, defend, judge and sentence convicted teenagers. No other process of this kind was known to exist.
Jacqueline Sherman & Dory Hack, Preparing Young Citizens for Democracy, 80 N.Y. St. B.J. 24 (2008).

Distilling his study of American democracy, Alexis de Tocqueville observed that it “is hard to make the people take a share in government; it is even harder to provide them with the experience and to inspire them with the feelings they need to govern well.” The words frame an essential challenge for civic education today, especially for the judicial branch. Given that young people cannot participate in government by voting or serving on juries, and given a certain natural cynicism, how do we help them develop the kinds of knowledge and skills they need to become active citizens?

Dozens of exceptional programs across New York State's justice system are currently attempting to meet Tocqueville's challenge. For over 30 years, the State Bar Association's Law, Youth and Citizenship Program has promoted superior citizenship and law-related education in schools throughout the state. The New York State Learning Standards require schools to teach students the values and responsibilities of citizenship. Mock trials and debate teams engage youth intellectually and build skills essential to participation in the give and take of democratic institutions; service learning projects and art-based activism provide additional avenues for youth participation.

In recent years, two new models have emerged that seek not only to educate young people about the judicial branch, but also to involve them in grappling with thorny, real-life problems — youth courts and the Youth Justice Board. Both provide young people with knowledge and experience that will inspire them to take a share in government and govern well.

Simon I. Singer, Criminal and Teen Courts as Loosely Coupled Systems of Juvenile Justice, 33 Wake Forest L. Rev. 509 (1998).
In this article, the author argues that juvenile justice today is not the unified system originally envisioned. Instead, juvenile justice has become a fragmented set of subsytems without any coordinated accountability. Teen courts and legislative waiver are the latest reforms characterizing this loosely coupled bureaucracy. Only a tightly coupled, unified system of juvenile justice can serve the best interests of both society and its juveniles.
Juvenile justice as a “system” was first envisioned during the Progressive period of the late nineteenth century. At the turn of the century, the juvenile court was created as the central part of a singular system of justice to pursue the “best interests” of the child. The newly created juvenile justice system was to have as its sole objective the care and treatment of troubled youth at the very first sign of their deviance. The goals driving the system were reducing the incidence of juvenile crime and preventing delinquents from becoming adult offenders. This could be accomplished through treatment in the form of probation and indeterminate residential placements. The doctrine of parens patriae (state as higher parent) gave the juvenile court the legal authority to coordinate treatment, allowing it to become a tightly coupled system for dealing with difficult, defiant, and delinquent juveniles. As a superparent, the juvenile court could insist on a graduated form of treatment involving a variety of social and child welfare agencies.

The justification for treating delinquents based on their personal and social characteristics was contained in the emerging positivistic science of modern criminology. Unlike classical criminological thought, which stressed the relationship between offense and penalty, the early positivism of the juvenile court contained an individualized justice approach. Any treatment of the individual delinquent was to take into account the particular circumstances and unique histories of the juvenile. In the newly created juvenile court, the principle of individualized justice was to supersede any societal need for retribution. 
The traditional system of juvenile justice never developed in the way that was envisioned by reformers. Instead of the juvenile court becoming a court to which juveniles should be diverted for treatment of a wide range of psychological, social, and legal problems, the contemporary juvenile court became a court from which juveniles were to be diverted. The pursuit of the particular organizational concerns and interests of various systems of juvenile justice replaced the best interests and high hopes for treatment of the child. As a consequence, the contemporary juvenile court has become just another agency within a complex system of juvenile justice.

In this paper, I relate the loosely coupled characteristics of juvenile justice systems to several contemporary juvenile justice reforms. The specific reforms with which I am most concerned are those that attempt to divert juveniles to criminal court and to teen court. These reforms are presented as the latest panacea to sweep the field of juvenile justice. At the hard end of the juvenile justice spectrum, I examine diversion to criminal court in the context of waiver legislation and what I have elsewhere discussed as the “recriminalization” of delinquency. At the soft end, I examine teen courts both as they are presented in their brochures and in the rhetoric used to justify their emergence as a way of diverting less serious delinquents from juvenile courts. In so doing, I note the manner in which teen courts replicate much of the original intent of juvenile courts.

I base my analysis on the premise that juvenile justice is directed by subsystems in which the creation and implementation of reforms are a product of political and organizational concerns and interests that depart from the best interests of the child. I then argue that the loosely coupled systems of juvenile justice are not compatible with the concept of managerialism. By using cross-cultural data, I relate the diverse ways in which loosely coupled subsystems track juveniles. I also consider American and European scholarly writing on juvenile justice to show variation in how a system of juvenile justice may be presented. Finally, I conclude with a recent example of how a loosely coupled juvenile justice system may explain one delinquent's chronic and brutal history of violence.
Rainét N. Spence, Saved by the Bell: Reclaiming Home Court Advantage for At-Risk Youth Funneled Into the School-To-Prison Pipeline, 58 Fam. Ct. Rev. 227 (2020).

In the face of zero tolerance policies, fourteen-year old Kyle Thompson was forced to grow up quickly. On March 2013, Kyle was placed under house arrest, instructed to refrain from participating in school activities and contacting his friends. Kyle did not engage in a criminal activity that would warrant an arrest, but engaged in a playful encounter of tug-of-war that consequently branded him a delinquent. During class, a classmate grabbed a note from Kyle's notebook, titled “Hit List.” The teacher took the note from Kyle, and in a teasingly back-and-forth manner, proceeded to gain control over the note. The teacher laughed; Kyle laughed; even classmates laughed, but when Kyle realized the encounter was turning serious, he handed over the note. The teacher left the classroom and moments later, Kyle was escorted to the principal's office. Within a split second, Kyle was placed under arrest and taken to the police station, not for the contents of the note, but for allegedly assaulting the teacher. 

The purpose of educational institutions is to provide resources for all children, whether they are well-mannered or misbehaving. Students labeled as delinquents need more resources from schools than others. Yet, schools are gradually becoming a pipeline to the juvenile justice system. Kyle's typical freshman behavior tarnished what respectable reputation he had and stigmatized him as a criminal for the rest of his life. Kyle's minor infraction was trumped up to a criminal status, despite the statements given by classmates corroborating his story and his clean school record. This is the result of zero tolerance policies implemented in Farmington Hill's high schools. 

Envision a group of individuals in an institution where they all follow the same routine schedule. The individuals attend the same meetings and social events together. At any moment when someone steps out of line, the individuals are separated from the general population. Speaking to a higher authority to diffuse the situation is not an option, instead these individuals are branded as repeat offenders. Now, imagine this as the structure of schools that implemented zero tolerance policies, which played a hand in the school-to-prison pipeline. The school-to-prison pipeline directly or indirectly tracks students into the juvenile justice system by punishing them for minor offenses. This is a real epidemic plaguing schools across the nation. 

The implementation of zero tolerance policies in schools blurs the lines between routine disciplinary infractions and the juvenile justice system. While the policy's aim is to preserve the integrity of school systems by removing delinquent students, there is a lack of evidence that zero tolerance policies create a conducive learning environment. Instead, such policies are particularly affecting students of color. African American students face suspension and expulsion three times more than Caucasian students. Students are no longer looking at traditional means of punishment, but instead are stripped of educational opportunities. 

This Note proposes a model statute requiring states with a high criminal delinquency rate, to implement youth courts in public high schools. The proposed statute would shift responsibility back onto schools, where they will host court sessions for at-risk students. Many states, including New York, have proposed state legislation to decrease the number of students funneled into the school-to-prison pipeline. Part II of this Note discusses the history of the school-to-prison pipeline and how the war on drugs led to the enactment of zero tolerance policies in public schools. This part will elaborate on specific zero tolerance policies for specific schools. Part III outlines the negative impact of zero tolerance policies by exploring the presence of police and disparities among race and disabled students. This part explains some programs that were implemented on the basis of increasing the school-police presence. Part IV explains the significance of community-based youth courts, along with legislative support.

Part V proposes an alternative to the traditional juvenile justice system. Part VI is a model statute specifically implementing school-based youth courts. Part VII will address counterarguments that may arise regarding funding for youth courts, along with success rates of these newly implemented school-based youth courts. These counterarguments may entail pushback from educators and community leaders. Part VIII of this Note will conclude by summarizing the benefits of a model statute mandating school-based youth courts in high schools.
Jason Tashea, Youth Courts International: Adopting an American Diversion Program Under the Convention on the Rights of the Child, 15 Or. Rev. Int'l L. 141 (2013).
Worldwide, a majority of children do not need to be, nor do they belong, in the criminal justice system. Most children wind up in the justice system because they commit non-violent crimes, status offenses, or illegalized survival behaviors like stealing to eat or homelessness. Once detained, many justice systems fail to meet the needs of child offenders. Children are often treated as adults by systems that retributively put children in prison. In prison, children are at a high risk of sexual, physical, and mental abuse, offering little chance of successful reintegration and rehabilitation into society. On account of these known harms, juvenile justice experts and the international community have called for greater utilization of diversion to keep children out of harm's way and to help better reintegrate them into society. 

To help combat this problem, communities throughout the United States have adopted a peer-to-peer diversion program called “youth court” (or “teen court” or “peer court”). This program is tailored to non-violent child offenders and avoids detention and a permanent record by using positive peer-pressure. With over 1,200 youth courts throughout the United States, they lower recidivism, save cities and counties money, and offer a pro-social alternative to the traditional justice system. These successes in the U.S. can and should be recreated abroad, but so far youth courts are largely unheard of outside of the United States.
To combat this dearth of information about youth courts internationally, this article aims to introduce youth courts and their applicability under relevant international standards and norms. This Article will first discuss the challenges and inadequacies in administering juvenile justice. Second, it will give an overview of the Convention on the Rights of the Child (“CRC”) and other international standards and norms that create a framework for juvenile justice procedure. Third, the Article will introduce how youth courts work generally and how they are statutorily created. Fourth, this Article analyzes how the youth court model meets the CRC's standards. Last, the Article will discuss the compelling reasons why more nations should adopt youth courts. This Article will show that the youth court model meets and exceeds international standards and norms, and that it also meets justice sector needs by being an efficient, cost effective, and successful diversion alternative to traditional justice procedures.
Sharon S. Townsend & Ann F. Arnold, Youth Courts: A Judicial Perspective, 83 N.Y. St. B.J. 42 (2011).
Imagine entering a courtroom and looking around, only to see that the average age of the prosecutor, the defender, the judge, jurors and court staff is 16. This is a youth court in session, a real-life case, and the young people in the courtroom are specially trained to function as their adult counterparts from the court system. They will hear arguments from the prosecution and listen to the youth's defense. They will ask questions. They will deliberate thoughtfully and decide upon a sanction befitting the offense

David Trevaskis, Youth Courts: The Statewide Perspective, 33 Pa. Law. 20 (2011).
Stoneleigh Foundation Fellow Greg Volz, with the support of the PBA Pro Bono Office and various committees of the PBA, has spent the last four years developing and implementing a youth court at Chester High School. That court is now well planted at the high school and the concept is starting to spread over the district, across Delaware County and throughout the state.

Youth courts are not new to Pennsylvania. There has been a peer jury program run by the Erie County juvenile court since 1982, a community-based program that handles about 30 cases in two five-week sessions held during the school year. Although the Erie program is the oldest and longest-running youth court in Pennsylvania, there are at least a dozen other active programs across the state right now beyond Chester.
Greg Volz, Youth Courts: An Idea Whose Time Has Come?, 33 Pa. Law. 16 (2011).
The first day I taught a social studies class at Chester High School I asked the class what I had thought was a simple question: “What is the law?” No hands went up. A 17-year-old student slowly raised his hand and stated, “The law is ... when they indict you for something you did not do.” I knew then that the students would teach me far more about their culture, values and opinions than I would teach them about the law. Since 2007 I have been training Chester students to operate youth courts. Youth courts are an alternative disciplinary system. They are operated by trained youths, either in school or as part of the juvenile justice system.

One year, during the time my social studies class was discussing the term “American Dream,” a student was shot a block from the high school. Later on the same day as the shooting a student in my class raised his hand and said, “I'll tell you what the American dream is -- it's leaving your house in the morning and not thinking you're going to get shot.” In response to my inquiry about the gang situation in Chester, another stated, “If I were not in youth court, I would be in a gang.” My education continues.

In June 2010 two Chester High School youth court members testified at state Senate hearings on alternatives to juvenile justice programs. One testified that although he had been a straight-A student in elementary school, he had trouble adjusting to the climate in high school and his grades had slipped to a 1.4 grade point average during his freshman year. However, he told the committee members that his most recent GPA was 3.9. He credited youth court participation for his turnabout. His testimony included the following quote: “Youth court taught me the importance of education, helped me develop good social skills, helped me develop better leadership skills and helped me develop my interest in law. Youth court became something that I could own because I had put so much of my time and effort into making it work. Without youth court I would probably be roaming the street, still in the ninth grade, hanging out with the same bad crowd and not thinking about my future. Now I want to go to college to focus on science, maybe forensic science.”
Gregory Volz, David Keller Trevaskis & Rachel Miller, Youth Courts: Lawyers Helping Students Make Better Decisions, 15 U. Pa. J. L. & Soc. Change 199 (2012).

The motto of the Chester Youth Court is “Students Helping Students Make Better Decisions.” For five years, lawyers, working with a variety of community partners, have been helping Chester students achieve this objective and in the process, have given them a voice to advance not just disciplinary justice, but also educational and economic justice. In this pursuit, lawyers have successfully achieved the highest aspirations of our profession and provided youth with the tools to successfully protect and defend themselves. Student empowerment is the fundamental touchstone of youth courts.

Currently, eleven million youth between the ages of sixteen and twenty-four are neither in school nor employed. For these “disconnected youth,” America is hardly a “Land of Opportunity”; the “American Dream” is no more than a distant memory from their father's generation. America's greatest strength has always been our democratic values and institutions. Society's current inability, or unwillingness, to inculcate these values in our nation's youth threatens our democracy. Public schools were created to inculcate these values of citizenship. That promise has been forgotten at many schools. Quality youth courts can instill those values.

The unacceptably large number of disconnected youth is fed by highly ineffective juvenile justice and educational systems. Youth who fail to complete high school lack skills needed to compete in the global economy. Although the current economic crisis greatly increased the number of disconnected youth, the problem itself has existed for decades. The fact that America's attention has only recently focused on this public policy crisis is a testament to the correctness of Paine's words. Overcoming embedded resistance to change is never easy and requires persistent effort.

To restore equal opportunity to all of our young people, we must acknowledge and defeat the “school-to-prison pipeline” (STPP), which describes a complex downward spiral of poverty. One of the primary causes of the STPP is zero-tolerance school disciplinary policies. These punitive practices cause youth to be “pushed out” of school. In 2011, a Philadelphia-based youth group called Youth United for Change issued a report on the dropout crisis in Philadelphia. The youth who wrote the report were either out-of-school or attending alternative schools and programs. They wrote the report so future students would not be pushed out of school as they had been. They preferred the term “pushed out” of school because they felt that “the term ‘dropout’ suggests that people leave school because of individual mistakes and poor decisions; the term neglects the larger, systemic problems that lead to young people leaving school.” Former students gave various reasons beyond their control for not being in high school, including problems transferring credits from prior schools, overcrowded classroom conditions, and lack of books. These problems, coupled with the “get tough” zero-tolerance school policies, put “pushed out” youths on the streets, where they may turn to crime and feed the pipeline. The downward spiral seems endless.

Alienated, bored, and disconnected youth demonstrate little respect for our democratic values. Flash mobs are a new public policy nuisance as large groups of Philadelphia youth assemble and disrupt commerce and cause bodily injury. Is this new phenomenon the future of disconnected youth, or will society work to develop new solutions to this disturbing reality?

The threatening image of destructive flash mobs, discussed infra Section VI, can be contrasted with peer justice youth courts. Youth courts are alternative school or juvenile justice disciplinary systems in which students are trained to hold disciplinary hearings, and deliberate to form an appropriate disposition for student offenders. Youth courts are highly participatory, inexpensive to operate, and follow restorative, not punitive, justice principles. 

We can continue the “get tough” sanctions of the past in both juvenile justice and school discipline, but we should expect the same dismal outcomes. Alternatively, we can empower our youth to become part of the solution. Youth, trained by legal professionals and teachers, can use positive peer pressure and restorative justice to reduce errant behavior within their own communities. In the process, students acquire valuable cognitive and coping skills. Youth courts reduce the number of disconnected youth, end formulaic zero-tolerance policies, blunt the STPP, and teach democratic principles. In addition, they provide academic, socialization, and civic engagement skills to our youth. Most importantly, youth courts give youth a voice. Direct quotes from youth court members we have worked with over the past five years follow several of the section headings in this article.

Stephen P. Younger, New York Youth Courts: Harnessing the Power of Positive Peer Pressure, 83 N.Y. St. B.J. 5 (2011). 
It is an honor for me to contribute to this Journal issue, which is devoted to youth courts. The continued success and expansion of New York's youth courts is an issue that, in my view, is critical not just to the State Bar but to our state as a whole. It is so important that, last June, I created a Special Committee on Youth Courts to review best practices for developing effective youth courts around the state. Spearheaded by Chief Judge Emeritus Judith S. Kaye and Patricia L. R. Rodriguez, the special committee will also examine the role that the legal profession can play in promoting and financing youth courts and will help identify locations where new youth courts can be established.

I created this special committee because we owe it to our young people to do all we can to provide a nurturing atmosphere where they can become active participants in our society. We know that sometimes peer pressure can have a negative effect on our children and can lead to behaviors that, if not addressed early and corrected properly, can result in more severe problems down the road. If peer pressure can lead young people into delinquency, then peer pressure can be a part of the solution in keeping them out of delinquency.
