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The Development ofaJuvenile Electronic 
. Monitoring Program 

By MICHAEL T. CHARLES, PH.D. 

Chair, Department of Criminal Justice Sciences, Illinois State University 

Introduction 

THE IDEA of using electronic devices to mon­
itor individuals subject to the supervision of 
the courts or correctional facilities is not al-

together new. In fact, in 1964, Ralph Schwitzgebel 
tested the first form of electronic monitoring on pro­
bationers, parolees, and mental patients (Gable, 1986). 
The technology for such supervision has, however, 
only recently been sufficiently developed to support 
such programs for offenders, thus encouraging the 
widespread use of electronic monitoring for adult 
criminals (Petersilia, 1988). Presently electronic 
monitoring is used in such settings as intensive su­
pervision, pretrial release, early releases, aftercare 
programs, house arrest, and as an alternative to in­
carceration for drunken drivers (Vaughn, 1987; Friel 
et al., 1987; Armstrong et al., 1987; Rickards, 1987; 
Ball and Lilly, 1986; Ball et al., 1988). 

Interest in the application of electronic monitor­
ing to the field of corrections has been encouraged 
not only by the technological advancements making 
such programs possible, but perhaps even more im­
portantly by the recent fiscal crisis facing city, state, 
and Federal budgets. This fiscal crisis, coupled with 
the rising number of offenders being sentenced to 
correctional facilities (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 
1983) and the increasing costs of housing inmates 
(Funke, 1985; Zedlewski, 1987), has forced jurisdic­
tions to aggressively seek less expensive alternatives 
to imprisonment (Schmidt and Curtis, 1987; Vaughn, 
1987; Friel et al., 1987; Blomberg et aI., 1987; Lilly 
et al., 1987). 

At present, research in the area of electronic mon­
itoring is quite limited (Schmidt and Curtis, 1987), 
and major studies commissioned by the National In­
stitute of Justice to evaluate adult programs are yet 
to be completed. In addition, only recently has the 
National Institute of Justice awarded a grant to study 
the incapacitating effect of electronic monitoring on 
juveniles that commit burglary (Baumer, 1988). In 
fact, few juvenile programs utilizing electronic mon­
itoring exist at the present time (Charles, 1988; 
Rickards, 1987; Doss, 1988; Velleman, 1988; Dennis, 
1988). Consequently, in the area of juvenile justice, 
almost no data exist on either program implemen-
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tation or results of electronic monitoring with ju­
veniles (Charles, 1988). 

The purpose of this study, therefore, is to present 
one aspect of a multi-purpose resea.rch project de­
signed to evaluate the Allen County, Indiana, Ju­
venile Electronic Monitoring Program Pilot Project. 
Emphasis here is on the planning and implemen­
tation phase of this program, which was begun in 
October 1987. Analysis ofthis process provides a case 
study of how an agency went about organizing and 
implementing a novel program designed to save tax 
dollars. 

Research Method 

Throughout the research project both quantita­
tive and qualitative methodologies were incorpo­
rated to collect needed data. Within this segment of 
the overall study, however, only qualitative tech­
niques were used. The researcher served not only as 
an evaluator, but as a resource to the department. 
For example, the researcher observed a quasi full 
participant observer role throughout the planning 
and implementation stages of the pilot project. Spe­
cifically, the researcher was requested to provide in­
put into the planning and implementation process 
by being placed on: (1) the Electronic Monitoring 
Committee, which served as the planning body, but 
was dissolved once planning had been completed and 
the program implemented; (2) the Electronic Moni­
toring Management Board, which oversaw the im­
plementation of the program rules and procedures 
and authorized program changes during the pilot 
program; and (3) the Electronic Monitoring Program 
Screening Committee (as a non-voting member), 
which determined who was to be accepted into the 
program. 

Questionnaires were utilized to discover the views 
of probation officers as were face-to-face interviews. 
Each surveillance officer ,,'as interviewed, and the 
researcher observed surveillance officers as they in­
teracted with the juveniles. The researcher also at­
tended pre-release meetings between the Electronic 
Monitoring Program (EMP) coordinator, the juve­
nile, and his or her parent(s) or guardianCs) where 
a final review of the conditions of the program oc-
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curred. Interviews with senior probation officers and 
the chief juvenile probation officer were conducted. 
Finally, throughout the text the interviewees' and 
program participants' identities were protected. 

Research Setting 

The 1980 census indicated that the city of Fort 
Wayne had a population of 172,196 and that Allen 
County was the third largest county, next to Marion 
and Lake Counties, in the state of Indiana, with a 
population of 294,335. The minority population for 
the county made up 12 percent of the local popula­
tion. 

Within the Allen Superior Court Family Rela­
tions Division, hereafter referred to as the Juvenile 
Probation Department, there were 25 probation of­
ficers during the study period. In 1987, the depart­
ment handled 2,404juveniles of which 34.19 percent 
were female. Juvenile crime spanned the spectrum 
from felonies to misdemeanors to status offenses. 

In 1987, the Juvenile Probation Department's 
budget was in excess of $1.5 million, and indications 
for 1988 were that the budget would be in excess of 
$2 million if some action were not takf..!l by the de­
partment and the county commissioners to control 
spiraling costs. In conjunction with the rising costs 
of juvenile care the county was laboring under a 
deficit budget, "tnd the county commissioners had 
only recently lost in their attempt to have a County 
Optional Income Tax implemented in the county to 
provide sufficient funds for government operation. 
Consequently, during this time of lean budgets and 
increasing fiscal requests, county commissioners were 
receptive to innovative correctional programs that 
would save county funds. 

Under these conditions the chief juvenile proba­
tion officer convinced the county commissioners to 
approve the development and implementation of an 
EMP for approved juveniles. The request was granted 
for two reasons: (1) The program would not be im­
plemented after the pilot project unless it proved to 
be or could be a cost savings to the county; and (2) the 
Juvenile Probation Department obtained two grants 
totaling $56,775 from the Indiana Criminal Justice 
Institute to fund the pilot project. Thus, the pilot 
project, instead of costing the county, would save the 
county funds because of the grant allocation (Charles, 
1988). 

It is important to understand that the only stated 
goal of the EMP program was financial savings to 
the county. During these austere times no program, 
regardless of its quality, would have been supported 
by the county if it were a further burden on the 

budget. Consequently, decisions made by the Elec­
tronic Monitoring Committee and others had to take 
this goal into consideration-although humanistic 
concerns often outweighed the financial perspective. 
Specifically, while cost savings were the overriding 
reason for the implementation of the EMP, depart­
ment personnel were hopeful that the program would 
have a positive influence on program participants. 
In fact, this "window of opportunity" proved to be 
the mechanism for which the chief juvenile proba­
tion officer had been waiting for several years, so 
that he could implement juvenile programs that he 
felt would reduce juvenile recidivism. Thus, the ju­
venile EMP was, in reality, expected to serve two 
major objectives: tax savings and improved juvenile 
services. 

Before achieving either of the above objectives, 
however, the department had to design, implement, 
and properly administer a new model program, and 
the department was to do this with no past experi­
ence. In addition, there was little information avail­
able regarding electronic monitoring for adults and 
almost no data on the development or success ofju­
venile programs. However, the difficult and impor­
tant task of structuring one of the first juvenile 
electronic monitoring programs was embarked upon 
by the Juvenile Probation Department. 

Research Findings 

The Electronic Monitoring Committee 

In an effort to develop an electronic monitoring 
program that would meet standards of community 
acceptance and needs, and function smoothly within 
the existing organizational structure of the Juvenile 
Probation Department, an Electronic Monitoring 
Committee was appointed by the chief probation of­
ficer. Committee membership included not only the 
chief probation officer and the newly appointed EMP 
coordinator, but representation from each functional 
area of the probation department (Administration, 
Intake, Field, and Detention). The committee con­
sisted of senior probation officers; the supervisors of 
Field and Intake Services; the superintendent and 
assistant superintendent of Wood Youth Center, the 
department's pretrial detention facility; and the re­
searcher. Representation from each division in the 
department was determined to be important for two 
major reasons: (1) Without the support of each di­
vision within the department the EMP would have 
a difficult time. Essentially, each division within the 
agency would in some way affect the program; con­
sequently, without their support, coordination and 
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cooperation would be minimal. (2) If the program 
were not designed to fit into the existing organiza­
tional structure and procedures, the implementation 
and execution phases would be replete with both 
major and minor difficulties. The planning commit­
tee was, through its makeup, designed to avoid such 
programmatic difficulties by preparing a policies and 
procedures manual that would deal with potential 
procedural problems and thus provide for the smooth 
implementation of the EMP. This could only be ac­
complished if each division affected by the program 
provided input, had an understanding of the overall 
process and its role in the program, and were com­
mitted to the success of electronic monitoring in the 
department. 

The committee's charge quite simply was to de­
velop procedures, rules, and regulations that would 
allow for a safe and cost effective electronic moni­
toring program for juveniles. The major stipulation 
of the program was that the pool of candidates had 
to come from those juveniles who had been ordered 
removed from their home by the court and ordered 
committed to Indiana Boys or Girls School. If elec­
tronic monitoring were to be cost effective and net 
widening were to be avoided, then program partic­
ipants had to be placement-bound. 

Program Familiarization 

Prior to the establishment of the Electronic Mon­
itoring Committee several probation officers, ad­
ministrators, and the researcher began the process 
of becoming familiar with other electronic monitor­
ing programs, the available literature in the field, 
and the equipment to be used on the juveniles. This 
was important for several reasons, but three criteria 
stand out. First, by reviewing other programs and 
the literature on electronic monitoring it was pos­
sible to identify important issues and problems that 
had been encountered in other programs. This in­
formation provided some assistance in designing the 
program and helped the department avoid mistakes. 
Second, with regards to the equipment, it was es­
sential that the program coordinator and staff be 
familiar with the computer and the programming 
functions before juveniles were admitted to the pro­
gram. Third, it was important that personnel were 
familiar with the strengths and weakness of the 
equipment so that they could better integrate pro­
gram design and equipment needs. 

Initial Issues 

At the outset of program development several im­
mediate issues rORe to the fore. To begin, while elec-

tronic monitoring has been shown to be cost effective 
in several instances when used with adults (Peter­
silia, 1986; Vaughn, 1986b), there are also data to 
suggest that electronic monitoring can increase cor­
rectional costs (Petersilia, 1988), especially if it be­
comes an additional condition of a probation program 
(Friel et al., 1987). In addition, if net widening, i.e., 
placing individuals on electronic monitoring who 
would not have received treatment had it not been 
for this program, occurred then the program could 
increase correctional costs (Ball and Lilly, 1986; 
Schmidt, 1986; Armstrong et aI., 1987; Friel et aI., 
1987). The evidence thus suggested that cost-bene­
fits are program specific (Vaughn, 1987); therefore, 
careful consideration regarding the structure and 
procedures of the Allen County Juvenile Probation 
Department were essential if cost reductions were 
to be realized. 

An important issue to be resolved was that of pro­
gram eligibility. This single factor would not only 
impact the cost-benefits of the program, but com­
munity safety as well. Equally distressing was the 
fact that little consensus existed regarding selection 
criteria (Schmidt and Curtis, 1987; Vaughn, 1987; 
Blomberg et aI., 1987; Lilly et aI., 1987). The two 
eligibility criteria most frequently utilized, however, 
were the exclusion of violent and sex offenders (Friel 
et aI., 1987; Mendelsohn and Baumer, 1987; Arm­
strong et aI., 1987). However, even sex offenders have 
been placed on electronic monitoring. As a conse­
quence most jurisdictions place "safe" offenders on 
electronic monitoring to "protect" the community and 
to ensure program success. A major problem that can 
occur in certain jurisdictions, however, is that there 
are an insufficient number of low risk offenders to 
justify such a program from a cost-benefit perspec­
tive, and/or electronic monitoring competes for low 
risk offenders with other programs and is therefore 
unable to service a sufficient number of clients to 
justify such a program financially (Petersilia, 1987). 
Interestingly, despite stated program procedures, the 
Allen County program fell prey to the latter two 
failings. 

The Equipment 

The electronic monitoring system chosen by the 
Juvenile Probation Department was selected by the 
chief probation officer after carefully reviewing sev­
eral options. The programmed contact or active Hi­
tek On Guard System was finally selected largely 
because of its field reliability. With this system the 
operator programmed a computer to randomly call 
offenders during the hours of the day that they were 
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being monitored. A wristlet, which is a black plastic 
module, was affixed to the juvenile's wrist with a 
plastic-like band secured with two grommets. At­
tempts to remove the wristlet could be detected 
through visual inspection. When the juvenile re­
ceived a phone call from the computer he or she was 
required to place the wristlet into a verifier box that 
was attached to the telephone. The juvenile had to 
first give his or her name and the time of the call. 
Each contact was recorded by the computer, and 
printouts were made for visual inspection by EMP 
staff. Also, the juvenile's voice was taped to provide 
added assurance that it was the juvenile himlherself 
responding to the call. 

A planned period of equipment familiarization, 
approximately 4 months, proved quite beneficial. As 
a consequence of this lengthy field testing and fa­
miliarization period, few difficulties were encoun­
tered once juveniles were placed on the system. 
Officers were familiar with equipment operation, and 
the program coordinator was, by that time, well versed 
in programming and equipment needs. In addition, 
probation staff who helped test the equipment by 
wearing the wristlet and being subjected to computer 
calls, understood just how confining and difficult such 
a program could be. They also discovered the sen­
sitivity of the system when the wristlet was not placed 
in the verifier properly-a situation which resulted 
in a technical violation and a condition that could 
have resulted in the juvenile's revocation from the 
program. 

Program Organization 

Program Structure 

The Electronic Monitoring Committee conducted 
its work over a 2%-month period. The committee met 
for approximately 4 hours once per week, and specific 
individuals undertook the responsibility of prepar­
ing procedures that would be discussed at following 
meetings, altered, and finally voted upon by the com­
mittee. At the completion of the committee's task 
the committee submitted a policies and procedures 
manual which was approved by the juvenile court 
judges and the chief probation officer. The manual 
was approximately 35 pages in length and included 
selection criteria and considerations, various pro­
gram procedures, supervision issues, participant ac­
countability, violation procedures, job descriptions, 
staffing, evaluation procedures, and the forms to be 
utilized in the program. 

Upon acceptance of the rules and procedures man­
ual the committee was dissolved and a new com-

mittee, the Electronic Monitoring Management Board, 
the overseeing body of the program, was appointed 
as well as the EMP Screening Committee, i.e., the 
committee responsible for placing juveniles in the 
program. In reality the membership of each-the 
Management Board and the Screening Committee­
were identical, and many of the members of the Elec­
tronic Monitoring Committee were among the mem­
bership of these newly established bodies. This 
configuration allowed for decisions to be made quickly, 
and the membership was quite familiar with the 
program and the issues to be resolved due to their 
past and frequent contact with the program itself. 
Within the Allen County Juvenile Probation De­
partment this arrangement proved quite advanta­
geous. 

Program Eligibility 

With the above conditions in mind, two specific 
criteria and seven general considerations for eligi­
bility were agreed to by the Electronic Monitoring 
Committee. The specific criteria were: (1) There must 
be a working telephone in the home; and (2) the court 
must have ordered the juvenile from the home and 
committed to Indiana Boys or Girls School. In the 
pilot study there were no funds in the grant to pay 
for the installation or service of a telephone; con­
sequently, if the parents were either unwilling or 
unable to provide a phone in the residence, the ju­
venile would be sent to Indiana Boys or Girls School. 
When this issue was discussed with the juvenile 
judges, they were of the opinion that since the project 
was a pilot program, constitutional issues were not 
at issue. This does not, however, answer the question 
of equity or provide an explanation of why the county 
was not willing to pay for phone installation and 
monthly costs when projections indicated that this 
would be much less expensive than the alternative. 
It does, however, indicate practical conditions which 
had to be addressed by program planners. The ex­
planation given the researcher was that the county 
was not, nor would it become, in the practice of pro­
viding phone service for delinquents. 

The seven general considerations were to be con­
sidered as guidelines that could be violated if the 
EMP Screening Committee and the court found mit­
igating circumstances that would justify such an ac­
tion. The seven general considerations included: 
(1) The juvenile could have no prior commitments; 
(2) the juvenile could not have committed a violent 
offense; (3) the child must be a resident of Allen 
County; (4) the youth must be enrolled in an edu-
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cational program, be employed, or receIvmg em­
ployment training; (5) the juvenile and his or her 
parent(s) or guardian(s) must voluntarily agree to 
the program and its conditions; (6) individuals with 
mental or physical disabilities which would interfere 
with the program were to be excluded; and (7) there 
must be an available opening in the program. 

With these specific criteria and general consid­
erations candidate selection should have been quite 
easy, especially when the overriding goal of the pro­
gram was cost savings to the county. In essence the 
decision was to be based on practical matters that 
ensured community safety. The EMP Screening 
Committee was to fill the program as quickly as 
possible and keep the maximum number of juveniles, 
which was eight, on electronic monitoring. In reality, 
however, the process of candidate selection became 
as much involved, if not more so, with concerns for 
the juvenile and the programmatic needs of the youth 
as with the established criteria and considerations. 
In reviewing notes taken during EMP Screening 
Committee meetings, numerous discussions regard­
ing treatment issues were discovered. In fact, within 
the procedures manual the field team was required 
to be present during the EMP Screening Committee 
juvenile selection process. This meant that the ju­
venile's probation officer would present case infor­
mation concerning the juvenile, his or her family, 
and other details considered pertinent by the pro­
bation officer, and address program needs for the 
youth. If the specific criteria and general consider­
ations were followed, there was not need for treat­
ment recommendations, since they were not an issue 
of the pilot program. 

Frequently during Screening Committee staffing 
meetings the researcher or another member of the 
committee would point out that the purpose of the 
program was to place those juveniles meeting pro­
gram criteria and general considerations on the pro­
gram, so that the county could save money. Members 
would agree and then immediately return to their 
discussion of juvenile needs, or upon review of the 
next case again begin dealing with the issue of the 
juvenile's welfare. Certainly, it can be argued that 
concern for the needs of the juvenile are an important 
consideration; however, they were not planned for 
in the policies and procedures manual since the goal 
of the program was cost savings. 

Two important practical issues surface at this point: 
(1) Due to the fact that the department wanted to 
include only "safe" risk juveniles in the program, 
and considering the fact that the department care-

fully screened juveniles out of the system, or at least 
from incarceration at every opportunity, few juve­
niles were available that could be considered "safe" 
risks. In addition, many of those juveniles that would 
be considered "safe" risks were sentenced by the court 
to help them escape family abuse-sexual and/or 
physical. The former juveniles did not meet the cri­
teria or considerations, and the latter, while meeting 
the criteria and considerations, would not be sent to 
their home on electronic monitoring by probation 
officers. Consequently, only six juveniles were sen­
tenced to electronic monitoring during the pilot pro­
ject and two of these juveniles violated conditions of 
the program and were sent to Boys School. Those 
returned to Boys School served only the 6-month 
sentence originally imposed by the Juvenile Court 
To impose an additional sentence for escape would 
have increased the expense to the county. 

It is not surprising, despite its efforts to the con­
trary, that programmatic needs became an impor­
tant consideration for the Screening Committee. Every 
member of the committee was a probation officer who 
had spent his or her career attempting to protect 
children and meet the needs of the juvenile in an 
effort to keep the child from being delinquent. To 
base their decision on objective criteria that did not 
consider the welfare of the juvenile went against 
everything they had been taught and believed in. 
Consequently, these factors should have been in­
cluded in the policies and procedures manual, but 
with the stated goal of financial savings it was not 
felt that such criteria could be stated-they simply 
were not a consideration of the program. 

This situation lead to a system of double stan­
dards. There were the stated policies and procedures 
to be followed, i.e., the specific criteria and general 
considerations for program admission, and then there 
was the reality of the decision-making process of the 
EMP Screening Committee, which affected the lives 
of juveniles. And so, the guarded game of politics 
proceeded with the official documentation used to 
the extent possible, but with variations which better 
protected the juveniles. In this manner the stated 
goal of financial savings, which was the sole rea.son 
county officials accepted the pilot project, could still 
be achieved, but to a lesser extent than could have 
been the case if every eligible juvenile had been placed 
on the program. Simply stated, department person­
nel were not willing to risk either the safety of the 
juvenile or to make recommendations which they felt 
were professionally incorrect simply to save tax dol­
lars. 
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Placement 

After reviewing the cases of juveniles adjudicated 
guilty and ordered to placement, the EMP Screening 
Committee decided, by majority vote of its member­
ship, on whether to recommend a juvenile for the 
EMP. If the juvenile were recommended for the EMP, 
the EMP coordinator would contact the parent(s) or 
guardian(s) to explain the program and to determine 
if they were willing to supervise their son or daugh­
ter. on the program and pay a one-time $50 user fee. 
Due to the dependent nature of the juveniles on their 
parents and the fact that they are required to attend 
school, and/or because they make a low income, no 
additional financial requirements were established 
for the juveniles. If a positive response was obtained 
from the parent(s) or guardian(s), the juvenile was 
contacted at Wood Youth Center and informed of the 
program and the conditions to which the youth must 
agree. If the youth indicated his willingness to par­
ticipate in the program, the court was requested to 
suspend the commitment and place the juvenile on 
the EMP program in conjunction with intensive su­
pervision. Under intensive supervision juveniles were 
subject to the rules and regulations of that program, 
which included two visits per week with their pro­
bation officer. Special restrictions were also placed 
on juveniles, such as random urine testing, if the 
case history indicated such a need. 

If the court agreed to suspend commitment a 
meeting was arranged at Wood Youth Center with 
the parent(s) or guardian(s), the ,?,J,lvenile, the EMP 
coordinator, the surveillance officer, and the re­
searcher. At this meeting the juvenile was once again 
informed of the conditions of the program as was his 
parent(s) or guardian(s). In addition, appropriate 
forms were signed, the researcher interviewed the 
juvenile and the parent(s) or guardian(s) present, 
individually and in private, and the juvenile had his 
wristlet attached. The surveillance officer trans­
ported the juvenile to his home, connected the equip­
ment to the telephone, and the juvenile was given 
instructions on how to operate the equipment prop­
erly. At that point the youth began his 6-month sen­
tence on the EMP. 

During the first 30 days of the program juveniles 
were to be in their homes at all times unless they 
were traveling to or present at approved activities. 
Those approved activities were school, employment, 
probation appointments, or attending church. In ad­
dition, the juveniles were placed on the most restric­
tive surveillance level, which meant that they received 
18 calls per day, the maximum number of calls al-

lowed in a 24-hour time period. Only after complet­
ing 30 days under this stringent program were 
juveniles allowed to request social time. In addition, 
if their behavior warranted, their surveillance level 
would be reduced throughout the program. 

EMP Staff 

The EMP staff consisted of one EMP coordinator 
and three part-time surveillance officers. The EMP 
coordinator had responsibility for the administration 
of the program and for ensuring that all policies and 
procedures were adhered to. The coordinator was also 
responsible for on-call surveillance from 8 a.m. until 
6 p.m. on judicial calendar work days; however, he 
was to contact the juvenile's probation officer and 
have the probation officer make the home visit. If 
the EMP coordinator could not contact the probation 
officer he was required to make the verification visit. 
The coordinator was responsible to the Electronic 
Monitoring Management Board and was a full-time 
probation officer with the department. 

Surveillance officers were probation officers within 
the department that applied for the position. These 
officers were paid an additional salary of $35 per 
judicial calendar day and $48 per non-judicial cal­
endar day. Their work period began at 6 p.m. and 
ended at 8 a.m. on judicial calendar days; however~ 
they were required to work 24-hour shifts on non­
judicial work days (holidays and weekends). Only 
one surveillance officer was on duty at any given 
time, and his work schedule was 2 days on and 4 
days off. He was required to work for a minimum of 
3 hours on all work days and be on call for the re­
maining period of his schedule. 

Although not required within the policies and pro­
cedures manual, surveillance officers began the 
practice of daily visits to each EMP participant. This 
practice was begun by the officers for essentially two 
reasons: (1) They were required to work 3 hours and, 
due to the small number of juveniles on the program, 
there was little to do if they did not check the pro­
gram participants each evening; and (2) the officers 
felt that their visits helped to support the program 
by providing psychological support to the juvenile 
and his family and by impressing on the juvenile 
that he was being watched carefully and that he 
would be caught if violations occurred. Interestingly, 
in discussions with the juveniles on the EMP, it be­
came obvious that daily surveillance officer visits, 
combined with their immediate on-site response to 
system violations, did in fact impress on the juve­
nile's mind that he was being carefully watched by 
computer and probation staff alike. 
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The surveillance officer visits were for the purpose 
of checking the wristlet and the verifier and there­
fore took only minutes to complete. Interestingly, for 
the safety of the officer, radio procedures were de­
veloped. Before entering any home the surveillance 
officer was required to contact the base station lo­
cated at Wood Youth Genter and verify a time of 
entry into the home and upon leaving request a de­
parture time. These times were entered in the offi­
cer's log book. In addition, if the officer did not request 
a time out within 5 minutes the base station was to 
contact the surveillance officer. If the surveillance 
officer either did not respond or did not reply prop­
erly the police were to be called immediately. 
Throughout the pilot project no officer was physi­
cally threatened; however, one male officer was ac­
cused of entering the bedroom of a woman who said 
that she was "partially dressed." Among other fac­
tors that substantiated the surveillance officer's 
statement that the allegations were untrue was the 
fact that the log indicated that he had been in the 
house for only 1 minute. 

Surveillance officers carried pagers which would 
be activated by the computer whenever a juvenile 
did not answer a verification call or when the youth 
responded improperly, e.g., when the adolescent im­
properly inserted his wristlet in the verifier. The 
pager would show the telephone number of the vi­
olator and the surveillance officer would immedi­
ately go to the home for a visual inspection. Typically 
the problem was either that the juvenile did not wake 
up when called early in the morning, or he was som­
nolent and therefore did not have the coordination 
to respond properly to the computer call. 

Three issues of concern must be raised at this 
point. First, within the policies and procedures man­
ual the rules indicated that juveniles were to be ter­
minated from the program, which m.eant that they 
would be sent to either Boys or Girls School, once 
the juvenile committed a second system violation, 
i.e., an improper response to a computer call. How­
ever, it became clear early in the pilot project that 
juveniles were having several system violations, which 
could not be helped. If the rules and regulations were 
followed explicitly the juveniles would have to be 
terminated because there were no other official al­
ternatives to utilize as punishment. Consequently, 
unless a system violation was flagrant, and none 
were, the juvenile was not terminated nor were other 
penalties incorporated. 

This situation was frustrating to surveillance of­
ficers and others because: (1) It was felt that some 
of the violations were done out of carelessness; (2) the 

surveillance officers had to respond to the juvenile's 
home and complete the needed paper work on the 
violation; and (3) the juvenile received no conse­
quence for his lack of action. The final criterion was 
perhaps the most legitimate concern expressed. The 
reason for attaching importance to the final issue 
was the fact that these juveniles had, at least in part, 
continued to commit crimes and probation viola­
tions, because they frequently found that they were 
not held responsible for their actions. In interview­
ing each of the juveniles prior to their starting ofthe 
EMP the validity of the above statement was dem­
onstrated several times. The juveniles simply did not 
believe that they would be caught when they were 
on intensive or regular probation. It was felt by many 
probation officers that perpetuating this idea was 
counterproductive to the juvenile and to the pro­
gram. Consequently, it was suggested that a step­
wise scheme of penalties for system violations should 
be developed by the probation department, e.g., loss 
of free time, and implemented after the completion 
of the pilot project. 

The second problem centered around the officers' 
hand-held radios. The surveillance officers fre­
quently found it difficult to contact the base station 
at Wood Youth Center. Since the radio was the only 
link the officers had to request help (neither pro­
bation officers nor surveillance officers carried weap­
ons in Allen County), information, etc., it was 
suggested that efforts should be extended to alleviate 
this problem. In addition, the pager system mal­
functioned frequently. The malfunction was that the 
telephone numbers of the violators would not be dis­
played in their entirety. While this posed no problem 
in discovering who the violator was, because a par­
tial number could be compared with the telephone 
numbers of the juveniles on the program, it could be 
a problem in the future if juveniles had similar num­
bers. 

The use of part-time surveillance officers pri­
vately contracting their services with the agency 
outside their regular work responsibilities with the 
probation department worked extremely well. Con­
sideration was given early in the development of the 
EMP to hire individuals outside the department; 
however, the decision was made to give Allen County 
juvenile probation officers the opportunity to apply 
for the three surveillance officer positions. This de­
cision was agreed to for two major reasons: (1) It gave 
Allen County juvenile probation officers the oppor­
tunity to earn extra income; and (2) in-house staff 
would be experienced probation officers, and thus, 
they would be familiar with the probation depart-
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ment, case loads, procedures, one another, and the 
administration. Having probation officers serve as 
surveillance officers made program implementation 
quite easy, and their knowledge and experience in 
working with juveniles served them and the program 
well. 

The smooth implementation and management of 
the pilot program was due to the skill and dedication 
of the surveillance officers and the EMP coordinator. 
Equally important and complementing factors lead­
ing to the success of the pilot program were the pro­
bation officers who worked with the juveniles, the 
commitment of the administrative staff to the pro­
gram, appropriate resource allocation, the pre-plan­
ning of the Electronic Monitoring Committee, the 
time spent learning how to properly use the com­
puter, and the testing of the equipment itself. While 
two of six juveniles attempted an escape, one turned 
himself in and the' other was arrested by the Indiana 
State Police. Overall, however, the program pro­
ceeded with little organizational or equipment dif­
ficulties. When p:r.oblems surfaced the program 
structure allowed for appropriate changes to be made 
immediately if necessary. 

Probation Officers 

Prior to the implementation of the program a sur­
vey was distributed to all probation officers in the 
department to determine their knowledge of the pro­
gram as well as their attitudes toward this novel 
approach to juvenile detention. Of the nine surveys 
returned, the results indicated that most officers had 
been appraised of the program and that the majority 
of the officers supported the department's effort from 
both a philosophical and practical level. In fact, sev­
eral officers reported on the survey form and in in­
terviews with the researcher that they saw great 
potential in a program of this type. While the pro­
bation officers indicated that the pilot program would 
create more work for them since juveniles who would 
normally be placed in Indiana Boys School or Indi­
ana Girls School would now be placed on their in­
tensive supervision case load, they were willing to 
perform the extra work. The officers displayed a con­
cern for juveniles that overcame the inconvenience 
and extra workload that they would be subjected to. 

Not all officers were, however, convinced that such 
a program was beneficial to the juvenile or that it 
would in fact save tax dollars. These individuals dis­
played a "wait and see" attitude in which they wanted 
the program to succeed, but were restrained and cau­
tious in giving total commitment to the idea. Con­
sequently, while some officers reported that they were 

excited and supportive of the pilot program and the 
potential use of electronic monitoring as a cost sav­
ing and rehabilitative device, others were not as con­
vinced. The importance of this situation is that officers 
on the department, whether they were highly sup­
portive or reserved about the program, wanted it to 
succeed. Perhaps a surveillance officer stated the 
general feeling among the staff when he or she stated, 
"We were going to do everything we could to make 
sure that the program was a success." Certainly, 
with staff commitment such as that displayed by the 
Allen County juvenile probation officers, program 
implementation and the potential for success was 
greatly enhanced. 

At the conclusion of the pilot program probation 
officers, surveillance officers, and other program staff 
reported a high degree of satisfaction with the pro­
gram in personal interviews with the researcher. In 
fact, some probation officers indicated that while they 
spent more time working with the EMP juveniles 
compared to other juveniles on their case load, they 
liked having the monitor on the youth. When the 
juveniles were on the program the probation officer 
did not have to check up on the youth, nor did the 
officer have to worry about the juvenile being in at 
his or her designated curfew time. 

Conclusion 

Overall, the planning and implementation pro­
cess utilized by the Allen County Juvenile Probation 
Department was relatively smooth. The department 
reviewed electronic monitoring programs with adults 
and juveniles, the available literature, and the var­
ious equipment venders before implementing its pro­
gram. The department also established various 
planning and administrative committees with mem­
bership including representation from the various 
divisions of the department. Equally important was 
the fact that not only did administrative heads sup­
port the program, but line probation officers were at 
least cautiously supportive of the pilot program. And, 
perhaps most importantly, the program was de­
signed to complement existing departmental proce­
dures. Certainly, this effort alone saved considerable 
implementation and execution problems for the staff 
and the department. 

The overriding goal of the program was cost sav­
ings for the county. However, members of the EMP 
Screening Committee would not admit juveniles to 
the program, even when they met program criteria 
and considerations, if they did not feel that the pro­
gram was in the best interest of the juvenile. This 
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situation coupled with the low number of "safe" risk 
juveniles eligible for the program kept the program 
very small. In addition, this situation demonstrated 
that despite stated goals, alterations to those goals 
can occur, and a form of political gamesmanship can 
result. Specifically, program documentation sup­
plied to decision-makers responsible for authorizing 
such a program can include criteria established in 
good faith by program participants, but these con­
ditions will be altered as needed to meet the profes­
sional and practical needs of a program. 

Four additional factors were imperative to the 
planning and organization of the pilot project: First, 
the equipment chosen for the program functioned 
extremely well. Few problems were encountered and 
when problems arose factory representatives re­
sponded quickly to assure system reliability. In fact, 
the company could assume program monitoring on 
its system while it repaired the on-site equipment. 
Second, certainly, the great care taken in selecting 
candidates for the pilot project increased the prob­
ability of success. The obvious problem that this se­
lection process presented, however, was that the 
system was not tested on less stable juvenile offend­
ers. 

Third, the EMP coordinator's efforts at explaining 
the program carefully to the juvenile and his or her 
parent(s) or guardian(s) avoided confusion and sub­
sequent technical violations. In addition, the fact 
that the surveillance officers and the coordinator 
demonstrated the equipment carefully and allowed 
the juvenile to practice with the wristlet and the 
monitor until he or she was able to perform the needed 
tasks without error helped to limit program prob­
lems. Fourth, without doubt, the daily visits of the 
surveillance officers had a profound psychological 
impact on the juveniles themselves and their par­
ent(s) or guardian(s). These visits demonstrated the 
seriousness of the program, the fact that the juvenile 
was being watched carefully, and thus enhanced the 
belief of the juvenile that he or she would be caught 
if he or she violated either the law or conditions of 
the program. Equally important was the fact that 
whenever a violation occurred, a surveillance officer 
was at the home of the juvenile, generally within 
minutes of the violation. 

Perhaps most surprising to everyone was the lack 
of problems encountered during the pilot program. 
There were no serious violations committed by pro­
gram participants; although, two juveniles escaped, 
they did not commit additional crimes. Thejuveniles 
simply removed the wristlet and left it in their home 
before they ran, and they were caught shortly after 

they absconded. It must be remembered, however, 
that while the department was fortunate that no 
serious crimes were committed, this factor was at 
least partially a result of program d.esign. Juveniles 
that had committed crimes of violence were not al­
lowed on the program. Also, by including the juve­
nile's probation officer in the decision to place a 
juvenile on the program, it was unlikely that a ju­
venile with a propensity to commit a serious crime 
would be placed on the pilot program. In reality, the 
pilot project was designed for success. It was not until 
the pilot program was successfully completed and 
had proven its value that more serious offenders were 
placed on the program. 
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