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Juvenile Probation in the United States:

Current Practices and How It Can Be Improved

By
Ira M. Schwartz, Peter Jones and David Schwartz.

A Paper Delivered to the Korean Ministry of Justice
at the 20" Anniversary Celebration of Korean Probation Service

INTRODUCTION

I want to thank you for inviting me to participate in this important conference
celebrating the 20" anniversary of the Korean Probation & Parole Service. This
conference, which is being hosted by the Ministry of Justice and sponsored by the
Korean Institute of Criminology and the Korean Academy of Probation and Parole
Service promises to add new insights about probation and parole services that,
hopefully, will be considered by juvenile and criminal justice policy makers, ad-
ministrators and practitioners here in Korea.

| want to begin by acknowledging two colleagues who assisted in the prepara-
tion of this paper. They are Peter Jones, PhD and David Schwartz. Dr. Jones is
a noted criminologist and Senior Vice Provost for Undergraduate Studies at Temple
University. David Schwartz is the President and Chief Executive Officer of Qlinx,
a for-profit technology company that conducts research and develops software in
the juvenile justice, child welfare, education and other human service areas.

The purpose of this paper is to discuss the developments and recent trends with
respect to juvenile probation in the United States. More importantly, this paper will
present some new ideas based upon recent research that could help to significantly
improve the quality and effectiveness of juvenile probation in the United States and
elsewhere. In particular, I’m going to discuss some important breakthroughs in risk
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assessment and prediction that | believe hold great promise for juvenile probation.
I feel particularly fortunate that my colleagues and I, along with another dis-
tinguished colleague, Zoran Obradovic, PhD, spearheaded the research that will be
presented in this paper. We hope you will find it interesting and productive food
for thought.

Juvenile Probation Trends in the United States

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in the United States
Department of Justice reported that more than 1.1 million delinquency cases re-
ceived some type of disposition or sanction in 2005. This is the latest year that
such data are available. The table below indicates, the numbers of juveniles placed
on probation increased steadily from 430,100 in 1985 to a high of 658,000 in 1997
and have been decreasing ever since.

Table 1 Disposition of Delinquency Cases, 1985-2005*

Year Wa_;uv_e d to Placed Probation Other Sanctions
Criminal Court
1985 7,200 107,900 430,100 182,300
1986 7,400 113,400 447,200 202,100
1987 6,800 108,400 440,500 212,000
1988 6,700 109,100 440,900 216,800
1989 8,000 122,500 428,100 221,500
1990 8,500 126,200 469,200 239,000
1991 10,700 129,700 508,900 278,700
1992 11,300 135,600 540,500 299,100
1993 11,500 139,700 520,800 300,900
1994 13,000 150,600 565,400 329,800
1995 11,300 155,800 621,300 343,000
1996 11,500 173,800 626,800 391,400
1997 10,900 182,800 658,800 396,500
1998 10,300 173,600 639,900 388,300
1999 8,800 168,600 627,300 369,300
2000 7,400 167,200 611,700 387,500
2001 6,400 157,900 608,200 384,400
2002 7,100 152,400 603,300 383,300
2003 6,600 150,300 600,000 395,400
2004 6,600 143,200 586,500 420,900
2005 6,900 140,100 556,500 454,700

* Adapted from Juvenile Court Statistics 2005
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Washington, DC: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.
Internet citation: OJIDP Statistical Briefing Book. Online. Available:
http://ojjdp.ncjrs.gov/ojstatbb/court/qa07102.asp?qaDate=2005.

Released on September 12, 2008.

Although the number of juvenile probation cases is declining, there is reason
to believe that far greater use can be made of this sanction than appears to be case.
For example, in 2005, 140,100 juveniles were placed in public or private youth de-
tention and correctional facilities by the juvenile courts (OJIDP, Statistical Briefing
Book, 2008). The most recent census of youth confined in juvenile correctional fa-
cilities revealed that more than 18% were placed for “technical violations” of pro-
bation or for status offenses (e.g., running away from home, school truancy, curfew
violations, being out of the control of their parents or guardians, etc.) and many
others were placed because they committed misdemeanors (minor delinquency of-
fenses), public order offenses or failed to meet the conditions of their probation
(Livsey, et al 2009). The census also revealed that more than 30% of the facilities
juveniles were committed to or placed in were operating at or in excess of
capacity. Given this, it is likely that not only could many youth placed into these
facilities be managed in the community without sacrificing public safety, but over-
crowding could be alleviated as well.

The table also indicates that a large and growing number of youth received
“other sanctions.” While it is unclear what all of the “other sanctions” are, it is
assumed that many are youth who are placed on informal probation or are cases
that might not even be considered severe enough to be formally processed by the
juvenile courts. In other words, they are largely cases that are considered to be di-
verted from formal juvenile court processing.

JUVENILE PROBATION IN THE UNITED STATES: KEY
DEVELOPMENTS DURING THE PAST THREE DECADES

At first glance, a review of the juvenile probation literature in the United States
might suggest that little has changed during the past few decades. However, more
careful examination reveals that progress is being made - at least in the research
literature if not quite yet at the practice level. Though it is true that the pace of
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change in juvenile probation is glacial, there is mounting evidence to suggest that
the field has advanced considerably since the “nothing works” assessment of the
1970’s. As Andrews (2006) points out, the field of juvenile and adult corrections
has “clearly moved from a period of “nothing works” to “what works” and is now
struggling with making “what works” work.” This presentation on the state of juve-
nile probation in the United States will identify some of the key areas where prog-
ress has been made and where accumulated knowledge allows us to identify what
appears to make programs successful. In addition it will identify in detail some
specific initiatives that hold considerable potential for the future.

Background

The research literature on juvenile delinquency, probation, treatment and re-
habilitation has burgeoned in the past few decades. Though much of it is of ques-
tionable quality and value there are a sufficient number of rigorous studies and
meta-analyses to provide compelling evidence of the successes of different delin-
quency intervention strategies. We know much about the types of programs that
seem to work, the conditions under which they work best and the types of juveniles
with whom their impact is optimal. Furthermore, we know that the potential for
success in juvenile probation is maximized when the decision-maker has access to
sound risk and needs information about the juvenile client and the ability to target
the highest risk cases and match juvenile needs with information on the specific
services provided by different juvenile programs.

Unfortunately, the commitment to evidence based practice remains largely in
realm of rhetoric and, therefore, the potential offered by this accumulated knowl-
edge on successful juvenile probation intervention has not been widely translated
into existing practice. For the most part, juvenile probation in the United States
remains poorly informed by the literature, inadequately monitored and rarely
evaluated. For example, it is difficult to argue that juvenile probation programs are
truly treatment/rehabilitation focused when they are largely unaware of - and un-
able to tell - what happens to juveniles following program discharge. Similarly, the
recent and sustained growth of some new initiatives - such as juvenile boot camps
- has occurred despite the fact that research by and large shows the approach to
have no significant benefits and some very real downsides. For this reason a major
challenge for juvenile probation today is not so much knowing what works as be-
ing committed to the successful implementation and maintenance of programs that
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meet best practice specifications.

There are several key elements that are shaping the ‘what works’ literature in
contemporary juvenile probation and it is important that these are considered as we
guide the field into the future. Although there will inevitably be debate over ex-
actly which elements should be included in any such list, most researchers and
practitioners would recognize the importance of the following:

1. Risk-needs-responsivity — identifying the principles of effective rehabilitation.

2. The recognition of the need to develop a continuum of graduated sanctions

— including differentiation of probation into a range of supervision levels from
regular to intensive

3. the recognition of the need for gender-specific programs

4. the overall increase in evidence based practice

Risk-Needs-Responsivity — Identifying the Principles of Effective Rehabilitation.

Andrews (2006) has outlined the key principles of the risk-needs-responsivity
approach to program design and basic supplementary principles associated with
program delivery. He directs programs to target moderate and higher risk cases us-
ing validated assessment instruments that are appropriate to the task. He warns
against confounding the concept of risk with that of stakes — the latter often repre-
sented by the seriousness of the current offense. He urges programs to focus pre-
dominantly on criminogenic needs and to use intervention strategies with demon-
strated levels of success. Importantly, he recognizes that it is not enough to assume
that espousing these principles will automatically change program culture — there is
enormous inertia, even resistance to change and that must be addressed.

Lowenkamp, Latessa and Smith (2006) have taken the argument one step fur-
ther by empirically demonstrating the importance of treatment integrity to program
success. Their studies show that intervention and treatment programs that can and
do work will underperform and even fail if they are not well designed and well
implemented. Indeed, the cost of poor design and/or implementation may not sim-
ply be no change occurs, but that it could spell worse results for juveniles than
if there was no intervention at all. For example, their research on Community
Corrections Act funded programs in the State of Ohio providing residential services
to state parolees through a halfway house program showed that across the board,
ten percent more parolees from treatment than control groups returned to prison.
To many practitioners this result alone might be shocking as it is commonly be-
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lieved that any enhanced intervention can only fail to improve outcomes and cer-
tainly not make things worse. A second finding was that almost two-thirds of the
treatment programs evaluated were classified ‘unsatisfactory’ in terms of program
quality (as measured by the Correctional Program Assessment Inventory or CPAI)
- meaning that we are mislead into expecting a treatment effect when in fact the
program content expected to deliver those changes is missing or seriously
compromised. A third and perhaps the most compelling finding was that the better
a program scored on the CPAI, the lower their rates of return to prison — clear
evidence that quality counts.

Graduated Sanctions and Intensive Supervision

The juvenile justice system is required to balance public safety and the treat-
ment of youthful offenders (Howell, 2003; King, 2006). During the past few deca-
des the juvenile courts have developed a continuum of "graduated sanctions” that
range from minimally restrictive options such as diversion or regular probation to
highly restrictive interventions such as intensive probation and institutional
commitment. Disposition to a particular sanction is generally determined by a mix
of offense severity (‘stakes’) and an assessment of the risk of future delinquency.
Unfortunately, the issue of treatment need is often secondary even though the re-
search points clearly to the fact that human service components are critical to suc-
cessful intervention and treatment (MacKenzie, 2000). When juvenile probation
agencies focus mostly on the deterrent, supervision and incapacitation goals of such
sanctions — such as with intensive supervision probation, drug testing and electronic
monitoring - they tend to be ineffective at reducing recidivism (Mackenzie, 2005).
Indeed, intensive supervision programs can produce the unintended consequence of
increased technical violations and revocations of probation (Glaser, 1969).

The key finding from this body of research is that simply ratcheting up the level
of supervision and control over juveniles does not produce significant long-term re-
ductions in recidivism. Zhang and Zhang (2005) demonstrated clearly that in-
creased control, through such programs as intensive supervision probation, produces
at best a limited, short-term decline in offending. Once the level of intense super-
vision ends the impact on offending disappears and, often, may reverse —with juve-
niles emerging from high supervision/incapacitation but low treatment environments
tending to have increased recidivism compared with juveniles discharged from
more carefully designed and implemented treatment oriented, community based
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programs (MacKenzie, 2005).

The key is to consider graduated sanctions along with treatment needs and to
provide the mix of services that are appropriate for the juvenile. In contrast, pro-
grams that largely emphasize deterrence and control, such as intensive supervision
and drug abstinence tend to be ineffective (Farrington, 2005). When successfully
utilized — and decisions are based on a sound risk-needs- responsivity approach -
a system of graduated sanctions allows juvenile courts to meet the dispositional re-
quirement of appropriate severity (restriction of liberty) sanctions for the small
number of high risk/ high stakes youths and less restrictive community based inter-
ventions for larger proportions of low risk/ low stakes youths.

Recognition of the Need for Gender-Specific Programs

Starting in the late 1980’s there has been a marked increase in the proportion
of girls entering the juvenile justice system (Snyder and Sickmund, 2006). Girls
are now more likely to be arrested for crimes against the person, more likely to
be committed to residential/institutional facilities and more likely to re-offend. All
of this is disproportionately true for minority populations (Hartney and Silva,
2007).

Recognition of the need for gender specific programming grew significantly
during the 1980’s as juvenile justice researchers and practitioners in general, and
feminist criminologists in particular, prompted the federal government to re-
authorize the 1992 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act with
the provision that gender specific services be provided for both the prevention and
treatment of juvenile delinquency (Wolf et al, 2009). It has been argued that in
the decade and a half since the JJIDP Act, the situation for girls has become more
not less dire (Chesney-Lind et al. 2008). There is concern that the juvenile justice
system will respond to the increasing numbers of girls by treating them as if they
were violent boys.

Despite these concerns there is evidence of the development of a cadre of gen-
der responsive programs that reflect gender based theoretical perspectives of female
offending and provide interventions that specifically address such issues as physical
and sexual abuse and violence, the risk of HIV/AIDS, pregnancy and motherhood,
substance abuse, family problems and stress (Chesney-Lind, 2001). Where appro-
priate they will also address safe housing, employment training, empowerment, lo-
cus of control and self-efficacy.
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Not surprisingly, this shift of theoretical perspective is occurring slowly and, al-
though it has produced a number of gender specific programs very few have been
subject to rigorous evaluation. In the absence of strong positive evaluations some
feminist researchers are challenging the need for gender specific programs (Kempf-
Leonard and Sample, 2000). A recent study by Wolf et al. (2009) reported on a
program — Reaffirming Young Sisters’ Excellence (RYSE) - designed as a gender
specific alternative to traditional probation in Alameda County, California. The pro-
gram combined intensive supervision with gender and culturally responsive services
in combination with more traditional probation services such as restitution and
community service. An initial evaluation of the program (Le et al., 2003) showed
that, overall, girls who participated in the RYSE intervention had comparable recid-
ivism scores to the comparison group (regular probation). However, it also re-
ported that African American girls in the RYSE program did better than African
American girls in the comparison group. Further analysis by Wolf et al. (2009)
found the reason for this race specific finding was because African American girls
had a significantly lower rate of success in both the services to which they were
assigned - especially so for traditional probation.

These recent results highlight the complexity of treatment responses, suggesting
that gender specific programs that ignore issues of race, ethnicity and even sexual
orientation and class, may be unnecessarily limiting.

Evidence Based Practice

After more than two decades of ‘what works’ conferences, publications and
technical assistance efforts, it is encouraging to find more and more evidence that
juvenile probation interventions are being shaped by, and assessed against, best-
practice principles. Some of the most compelling evidence of best practice is de-
rived from the growing meta-analytic literature. Several key studies have reviewed
the extant literature and provided clear indications about the types of programs that
are successful, the types of juveniles with which they are successful, and the con-
ditions under which success is maximized.

Lipsey (1999) examined over 200 research studies in an effort to establish
whether juvenile treatment programs in community based and residential/institu-
tional settings significantly reduced recidivism for serious juvenile offenders. He
controlled for the methodological rigor of the studies and concluded that the results
“unquestionably” (p.163) supported a conclusion that juveniles exposed to inter-
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ventions reported significantly reduced recidivism rates. Unlike Gendreau and Ross
(1987), Lipsey (1999) found that program success varied considerably by type of
treatment. Programs that incorporated individual counseling, developed inter-
personal skills, offered behavioral programs (e.g., family therapy) and included
multiple services (e.g., service brokerage, multi-modal service) reported the stron-
gest statistically significant mean effects on recidivism.

Separate analysis of 83 interventions with institutionalized juvenile offenders
confirmed that specific program types were associated with the largest reduction in
recidivism rates (Lipsey, 1999). The most effective interventions were ones that in-
corporated interpersonal skills programs, parent instruction, behavioral programs,
community residential programs and multiple services. Interventions involving lon-
ger duration (over 6 months), a non-juvenile justice provider, proper im-
plementation, and program experience of at least two years were identified as sig-
nificantly contributing to a reduction in recidivism. Interestingly, many of these re-
sults were replicated in the analysis of the non-institutionalized interventions. The
key finding was that an optimal mix of program features (e.g. type of treatment,
duration of program etc.) has “the capability to reduce recidivism by 40-50 percen
t--- to very nearly half of what they would be without such programming” (p.163).

Latimer’s (2001) meta-analysis examined the influence of family interventions
on the subsequent recidivism rates of juvenile offenders. He identified 35 published
and unpublished studies from 1973-99 that met his strict selection criteria and cal-
culated a methodological rigor scale to examine the effect of methodological varia-
bles on treatment outcomes. The results indicated that family intervention treatment
compared to traditional non-familial responses significantly reduced recidivism rates
of juvenile offenders. A majority (76%) of the studies revealed a positive effect
from treatment and programs that included voluntary participation reported sig-
nificantly lower recidivism rates than those where participation was mandated.

Having established that certain types of intervention have the potential for sig-
nificant positive impact, the key question is whether or not the principles of effec-
tive rehabilitation really get implemented in program design and, equally im-
portantly, in its delivery. Essentially this is asking whether or not correctional pro-
gram quality really matters. Hopefully, the message conveyed by the research re-
sults of Andrews et al. (1990), Andrews and Bonta (2003), Palmer (1991, 1994,
1995), Gendreau (1996), Gendreau Little and Goggin (1996) and Lowenkamp,
Latessa and Smith (2006) is a most emphatic ‘yes’!

Though policy makers and practitioners have been aware of the importance of
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program fidelity and integrity in a general way, the fact is that both vary enor-
mously, even in programs that share the same name. Austin et al. (2005) note that
intensive supervision programs are sometimes only nominally intensive and differ
very little from traditional probation with intermittent contacts and surveillance. In
a study of 118 drug treatment programs in a state correctional system Welsh and
Zajac (2004) report that certain program types such as therapeutic communities
were fairly consistent along dimensions like primary treatment approach (cognitive-
behavioral and psychodynamic approaches were commonly used), program content
(e.g., thinking errors, models of addiction, and problem-solving skills) and treat-
ment duration. However, among other program types such as drug education and
outpatient treatment, much greater variation was detected along these dimensions,
as well as treatment intensity (hours per week), staffing ratios, and target assess-
ment/selection procedures.

As Andrews (2006) notes, implementation of effective human service programs
is not simply a matter of selecting an evidence-based program off the shelf. The
work of Lowenkamp et al (2006) shows how dimensions of a program can be as-
sessed by a standardized tool such as the Correctional Program Assessment
Inventory (CPAI) —which itself is based on a well-validated theoretical model, the
principles of effective correctional intervention. We have to be realistic and ac-
knowledge that juvenile programs will not work without adherence to the risk-
needs-responsivity principle and without continued commitment to program fidelity
and integrity. We have to move to a point where, as a matter of policy, federal,
state and local agencies require systematic surveys of adherence to such program
goals.

The Centrality of Risk

As noted earlier, several prominent researchers —most notably Andrews et al.
(1990), Palmer (1991, 1994 and 1995) and Cullen (2002) - have identified key
principles associated with juvenile treatment program success. Their work shows
that interventions must be clinically relevant and matched to the risk and needs of
their juvenile clients. Andrews (2006) argues that correctional programs and inter-
ventions should target higher risk offenders and provide cognitive-behavioral or be-
havioral interventions that focus on relevant criminogenic needs. He argues that we
must employ structured and validated risk/need assessment instruments and reserve
intensive treatment services for moderate and higher risk cases.
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The juvenile probation and social work profession and the social welfare fields
claim to have embraced the concept of evidence- based practice and the willingness
to adopt innovative methods for delivering services. However, there is mounting
evidence that juvenile justice and social work policy makers and practitioners are
slow in taking advantage of breakthroughs in knowledge and in technological and
research advances that are becoming commonplace in such fields as engineering,
health care and education. These fields are failing to hear the siren call of Andrews
and others about the centrality of risk assessment and are missing out on oppor-
tunities to utilize sophisticated and advanced research protocols more commonly
used in such fields as financial services, engineering, epidemiology and medicine
that have the potential to lead to more promising service interventions and pro-
grams in such areas as juvenile probation.

Currently, the most commonly used tools that social workers and juvenile pro-
bation officers draw upon to assist them in making critical decisions are risk as-
sessment instruments that are based on actuarial or consensus of “professional opin-
ion” models (Schwartz, Kaufman and Schwartz, 2004). The best available research
on such models suggests they are not much better than “a flip of the coin” with
respect to prediction and assessing risk. Gambrill and Shlonsky, for example, con-
clude that while actuarial models are somewhat better than consensus-based models,
they are still far less than satisfactory. Yet, despite the existence of recent research
suggesting that far more sophisticated and more accurate and predictive instruments
can be developed utilizing advanced data mining techniques and neural networks,
juvenile justice and child welfare agencies cling to the same old tools that have
been in use for nearly four decades. The attraction of these obsolete and dangerous
relics is difficult to comprehend, let alone explain. However, it is a measure of the
power of inertia and an indication that perhaps juvenile justice and social welfare
are not as committed to evidence-based practice as they might claim to be.

The increasing visibility of youth violence, drug abuse and delinquency has po-
larized the juvenile justice public policy response in the United States into adopting
a get-tough stance involving increased supervision, incapacitation and waiver to the
adult criminal courts and, to a much lesser degree, an improved-treatment approach
focusing on effective rehabilitative and preventive strategies. With finite resources,
it is evident that both approaches require the juvenile justice and child welfare sys-
tems to identify those youth who are most atrisk and most at-need of either type
of intervention. Poor risk assessment tools with high false positive rates will
wrongfully include youth who are not at risk in the atrisk population, resulting in
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unnecessary and perhaps even harmful intervention in the lives of these youth.
Youth incorrectly identified as being at risk may receive highly intrusive and/or in-
capacitative interventions that are not only unnecessary and costly, but damage ex-
isting bonds between the youth and his/her family, friends and neighborhood. In
contrast, assessments that produce high numbers of false negatives mean that we
failed to protect adequately public safety by not intervening when we should have.

Risk assessment tools are being developed at an ever increasing pace in a wide
array of justice and child welfare settings. Whether the purpose is to predict crimi-
nal recidivism, violent behavior or the abuse of a child, the trend to create and val-
idate more and better risk instruments will not abate. After decades of debating the
relative merits of actuarial versus clinical risk assessment, much of the con-
temporary effort is being put into developing and validating actuarial tools of one
type or another. It is critical that clinicians and policymakers understand how such
tools can add to their decision-making capability. Unfortunately, the field is fraught
with many myths and misconceptions and there remains considerable potential that
policymakers and practitioners will either decide not to use potentially valuable as-
sessment tools, or that they will use poorly developed assessment tools that may
well perform no better than chance. The key is being able to evaluate the quality
of a risk assessment tool and understand fully what a good risk assessment can and
should be able to do within the context of contemporary technology and data ana-
lytic capabilities.

Until recently, the literature on the comparative performance of different actua-
rial approaches suggested that the type of statistical method employed in the analy-
sis of risk made little difference (Baird, 1999; Brennan, 1987; Simon, 1971; Tarling
and Perry, 1985; Gottfredson 1987). There are several reasons why this is
possible. The first is that theory in the field of juvenile justice and child welfare
is still developing when compared with applications of prediction studies in fields
such as medicine, econometrics and engineering. The second is the constraint of
poor data. Limitations on the range of available measures added to problems of
reliability, and validity of the data that exist limits the ability of more sophisticated
statistical approaches to achieve their potential. Gottfredson (1987) argues that
without better and different data we simply cannot improve on the basic analytic
approaches of the past. He warned that limited and generally poor quality data
combined with the highly random nature of delinquent behavior ensures that pre-
diction research will rarely explain more than 15 to 20 percent of the outcome var-
iance, and may never do better than thirty percent. Schmidt and Witte (1988) con-
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cur, and caution against overly optimistic goals for prediction studies in the field
of delinquency, pointing to the fact that even in disciplines with well-developed,
specific theories and relatively accurate data, prediction instruments struggle to ex-
plain more than half the variation in the outcome measure. A third reason why
researchers expect little variation across statistical approaches is that the lack of dif-
ferentiation is more apparent during the validation than the construction of a risk
instrument so that apparent gains in the creation of an assessment tool will dis-
appear upon testing. Tarling and Perry warned of this when they completed their
review of seven different statistical approaches by concluding that, “no method is
consistently better than any other in validation samples.” (Tarling and Perry, 1985,
p.264). A fourth reason is that the methods being compared are often basic re-
gression based techniques that share similar assumptions about the data.

Most of these comparative studies have employed traditional statistical method-
ologies and it is rare to find contributions from non-traditional disciplines such as
engineering or bioinformatics. More recent work by Jones et al. (2006) employed
three different actuarial assessment tools that are founded upon widely different
mathematical platforms and vary enormously in their range of sophistication and
power. They compared a dated, but well known and widely used risk assessment
tool (the Wisconsin Delinquency Risk Assessment) with a customized risk assess-
ment tool developed using a classification tree approach (a comparable method to
that used by Steadman et al, (2000) in their MacArthur studies), and a third assess-
ment tool developed using state of the art neural network analyses. Their results
suggest that considerable potential for improvement exists through the use of more
recent, sophisticated analytic approaches.

In the Jones et al. study it is interesting to note that the risk model developed
using a classification tree approach did not use any of the risk items utilized by
the Wisconsin risk assessment tool. Furthermore, when the results were compared
to the Wisconsin classification, the classification tree approach placed far more ju-
veniles in the ‘low-risk’ group - the group that Andrews argues so strongly to di-
vert from treatment programs. The risk classification based upon the neural net-
work model placed even more juveniles in the low-risk group. Also, and a key re-
sult, the predictive validity testing of the three models showed that 24.4% of the
Wisconsin model low-risk juveniles re-offended during the follow-up period com-
pared with 17.4% of the low-risk classification tree model and 3.0% of the neural
network model.

These findings seriously challenge the status quo in juvenile probation and so-
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cial work. They indicate that risk models widely used in the field are likely to be
ineffective in identifying the truly low risk juveniles and, therefore, are violating
the principles of effective rehabilitation outlined by Andrews and others in their
risk-needs-responsivity approach. Beyond the implications for risk assessment per
se, Schwartz et al (2004) have demonstrated that by identifying valid dynamic risk
factors and utilizing state of the art technology to keep collecting and updating
measurement, it is possible to develop risk instruments that will provide continuous
risk assessment scores rather than the fixed, single risk score that is currently em-
ployed in most settings. Such advances are critical from a treatment perspective
since they will allow agencies to identify what changes (either in behavior or con-
dition) trigger shifts in risk classification during a treatment phase. This knowledge
will help identify the most effective intervention or prevention strategy for a partic-
ular individual or group.

If continuous measurement and risk assessment represent what is possible with
current analytic and technology capabilities the fact remains that risk assessment as
currently utilized in juvenile justice and child welfare settings falls far short of this
level. All too often risk assessments in the field are borrowed, adapted to fit local
data conditions (by adding and/or excluding carefully identified predictors or by
changing the risk scores associated with established predictors) and then utilized
without validation to produce risk classifications to support potentially life changing
decisions. Such misuse and abuse of risk assessment falls well short of what might
be considered best practice in the field but it exists largely because of a misplaced
sense that actuarial risk assessment is so robust, so superior to clinical decision
making, that it can sustain these modifications without being seriously
compromised.

As Zinger (2004) notes, most criticism of actuarial risk assessment fails to offer
any reasonable alternative, and a return to clinical assessment takes us in the direc-
tion of increased and less explicit and recognizable bias. The answer is not to
throw the baby out with the bathwater —it is to recognize the gap that exists be-
tween theory and practice in the field of actuarial risk assessment in the United
States and to move quickly to establish minimum quality control standards. The
present study has established that actuarial risk assessments can vary enormously
in terms of where they place juveniles and how accurate their predictions can be.
For change to occur there needs to be explicit recognition that the potential benefits
of actuarial risk assessment can be achieved only by carefully maintaining the in-
tegrity of the risk prediction process. The methodological ‘high ground’ needs to
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be earned and not simply assumed.

DISCUSSION AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

As this paper indicates, there has been an increasing amount of research into
juvenile probation services in the United States. The findings that probation serv-
ices and programs should be gender specific, must be well designed and well run
and address criminogenic factors should be useful to policy makers and practi-
tioners interested in improving the effectiveness of juvenile probation. The findings
that probation services that largely rely on deterrence or increasing and/or maintain-
ing control over juveniles are ineffective is particularly important and should be
carefully considered in designing or re-designing programs. Also, there is much
evidence that juvenile probation services in the United States can be expanded and,
if strengthened, can have a significant impact on decreasing the numbers of juve-
niles being placed in public and private youth detention and correctional facilities.

The recent research in risk assessment using neural networks is extremely prom-
ising and should be high on the agenda of those interested in improving the effec-
tiveness of juvenile probation programs. One of the first applications of neural net-
works in the children and youth area was in the child welfare field (child abuse
and child maltreatment). Here, a research team | was a member of examined
whether neural networks could significantly improve our ability to assess risk in
child welfare and, in particular, our ability to predict the risk of future serious child
maltreatment in families. The findings of that research indicated that neural net-
works is an effective method for developing risk assessment tools that could im-
prove the practice of child welfare line staff and provide better protection for vul-
nerable children (Schwartz, Kaufman and Schwartz, 2004). The findings were later
replicated by an engineering professor at the University of Pennsylvania which sig-
nificantly increased our level of confidence in this new approach.

| am pleased to report that this research is now being translated into practice.
In the state of New York, child welfare officials are working with our research
team on a project to develop risk assessment tools that can be used at the child
welfare “hot line” level and in conducting investigations of alleged child maltreat-
ment (e.g., child abuse and neglect). In addition, discussions are now underway in
Philadelphia to explore how this technology can be used by the local Department
of Human Services, the agency that handles both child maltreatment and juvenile
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delinquency cases. Even though the embracing of evidence based practices is slow
in the child welfare field, I am confident the use of neural networks will gradually
spread to other jurisdictions in the United States in the future.

The encouraging results from the research in child welfare led our research team
to explore whether neural networks could lead to the development of more effec-
tive risk assessment tools in juvenile justice. As this paper indicates, the results
were just as encouraging and neural networks significantly improved our ability to
more accurately classify juvenile offenders and to predict risk. Moreover, as men-
tioned earlier, neural networks’ state of the art technology offers the opportunity to
update measurements and conduct risk assessments on a continuous basis
(Schwartz, Jones, Schwartz, & Obradovic. (2008). This is particularly important be-
cause risk is a dynamic and not a static phenomenon, and because of the im-
plications this has for assisting probation staff in designing interventions and pro-
viding more effective services.

So, what does this mean for juvenile probation? One of the most significant im-
plications is that it appears we now have a powerful new technique that has the
potential to improve the quality and effectiveness of juvenile probation services.
We can develop tools that probation staff can use that can dramatically enhance
their capabilities to more accurately assess juvenile offenders and predict their like-
lihood for engaging in delinquency behavior. We also now have the capability to
better match offenders with the type and level of services they need, which, in turn,
will lead to improved probation outcomes and a better utilization of juvenile justice
resources. In other words, we have the ability to develop tools that will greatly as-
sist juvenile probation staff and improve their overall performance.

Thus far, this pioneering juvenile justice research using neural networks has
been done in the United States. What we do not know and what would be im-
portant to find out is whether neural network technology can be applied with as
good or similar results elsewhere. It would be interesting to see if such results
could be realized here in Korea. While my colleagues and | are optimistic about
the possibilities, it would be important to explore the potential carefully and in a
systematic way. Therefore, we recommend that justice officials here in Korea, per-
haps under the leadership of the Ministry of Justice, consider conducting similar
research. Unlike traditional research that often times takes years to yield mean-
ingful results, research using neural networks is comparatively inexpensive to carry
out and can be completed in a short period of time (within one year or less). All
that is required is a data set of sufficient size to build and train a neural network
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based model. Once this is done, the model can be tested in the field and be com-
pared with what is currently being used. Also, this kind of research can usually
be completed without having to collect any new data. For example, the research
we conducted using neural networks in the United States was completed using ju-
venile justice and child welfare data routinely collected by justice and social wel-
fare agencies. This meant that the agencies did not have to collect new data or
modify their data collection procedures or systems. Although I am not familiar with
the juvenile justice data available in Korea, | would not be surprised if the data
that is already being collected would be suitable for this kind of research.

Perhaps one of the outcomes of this conference would be to launch a project
in Korea? Obviously, my colleagues and | would be delighted to work with offi-
cials here on such an effort. Also, it would be interesting to explore the possibil-
ities for applying neural networks in the parole area as well.

Again, | want to thank you for inviting me to be part of this important
conference.
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Public Protection and the Transformation of the English
and Welsh Probation Service.

Dr Mike Nash*

In 2007, the probation service in England and Wales celebrated 100 years of
existence. It is almost impossible now to compare its evangelical, humanist origins
with the law enforcing, public protection service of today. A slow process of evolu-
tion has seen it change from a Christian based, reforming and voluntary service to
one which is professional, highly bureaucratic and now in close association with
the prison service under the National Offender Management Service (NOMS), es-
tablished in 2004 (for a comprehensive historical overview see a series of articles
by McWilliams, 1983, 1985, 1986 and 1987 and more recently Raynor and
Vanstone, 2007).

This process of change has been incremental and has largely reflected prevailing
political and criminological agendas. Criminologically, the major change has arisen
from the decline in influence of Positivist thinking. This school of thought had
championed the idea that the focus should fall on the offender rather than the of-
fence, that in some way the offender had been driven to commit a crime (from
biological, psychological or other factors) and that the criminal (and therefore his
offending) could be helped and reduced by some form of intervention or
‘treatment’. This in essence formed the underlying ethos of the probation service for
much of its history. Politically of course, these ideas became increasingly un-
acceptable, as indeed they did to many criminologists, and rather than a notion of
offenders being driven to offend, the prevailing orthodoxy shifted towards a view
that offenders made choices and one of those was to offend. This rational choice
view has of course been much debated. Even the reforming Conservative govern-
ment of Margaret Thatcher produced a policy document that cast doubt on building
sentencing arrangements that assumed that offenders thought about their offending
and would be deterred if they thought they would be caught (Home Office, 1988).
We all know that many offenders do not think and plan; instead they act on the

* Dr Mike Nash is Reader in Criminology and Head of Department at the Institute of Criminal Justice
Studies, University of Portsmouth, England.
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spur of the moment or out of a human emotions such as anger or jealousy.
However for our purposes, it is clear that in this changing attitude and approach
to crime and criminals, the role of the probation service would also have to change
indeed Margaret Thatcher had made it clear that organisational survival depended
upon a major change in approach to offenders by the probation service. She was
keen to stress that ex-service personnel might make more effective 'enforcers' of
the law than probation officers.

Implicit in this approach was the widespread view that probation officers not
only 'befriended' offenders, but were actually ‘on their side’. As such they were re-
garded by many (especially the police service) as apologists for offenders, as peo-
ple who made 'excuses' for their behaviour and who were not interested in victims.
This is a gross generalisation and a poor characterisation of probation officers. In
essence, even social work training for probation officers was meant to help of-
fenders overcome the problems that may have contributed to their crimes. In other
words it was a form of crime prevention, but unfortunately became characterised
as an excuse culture. The professional independence of probation officers, a flat
management hierarchy and relative absence of national standards all compounded
an impression of what went on (or did not) behind the probation officer's door
and that impression was that officers were not confronting offending behaviour
(now regarded as a core task).

This rapid description of a process that occurred over 80 years received a sudden
acceleration in 1991. The 1991 Criminal Justice Act (CJA) invented a new philoso-
phy that the probation service would have to adopt known as punishment in the
community (Worrall, 1997). This is very important because in many respects it
paved the way for the very easy adoption of the public protection ethos which now
so dominates probation activity. It is therefore important to briefly consider the de-
velopments arising from the 1991 Act. Underlying the Act was a strong political
philosophy, but one which contained seemingly conflicting purposes. Firstly the
Conservative government were heavily committed to a punitive law and order
agenda. They pledged to reduce crime and would, as a result put more police offi-
cers on the streets and ensure that there were enough prison places for all the extra
criminals who would be caught. However, despite it strong public appeal, this poli-
cy conflicted with another Conservative pledge, to reduce the burden of individual
taxation. The law and order measures were hugely expensive; none more so than
the cost of additional prison places. So the dilemma for the government was how
to deliver on two pledges which in part contradicted each other; lower taxes but
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tougher law and order. Indeed they had been striving to achieve these twin aims
since Margaret Thatcher's celebrated quote in 1979, 'The demand in the country will
be for two things: less tax and more law and order' (Nash and Savage, 1994: 137).

The solution was the re-invention of the probation service and the disposals it
administered. The overarching concept was that these would become community
punishments and each would represent a deprivation or restriction of liberty in
some form. Prison would be reserved for the most serious cases and offenders su-
pervised in the community would also be made to face up to the consequences of
their actions and their responsibilities. It was almost as if community punishment
was being presented as equally as tough, if not tougher, than going into custody.
The probation service had therefore become reconfigured from a nominally helping
agency to a punishing agency. This did not necessarily change the ethos of proba-
tion staff overnight but there were tough new national minimum standards to en-
sure that probation officers enforced offender compliance with the new orders.
Thus alongside punishment, enforcement was given a higher priority in the work
of probation staff. In essence the aim was an attempt to make community sentences
more acceptable to sentencers, not as an alternative to punishment (custody) but
as another form of punishment in its own right. Symbolically probation became a
sentence of the court, rather than in place of it. The hoped-for outcome was a re-
duction in the size of the prison population and consequent reduction in ex-
penditure (in fact within a few months the net effect of the 1991 CJA saw the pris-
on population reduce from 48,000 to 42,000 (a reduction of 12.5%). The probation
service was therefore re-branded as a tougher agency, one that would rigidly en-
force the new community punishments and give sentencers the confidence to make
disposals other than custodial sentences a seemingly successful strategy soon to
be undone by the efforts of Michael Howard as Home Secretary as he enthusiasti-
cally endorsed a range of imported ideas from the United States (Jones and
Newburn, 2007, Tonry, 2004, Dunbar and Langdon, 1998).

One other point should be made about the 1991 CJA. This concerned the de-
parture from the essential underpinning philosophy of the Act, that of
proportionality. In essence the Act had sought to reduce the use of custody not on-
ly by making community sentences tougher, but also limiting the ability of judges
to use previous convictions in determining sentence. Sentences should therefore be
proportionate to the seriousness of the crime committed, not an accumulation of
previous convictions. In other words sentences would reflect offence rather than
offender. However, for violent and sexual offences the proportionality principle was
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disbanded and the court was able to consider previous behaviour when considering
sentence for the most recent offence. This enabled the court to depart from pro-
portionality and pass the maximum permitted sentence in law, even if it was not
warranted by the seriousness of the crime, if they though the offender posed a dan-
ger to the community. This change in principle has been continued ever since, with
commentators such as Garland (2001) describing this as penal marking for life of
certain offenders, and risk control by Hudson (2003).

By the end of the decade the change process had moved on along way. For
example, the formal professional qualification for probation officers, until then a
qualification in social work, was abandoned to be replaced eventually with a degree
in community justice. Alongside this certain functions were removed from proba-
tion officers, in particular family court work (parental child custody disputes, adop-
tions etc) and work with juvenile offenders. Two new organisations were created;
The Youth Justice Board (YJB) in 1998 to work with offenders up to the age of
18, and the Children and Family Court Advisory Support Service (Cafcass) in 2001
to work with children and families. Both of these developments saw a hiving-off
of work from the probation service that was no longer considered relevant to its
core work with offenders its continuation seemingly at odds with the grand new
punitive vision. Having lost these responsibilities, 2001 also saw the formation of
the National Probation Service, creating much closer central control and direction
over probation policy. Finally, in this quick historical overview, the creation of the
National Offender Management Service in 2004 (Carter 2004) needs highlighting.
This unified corrections service was announced with very little consultation and in
great haste. Its establishment effectively set the seal on 'old style' probation work
and aimed to create an ‘'end-to-end' offender management service, with no breaks
between community and custodial work; a seamless sentence effectively coordi-
nated by a designated offender manager. It is significant that by 2009 almost every
headquarters senior position in NOMS is held by a member of the prison service.
In NOMS HQ there are 37 senior managers with a probation background and 27
managers. In contrast there are 391 senior managers with a prisons background and
1078 managers (House of Commons, 2009). It could be argued that in many re-
spects the probation service has been sidelined. That said, "What Works' and effec-
tive practice principles have underpinned much of what the probation service and
indeed the prison service now does in its work with offenders so a rehabilitative
focus has been retained, albeit in a more overtly punitive context (for an excellent
overview see Maguire, 2005).
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It can be seen therefore that over the last decade of the twentieth century, the
probation service had been shifted a significant distance from its roots. Much of
its local nature had been lost; it had moved in effect from a 'helping' to a 'pu-
nishment' focussed service; it was no longer an alternative to custody but a re-
striction of liberty in its own right and had been firmly moved into a corrections
framework alongside the prison service. Indeed even its name was mooted to be
changing to the Corrections Service, but this has not, as yet, happened. Although
these changes have altered the aims and ethos of the probation service, it is argued
here that the growth of the public protection agenda has made the most significant
impact on the way in which probation officers work. Again, it is worth noting two
significant dates; in 1998 the Sex Offenders Register (SOR) was introduced and in
the 2001 the Multi Agency Public Protection Arrangements (MAPPA) were
established. Although largely a police responsibility, the register did bring about
considerable cultural shifts for police and probation officers (Nash, 1999, Maguire,
Kemshall, Noaks, Wincup & Sharp 2001). The issue here was that although the
police were the keepers of the register and were responsible for checking offenders'
whereabouts, this role also entailed a degree of risk assessment and in these terms
this represented a new task for the police service. Therefore they naturally looked
to those with greater expertise and experience; the probation service. This arrange-
ment brought these two agencies closer together and since that point collaboration
has grown significantly under the public protection banner (Nash and Walker,
2009, Mawby and Worrall, 2004). MAPPA of course make this collaboration a
statutory requirement; the police and probation services were made Responsible
Authorities by the 2000 Criminal Justice and Court Services Act (CIJCSA). These
two agencies were required to collaborate in order to manage the risks posed by
high risk of harm, or potentially dangerous offenders in the community. MAPPA
was to be a set of arrangements that would ensure that collaboration happened.
Indeed the requirements were extended by the 2003 Criminal Justice Act which
made the Prison Service the third responsible authority and placed a duty to coop-
erate on a range of other agencies (for example, social services, health services,
education, housing services etc.). The aim here was to ensure that individual agen-
cy concerns with confidentiality would not impede the public protection role, al-
though there remain ongoing concerns about the effectiveness of multi agency work
(Nash and Walker, 2009, Kemshall, 2008).

Mappa has therefore seen a major transformation of the probation service, but
also of the police service. The assessment and management of risk of harm in both
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services (but also in the prison service) has become a major commitment. As a re-
sult of assessing and producing levels of risk, there has also been an impact upon
the distribution of expertise and experience notably within the probation service,
but also in the police service where public protection units have been established,
some of them in partnership with probation services. What does this mean in real-
ity? Offenders are risk-assessed at various stages of their criminal career. The pro-
bation service will assess an offender at the pre-sentence stage for likelihood of of-
fending and likely risk of harm. This process should be regularly undertaken and
updated during community and custodial supervision. It has also become an essen-
tial pre-release from custody requirement and is probably the defining feature of
the Parole Board's release decision. Both the probation and prison services make
use of the nationally approved Offender Assessment System (OASys) whilst the
police tend to use Risk Matrix 2000 a simpler and quicker assessment tool. The
risk assessment score or level will in effect determine the type and intensity of su-
pervision or management of the case once the offender is in the community. Under
MAPPA there are four levels of risk; low, medium, high and very high. These
translate into how the case will be managed. Level 1 or low risk is assessed as
needing only single agency oversight for example the probation service. It should
be noted however that level 1 does not always mean a low risk offender, medium
and high risk offenders may be managed at this level if their risk management plan
is considered robust enough. Level 2 management requires a MAPP meeting and
should be the initial default position for high risk offenders (but may take low risk
offenders if circumstances change). Level 3 management is again a MAPP meeting
but this time at a more senior level where resources can be committed by those
representing agencies at short notice this level is for the highest risk offenders.
(It should be noted that for the most critical risks a group will oversee the case
within the National Offender Management Service in London).

The latest MAPPA figures (2007-8) show that there are a total of 50210 of-
fenders in the community under these arrangements, rising from a total of 39492
in 2003-4.The largest increase has been in the numbers of registered sex offenders
under the 1997 Sex Offenders Act, although this should not be surprising as once
on the register it will take a number of years for offenders to be removed if ever.
The majority of offenders are managed at level 1 (single agency). At level 2 there
were 11734 offenders in 2007-78 (23.7% of total) and 1072 at level 3 (2.14%).
There have been small increases in the various ‘outcomes' of the level 2/3 MAPPA
cases. For example, the numbers returned to prison for breach of licence was 1659
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in 2007-8, up 3000 in two years. This may well reflect a more cautious approach
from probation officers who are very well aware of the potentially devastatingly
bad publicity if cases go wrong. Serious further offending (Nash and Williams,
2008) has also seen a slight increase at level 2 (50 in 2005-6 to 72 in 2007-8).
At level 3 numbers over the same period actually fell from 12 to 7. It is this last
figure that no doubt contributes much to the British government's claim that its
public protection system is among the most advanced in the world. The highest risk
cases are producing small numbers of repeat serious offences and this could be at-
tributed to the success of the multi-agency arrangements. However it must also be
noted that in some high risk offender areas, such as life sentence prisoners, serious
re-offending rates have been traditionally low, long before MAPPA came into
existence. For example, research on reconvictions for the first group of life licences
(1972-1994) found that of 1691 released, only 66 had been reconvicted of a 'grave
offence’, 21 of these for homicide (19 of whom had a previous homicide con-
viction), a figure of 1.24% (Kershaw, Dowdeswell and Goodman, 1997). Figures
for sex offenders sentenced to long-term imprisonment (4 years or more) also show
fairly low reconviction rates at the 4 year point after release of 5% (Friendship and
Thornton, 2001 in Hood, Shute, Feilzer and Wilcox, 2002:379). However, Hood et
al also note that reconviction rates also depend greatly upon the original type of
victim in sexual offending, with familial abusers showing zero reconvictions and
imprisonment for violent and sexual offending after 6 years. In contrast, 32% of
extra-familial offenders had been imprisoned for a sexual or serious violent crime
(2002:379). Therefore assumptions about 'success' have to be predicated upon the
type of offender under discussion, with certainly stranger sex offenders posing the
greatest risk of serious reoffending, whereas violent offenders, especially murderers,
posing a very low risk. So it must be questioned if the low reoffending rates cited
by MAPPA as a success indicator would have happened anyway, but clearly the
figures for returns to custody reflect a proactive management of the case which un-
doubtedly benefits from multi agency participation. If the highest level of risk is
successfully managed, the figures for serious further reoffending from lower risk
categories do not paint such a good picture (Bridges 2006). Bridges has estimated
that 80% of serious further offending is committed by low to medium risk of-
fenders and the difficulties with this need unpacking.

As noted above, resources (staffing and their expertise) are directed towards
high risk offenders rightly so most people would probably argue. This naturally
means that in offender management teams dealing with lower risk offenders, there
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may be fewer staff available and they may have less experience they almost cer-
tainly have less experience in supervising and assessing high risk offendersl). The
problem here is that risk of harm is not static it is as moveable feast. In other
words, if there is a change in the offender's circumstances, they might move from
low or medium risk to high risk very quickly. Would an inexperienced supervisor
be able to recognise signs of deterioration? Would they recognise warning signs?
Most importantly, would they have a good understanding of the context and sit-
uation of the offender's previous criminal behaviour? If we take Scott's (1977) well
known equation; Offender + Potential Victim + Circumstance/Context = Offence,
then it is clear that any manipulation can increase or lower risk. For example, re-
moving the offender from the equation will quite simply eradicate risk of harm (at
least in the community but the offender may still present a risk in prison). Equally
removing the potential victim may lower risk or changing the context may also
help, such as helping an offender who normally offends as a result of heavy drink-
ing to overcome his addiction and aggressive behaviour. The same equation will
also show where risk is increasing but, unless the supervisor is aware of the of-
fending context in detail for example, it is unlikely warning assigns will be recog-
nised and acted upon. Thus, well run multi agency systems may well be effective
within their own parameters, but there does remain a significant question mark over
the concentration of skills and expertise and its consequent dilution elsewhere in
the organisation.

Systems such as MAPPA may therefore pose something of a dilemma. On one
hand the standardised assessment of risk should eliminate some of the biases aris-
ing from more clinical methods; classifying or tiering offenders based upon as-
sessed risk enables a more effective deployment of resources and a formalised sys-
tem enshrined in legislation should enable more effective communication. On the
other hand the system can develop its own problems. One of these as already noted
is the evolution of a binary system the organisations splits around those who work
with high risk offender and those who do not. The problem here, as indicated in
Bridges' (2006) work, is that any level of assessed risk could produce a serious fur-

D In 2009 a tragic case was reported heavily by the British media of two French students having
been brutally murdered by Dano Sonnex, a man recently released from custody. A lower than
justified risk assessment resulted in his case being allocated to an offender management rather
than a public protection team where it is possible greater awareness of the risks posed may have
led to firmer action being taken against him. The case emphasised the lack of public protection
experience at different levels of the probation service. The official reports arising from this case
can be found at: http://www.justice.gov.uk/news/announcement040609a.htm
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ther offence; in fact sheer numbers will ensure this outcome. The real difficulty
arises when other staff do not have the necessary skills. The system is open to fur-
ther abuses of course. For example, if a senior probation officer needs to increase
resources in his/her team, one way of doing so is to 'inflate’ the numbers of high
risk offenders, which in themselves pull in additional staff. It should also be noted
that a near obsession with risk in criminal justice agencies can lead to defensive
and defended practice. Probation officers might therefore be readier to instigate
breach and recall proceedings than before; caution dominating their everyday deci-
sion-making processes (Lancaster and Lumb, 2006).

There are additional difficulties with the English MAPPA system. One of these
concerns the numbers of cases entering the system. Under present legislation, the
commission of any of 153 offences under the 2003 CJA will trigger a consideration
of dangerousness and, if certain conditions are met, a public protection sentence
must be imposed. Unsurprisingly, the indeterminate sentences for public protection
(IPP) have proved popular with sentencers. It absolves Judges of the sentence
length decision and means that the Parole Board now has to decide the release date
of thousands of prisoners. Many of these are serving short tariffs (the sentence
length they would have received had it been a fixed sentence) and hundreds are
already beyond this nominal date. In effect, they have been unable to convince the
Parole Board of their 'safety’. Again the problem is one of resources. As so many
prisoners have been made subject to IPPs, the accredited programmes they need to
complete in order to be eligible for release are over-subscribed and many are
moved between institutions awaiting a vacancy. This produces in effect a toxic mix
in prisons, as many longer-term life sentence prisoners are kept waiting to enter
their programmes. This highlights another issue with public protection processes
and that is the growing size of the public protection 'problem’.

The issue here is that numbers entering the public protection system are in-
crementally increasing but is the actual 'problem’ that much worse? In other words,
are there many more dangerous people in our communities OR have we developed
a legislative process, allied to a risk-averse culture, which sees risk everywhere and
attempts to manage it away? In the early days of the IPP scheme, offenders were
sentenced with tariffs of a few months2). In essence they had not committed a seri-

2) Under the Criminal Justice and Immigration Act (2008) IPP sentences are now restricted to
offenders requires to serve a mimimum tariff of two years. As these sentences have proved to
be so popular a further restriction on their use has been imposed with the removal of the
presumption of dangerousness where there is a previous conviction for a violent or sexual crime.
Previously this almost guaranteed that an IPP would have been imposed.
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ous crime but had been assessed as posing a risk. Once the high risk label is ap-
plied however it is difficult to remove. The public protection caseload therefore be-
comes inflated. More elaborate risk assessment procedures are applied to the ma-
jority of offenders even if it is unwarranted. They are time consuming and bureau-
cratic; taking time from face-to-face work with offenders. Public protection is
something of a vicious circle. The more that legislation creates eligibility, the great-
er the numbers entering the system. This in turn fuels a public view that the prob-
lem is increasing and there are demands for tougher legislation and stricter policies.
The work involved in administering this process and consequent specialisation pro-
duces the adverse effect of limited time to do real work and a dilution of the nec-
essary professional skills throughout the organisation, rather than in parts of it.
When a serious further offence occurs, as it inevitably will, a further round of sys-
tem strengthening and net-widening unfolds which in turn exacerbates the problems
just identified.

Over the last few years the English media have been full of horrendous stories
of serious further offence cases, those where prisoners have been released to Kkill
again, or other offenders in the community have committed serious crimes. No
agency has been spared criticism. Problems have been found in inter-agency com-
munication; not bringing prison information forward to community risk assessment
processes; inadequate information presented to parole boards; ineffective consid-
eration of static (actuarial) information; an incomplete understanding of offence be-
haviour in context; poor MAPPA referral processes and incomplete presentation of
information and weak supervision of offenders in the community and in some cases
an over-concern with offender rights (Nash and Williams, 2008). Many of these
failings have been identified in official inquiries and are common with many of
those made in child protection cases (Reder, P., Duncan, S. and Gray, M. (1993).
Inevitably system strengthening is the result but attention also needs to be paid to
the skills and attitudes of those involved. Gale (2009) has produced research which
suggests that as the probation service becomes more technical in its work that staff
at one and the same time become more skilled but that the work is less skilful.
In other words they become good bureaucratically and technically, but lose some
of their 'professional’ skills and judgement. As public protection increasingly enters
this technical world, are basic skills such as listening, interviewing, observation,
non-verbal recognition and an ability to encourage offenders to speak their
thoughts, being lost? As technical equipment such as CCTV, electronic tagging,
tracking and remote monitoring of sex offender's computers becomes more com-
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mon, it is possible that 'human' skills may be compromised, yet many tragedies of-
ten result from a failing in these skills.

The author has also recently conducted some research into professional attitudes
among the MAPPA agencies (Nash and Walker, 2009). It found that the two origi-
nal responsible authorise under the 2000 CJCSA had evolved a 'view' of public
protection which appeared, from our findings, to be in some ways dismissive of
the views of other contributing agencies, including the other RA, the prison service.
It appeared as if they shared a view of what public protection entailed and that
other views were somehow less important. If this finding were to be replicated on
a wider scale it would have serious repercussions. At the heart of multi agency
working has to lay a willingness to talk and more importantly to listen. If agencies
believe that their contribution is not valued then they will withdraw, become poor
attendees at conferences and unwilling to challenge the dominant view. This is very
ineffective public protection.

Finally perhaps it is important to consider the cultural impact of public pro-
tection on the ethos and working practices of the probation service. As noted at
the beginning of this article, the service has become more 'enforcement’ focussed
in recent years. In part, public protection issues are related to this. As public pro-
tection has become a principal aim of the service, so it has removed opposition
to the developing punitive role. It is rare that anyone will oppose measures aimed
at protecting the vulnerable and innocent, especially children. Yet this relatively
narrow focus on a small problem has the effect of impacting on attitudes right
across the service. Thus even those staff not in public protection teams become
more focussed on confronting offender behaviour and rapidly recalling them to cus-
tody in the event of any breach of licence. The original 'forgiving' ethos of the
service has disappeared to a large extent, not exclusively as a result of the public
protection problem, but certainly it has been accelerated by it.

So what of the future of the probation service in this new public protection and
offender management world? It is evident that serious further offence cases will
continue. Human beings will continue to commit crimes despite any system de-
signed to manage them and prevent or reduce reoffending; but lessons need to be
learned from this. One major lesson surely is for governments to recognise that the
'‘problem’ of potentially dangerous offenders is not growing at the rate at which it
is being constructed. Even if the public protection system acts as a filter to classify
those who need the highest levels of management, a much larger number will not
require it and probably never have. Yet the process of filtering takes a huge
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amount of time and has its own massive bureaucracy. It therefore detracts resources
from real work with offenders. Secondly, the process of offender classification will
inevitably lead to a redistribution of resources towards those posing the highest lev-
els of assessed risk of harm. Yet many public inquiries in the UK have shown that
serious further offences have been committed in much greater numbers by those
with a lower risk classification. Yet it these offenders who are supervised by less
qualified officers, those without public protection experience, or by non-qualified
probation officers. Indeed under present contestability plans (Offender Management
Act, 2007), they are likely to be supervised by a range of non-probation staff
(Fitzgibbon, 2007). Thirdly it has to be recognised that multi agency public pro-
tection arrangements must mean precisely that, and not be dominated by two lead-
ing agencies. It is evident that people die in a variety of scenarios and that their
lives and those of their killer or assaulter are touched by many agencies, each
therefore has a vital contribution. Professional staff need to be willing to listen to
others and act on their information as appropriate. Equally it is essential that the
skills to recognise offending behaviour, deterioration or a replication of previous
circumstances, is widespread. Good multi agency training is essential. Ways need
to be found to rescue the bureaucracy of public protection. The latest MAPPA
Guidance (Ministry of Justice, (2009) runs to 347 pages a huge document. Perhaps
time would be better spent up skilling a larger number of people and working to
overcome one of the most basic problems of multi agency working namely a be-
lief that someone else is doing the job, when in fact they think that you are.

Research by Fitzgibbon (2008) reveals that the parole board pays most attention
to reports when they believe that the probation officer (author) really knows the
offender well. Yet the reality is that probation officers spend less time with
offenders. Home visits have been lessened due to the requirement for two people
to be present. Financial restrictions means that many prison visits do not take place
and are instead substituted by video conferencing or telephone interviews to pro-
vide information for what are hugely important decisions. Plans to contract out pro-
bation services to a range of supposedly specialist providers will only serve to di-
minish the number of people who really know offenders, and the context in which
they offend, well.

The British government has incrementally increased the range of punitive meas-
ures deployed against potentially dangerous offenders. New legislation and ev-
er-tighter polices have changed the working and cultural practices of a number of
agencies but especially the police and probation services. However, it has also had
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the effect of creating a climate of fear and impression that the problem is not only
increasing, but that more and more measures are needed to combat it. Strong media
attention has not helped and as a result many agencies have become risk averse.
Parole Board releases are down considerably, for example discretionary conditional
release (DCR) cases are down from 35.9% in 2007-8 to 24% in 2008-9. For life
sentences, the impact of the external environment (especially negative SFO publi-
city) appears to have an immediate and significant impact. For example, in 2005-6
the percentage of lifer cases considered successfully for release was 23% of all.
By 2006-7 and 2007-8 this had dropped to 15% of all. At this stage the British
government were facing huge criticisms over the murder of a woman by a released
lifer (HMIP, 2006) with almost no part of the criminal justice system escaping
vilification. In the resulting period of great caution the impact on release decisions,
and indeed probation recalls, is obvious. In terms of parole recalls, an average of
10% from 1998-2001, shot up to 28% in 2006-7 (Parole Board, 2009), again re-
flecting the caution of probation and parole board staff following the Anthony Rice
Inquiry (HMIP, 2006). It is interesting to note that the Parole Board's Annual
Report for 2002-3 was pleased to announce that approximately 50% of cases con-
sidered had been released on parole it is hard to imagine such a bold assertion
being made in 2009. Numbers of IPP sentences are way above original government
estimates and are now projected to grow to 12,500 by 2011 (House of Commons,
2007) a sharp increase on that projected in 2006 (Home Office , 2006). This is
not surprising when the external climate suggest that no risk is acceptable when
this is of course impossible to achieve.

The question now needs asking; is the system helping or hindering more effec-
tive public protection? What remains crucial to continued effectiveness is a need
to ensure that the professional skills of probation officers remain appropriate to task
and are not lost to standardised and bureaucratically driven risk assessment
artefacts. These skills remain unchanged in many ways and must include: excellent
communication ability (talking and listening); an ability to cope with what may
bean offender's darkest thoughts (and to act as appropriate); to recognise the of-
fender's behaviour patterns; especially when repetition or replication may be hap-
pening and to seek, listen to and act upon the views of other professionals.
Probation officers retain a critical role in public protection and it is essential that
as many of them as possible have the necessary skills to do this extraordinarily dif-
ficult job.
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xotsla ok AR, RyEAEE AdA WA A (a punitive law and order
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agenda)dll "¢ FA3

4 “EP (Nash and Savage, 1994:137).

A3 A e HAH2 neHd 24 9 HIFE ALY A1
ot AMZ& HAAY ANA A+ ASWAE (community punishments)
3 AR AFATot s 7P A4S AHAES S8 EAA

o AGAZ A EEE HAAES 2159 5o t& AYAA HA
o kA AR WA el FEETE 53 ZoR HAHSNL, BEaEe
HEAR Az HEr)Foz AAAIYT IZAY, REARH
AETHA BEFobR el vlE ¢ = floy AR A7 olYPFRE T
=7} 2Y9] 24 7]F(national minimum standards)©] wFEE AT o] ZH
A" (punishment) & A A 3 (enforcement) & HIAZH AT o] F

19 FAEHE FARYT BEAH R o]AY HiEe HHo| AZUHAY
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2 7399 gAr} ohd EYRERA $8e HEE s Aolgen,
AAHoR BEHF AR WA tA H¥ol opd AW 1 AA7} 5
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?l Michael Howard7} = 28E =943 AFss dAHX R FX1
e} WE 22 F 39 (Jones and Newburn, 2007, Tonry, 2004, Dunbar
and Langdon, 1998).

HAAE W (CTA) 19910 gk & M= =9 & ojof gt} oL o]
o] AstS FAst= HlElA Y3 (proportionality) o] ol€3 #d Sty A
Ho g o] & AIWAYE ZYstA HFEoEN TE53Y FAE 95
= B ofyg YA FALEC] AHE A AFS A 1
Dg ¥ At obd WHY AZAA HHst FaEojok i =,

e HAARGE HHE TGS Zolt, ey W AW
defj A= el g dFo] A{EA dton, LS M Ao ®MFA o

1HT ARG o AL W HHA LA

B Huge A 5

dFeA X stHgE HEHATL AL

T o ol Ao W

sl= Aw7HA A& olojA sttt ofdl thste]  Garland(2001) ¢+ Hudson

(2003) % 2 =HASS 474 oze 54 FA dg B <
(penal marking) 3 $1& %A (risk control) 22l BAFATH

1990 2744 oleldk ®ste] AL AKHJY, oF S0 BRI
T FAH AAH axdo] AZEA A A FAAPHE AFAH(a degree in
community justice) 2 tHAIFHATE ole} A BaaFH] EA 750l A
gom, 53 7PEHY AR (A d5d 24, 4 5 Aad BHA
Q77 Rodd dFolA Akt v 184 olste] MHAES tF7] 9
stod 19980l AFdAPH U3 (Youth Justice Board)7} AHE oM, of&
- 7HE AFEE Fstr] Yt 2001 d P H Y AEA LA (Family Court
Advisory Support Service)7} AHEATY, T 71# HAYPo=E olE JFU}
AEA B dojM o] ofysta AR oM HIAF JFoA o
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7150 2EEHAG. ol gFSol EYdE F 20018 ZHEREZAET
(National Probation Service)o] AHEHYoH, Ba#Z Ao disf H%
A3 YA #E o 5ol o] FolFY, miAHo Rz 20048 A= FHAH
2 (NOMS) 9 2g& FoiA 2 eyl Ao (Carter 2004) ©] 2L &
d1He] e We A TR, NOMS«] AdE 9 ¥4 (old
style)’d] H3f®d AdFS X310 B3 EL8 9E (end to end)” WAHA
#He & T ASUAY 2 35 AA 2 RFA FAe o7 B4
NE ¥ (a seamless sentence) S HFIEE A }}E} 20099 7-4 NOMS #&
o AY BE ufF o] wEa A st HdPE Aoz A I F
83tk NOMS EHols Hagd 28e 7}{1 3789w "YU A (senior
manager)7} Sl W, =4 AYe Ad AE wWUAS ¥WiyA
(manager)v Zt7b 39183 1,078% el thohEt, o8 #oA HIHZ o
ottt A 5 Qo
ol g AMMZ Hol 204719 uiAE 10d B RodEe Ho
25E A9 Holu des & F U RIdHEY AEdd 442
Ao Atgxlom AR AR Gl AEA JERE l%ﬂaﬁv}. B33
Ze 9 o) FaY dAFE] obdEt I AA Ao Aoz MRS
om W% (prison service) 2} $HA 1A A Al (corrections framework) QFO.Z
ojlFeAT. AAE AA BIfAFolg olFE WA A (Corrections
Service) 2 HHEE Ao thEk YAV AEHJ oY AR AP A= o
Atk e oY HelEo] HudFe] Hxo} A4S FANGAT B
HEBY JFFIdd MR FUHYE FFS < FFHZD o] (public
protection agenda)® LZolgta FAHATH ol9t A, 2719 FTLT Ao
ete] AuE Zerk ok 199893 2001de] AMEA BEW(Sex
Offenders Resister (SOR))¥ AP HEFTHEEHA (MultiAgency Public
Protection Arrangements (MAPPA))¢|l 247 F=HAo. AWHAA 55
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AT gFES Aol GEstAT, o] dF = AEA ¢ RaifdEAE &
ToAA A #3534 ®ES A (Nash, 1999, Maguire, Kemshall,
o] 47

Noaks, Wincup & Sharp). ¢}7]el 4] ¢] L =28 379 HAA AA)
getolghs A7 dNol AFA B eRbEY ool 15 ol Al

« ZA7E HAdve A 9ngte Aol webA AEE AA2HA
A AN FHEI APE 71 o gASHA HAa, olgg F
= 7 71%e U5 A wEdlen FEERIEE 7)A ofY F ¢
dAgo] FABAE WP ATt (Nash and Walker, 2009, Mawby and Worrall,
2004) MAPPAS] 3oz olgl o] HARH R ANAFHINCH, BF
=34 BoaFae PAAHHEHE  2000(Criminal  Justice and  Court
Services: CJCSA 2000)°] &8 2713 (Responsible Authorities) &2 A4

l

HAT. o] F NS AGAZ M =& 8o 7HeA (high risk of harm)
I JAA AE HHAAEY A #HHs] At FHSESE ofF A
A5, MAPPAE 7 7]1#9 @Yo o]|FojA]7] flo}"q AuQHE A Eolt,
HALAEH AW 2003(CICSA 2003)L ol2ld WHBAZ BAsel, wAT
S A3Y] AY7IBoE AASAL, 78 o VHEH FEYL 9FE B
AP, (o, A3 EA, g8, 2%, FA MH2 F), olHd A FHL
AE71Eo] Z+ 7139 7|UE olfFE FFES AT AdsA BEE §)
= Ao|AN, afd® BFeta dA7A tArd de asAd dd

=4 0] Folth (Nash and Walker, 2009, Kemshall, 2008).
MAPPAE BR&## #mu ozl A F83 WaE 7t49t 93

A B7re Bele & 713 2ve #AAL HAD HEH A g -rlf‘4

37t 4 -rl?ﬂ‘:]rﬁ] AR JFe 53 RIdFE YR M4 AP B
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AR GANN MHAY AE A45A (likelihood of
A3 AP (risk of harm)ol W8] Hrisoh AWAIA H7})
2 QA ZFEZE B9 AU HoE AAFHY o

| AE A5 HEA B AAde 7&%0]4 #e #3
TE AAA =Y MAPPAYE S (low), 7 medium), =& (high),
m)-¢ & (very high)® 470 HFGA} AL, oS3 DA At B
AAAE BoAZT 1HA(level 1) T & 948 dAdAE 2ad2y

2o @ JlBel 259 Bestn WrhEn, e 9714 folsor @
e A7 B AYRZRE B AL e Aol F98.

A9F WAAEE AGBY Aol uS FASGT B, 19A A
HAAEL AL AR Aol 29Ad A
(AT Aol w4 ggAel we

% 4 MAPPA 39|% AAoksh
Fol3 49 WS o) ThFoixT o] BAE

} < Ao YA NOMS oA #A=52
MAPPAE H FA(2007-8) ol A Tz gate] A Ars] f W3
A F7F 2003-4F 71 39,4928 oA 502108 .2 ST Al G Y. vF
& BE S7HE 715 Boke AMAAYE 1997(Sex Offenders Act 1997)
S8 AHFHAY ot} stARE dv FEH HHAE Eil‘i—oﬂ

A AAEE g 2 do] AZRE o= B Wik AL oYtk g
Aol FATH(EY 71#). 2007-8d 71E, 2BA A E
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N
N
ﬂllﬂ
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rSl
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117348 (A o] 237%)8 HHASC] AYHULH, 39AdA= 1,072
(214%)%°] #YHAJD. 2/39A41¢] MAPPA AHAES thddt A oA
ofzhel Wt . dE Jol MW EFAY AR WELA F5
B HHASFE 2007-890 1,659 0l9 2 ol 30008 o] 4o

)
)

= 0
o ol A2 A Aolxrt ZEE T vl BAFA ool FHE 4
e Ae dHstr Je BadEdse] us Asd HIUHs dide
Ae WIPH. 2dAdAE FE7IE Z U= (serious  further

offending) (Nash and Willians, 2008)7} <2+ F7ldleS & & Qlth
(2005-613 ¢ 50m8 ol A 2007-8 3 729). 3@AANA Y FE 71 W 5Y F

A 129X TR Aoy o4l oAglo]l MAPPA 37 949
S FUHA SANEE I3 FTETE A2"o] AAA 7 T2y
Oe A5 #4842 siddee ot M =2 fAdTe Tz A
Bo| wston of7le] qAr|#e Y& TR olne FFAYU 9¥€<
sttt & = ok 2y o7IM E9E AL FAEe i A
aAEd 2 u9de HHAEY TEE AWELS MAPPA A9 oA
FH Ao Wt Aot dE 59, 4 7MY A B
A AT, e 169189 AaAds T &4 6ol SHHFE A4

s %
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owdeswell and Goodman,
]"é— % 198 ofn &<l A
HE 7HAA AT, 4d O]’bh‘ﬂ ”7]'33% Aadre gRzEAsd g3 5
A FGA o]59 F4&A 49 & AHES 592 R1FTH (Friendship and
Thornton, 2001 in Hod, Shute, Feilzer and Wilcox, 2002:379). L2/} Hood
o Hx AHAHAY d&A P wet AHEo]l HEH, 53 AEAA
o o3 ZAHE =4 6d ¥, FEH AHF st 0% H‘ﬂd %+ T
TES Bt H3Y. olge dx o v 9 it g AHFHA

3 EPF = Qlste] FEEHAT (2002:379). 12
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ng Ao dd 7HEE WEHAY F¥o wet dSEojor I REE
e e E e 54 ARFAAE AHY fd40l w2 W
Al 2 FYARELS AW fA@A el Wkt MAPPAVE 459
AZZHA AL F& AWEC] MAPPASH A#glol THT & J&A 9
A3 dEol dastth, Jey HulstA e AME FA= MAPPAY 5
52 Abd 3 (proactive management) 258 A& Axtg}l d 4 Qo) 7};8*
S WY A3l AFHoE #ed Ao He, o ¥e ARTY Fd
M3 AMEd U X+ 28 £2 "ol oYt (Bridges 2006). Bridges
= TWHEE AMEY 80%7F AAZTAM FAR T S HHA o8t
of o]FojHom olgjd TAHE AT Bavt vty FASAUT

AolA due AAME AdH} HEA 22 AdL AP HHASAA
ol ol WiZET, - 1HEE fREY AFEAA =AU 2 F Aok
s AW Aol ¥ w2 MAAES R Hels Y 7 o FA
HgE Aoln o5& Aol BT = Ut - 1F HREES AHAT
o] & HWIHAAES H=dta BUiske Aol AY fle AHEE Aot
A7) A BAAL 3 AP (risk of harm)o] LA Z oA Gt Zolth

D 20093 = d2e =g~ i“ﬁ T wo| 7+ 243k Dano Sonnex ZHe= WAtol os) X FaiA A
o =]

H e AAS BES F44 o] AWl WA WAANA A Azolahedr] WEe]

Helge] FEREYo] opd WAABY L] MAHYT Wb FFRI] WAHAUT A o2
© YPAL Fol AN Aol AT 2HE ANL oItk o AAL Fal wsBI 7
AN A9E0] FFRE B Ado] REFL & & Ytk o Aol UF T4 AmE T

4 &
A Eof| A ER1E 4= it http://WWW.justice.gov.uk/news/announcement040609a.htm



£ 20 HIAAE WAYAA AAse AL ws 944 e AdE A
AANZ = Aolth. (Ha AGAZ M e 7hHsatARt aEsdA HHA
T o3ds A< vehd F Ak, f9k 2ol FAAA dsjaE AA =
A= APAE 2 F don 48 HaA7= A £ Ao gFS
N g 9l dE 29 Feor ) AeHoR HIHE AXEE HH
Agol TS FHL FAX PFlA Hold F UEE =2 F Y
of AL BT oM o] FUktEAE HolE & AT, A=A
7b HEEA ZEel tis AAE ddetA X Fe, Fae Ax =3
AstAl X st olo thgskA X & Aolgte A EY HojEn, wetbA
2 aee = T AT,

A7 3 A" YE7|E02 & o s a744Y
Ne AE4e HEH o e MEsR U Ade] ksl (dilution)
of et AlZg ool ol

I¥EE MAPPAQ‘r 2o Az gdyuiE Jl4e 4 Qo 125239 9
$A4 Hrte d4d H W (clinical approach)ollA A|71¥ & HAE A AS
oF gt HriE fF Jwd HHAL BRE ;wrxq A9 B = 7hsA

il

o yAle EAES ‘%lxd/\]% = E} 0174—‘;— =
AT HFHAE B
o] A ] %Xﬂ’é% Bridge (2006)¢] AATolA U

&3 HHAE 4571 F FHEHE A
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AAAE APS 2 Jom dFAA JAEA FoE Ve Aot
(Lancaster and Lumb, 2006).

F=e] MAPPA A=e ol9d& & EAHE ¢ it 1 % sy
= MAPPAZE HAA= A 9 #d ok APy wet FAAPEH
2003(CJA 2003)ell A€ 15370 M=ol sl 334 (dangerousness)©] il
HE oW, §4 =30l FHH A FFEREI(public protection

%
sentence)©] AaFooksity A A FFHE FA7]E (indeterminate

O

sentences for public protection: IPP)2 HIAEA w$- 7] = A=
HRlTh o] 3 WAELS © o Mur|its AAY Favt gleH vt
At Y437} o)A A Ads AAF ks ol T B AEE
o] oJF-EA7| 7 (short tariffs-TAE 7]k Fo] MuHJTIZH 150
Brs 7)) FYFoH - 9y ojn o] 7zhE |G AAZ IE
& 50| HAT EA Y AS T AL FAATA X A, o
71 A TA AL BAZE #AdT B ALAELS PP o] HAAY
ol AWAAS 4] Y aEC] olFdior & F AsxZ=Y
(accredited programs)®l S Utk F4 UdY o] F9 AEEo] AW
o EHEA HA B2 AaAEo] Wl AYE o} fE V|AERE o] F3AL

$lovl of PP tjaAE0l EE:L%* %oq—g— gstel A% e gl o
& AAE ZEL Yol bz

Al 7
]:!
dEEL Tjrxéoﬂ/ﬂ %"3&% T 0E #AdE HoFa

E

prisons). °|A2 3
NoH o)A FFHRT FAE S IA TEH

A7) A o] BAHL MAPPA it 471 AxA o7 Zrhstan A ut,
AAZ (BH)EAZE 2 BEE AAgTtelt gA] Ta), A e o 9
gt AEEC] Bol e oW A¥ oA E3(risk averse culture)
E WwdE ARe Sl ouAME f¥8S Tdsty A4S Bt =Y

=717 IPP A8 Z7]o MAAES @A 2 ALY FEH7|Tto] H1
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99ty 15 BAH0E 4% WAE AXEAE %gton A¥4E
WESD dvn %7t H3, 99 TNYTOE BHHA o SFAA A
AH7lE ofdth IeEE MAPPA thA7h 27bstgon Ba o4
AmF 494 W AR HEHAG. W AL ARGl R
Be Agel Aa5d $EAolt mehd $IO Bi: 9% ool
0. MAPPAZM A7 828 343 wet o ge Ade] Axdd ol
Hgom, olAe hA U R WEH 94T AUL AWk Brke
gd $2 ARt 28t Z7h ARYTS o) BE ARAE Ashol
4A QRE AY B A0 Ao $E% 249 35 A% 49E ¥
Skok. Tl WA, AEIIZ F FUEAUL B BAHoE A2y 3
ssh FAAY ol Nmeter] oy A oldsl BAE AsAT

Ad @ a9 ARES FAL FUWA A0S AR gol o
goh AR HgE AsAEe T He B FEHE A¥3
W, of® /BT wgdA AREE £ AT BAE G2t g A%
S ALFAA BAAUT A9 AFY BN Wk R
Az, JHA% SAsde) BEED AR A% A4 98ade P vEe

2 a1y, HHA o g EGAT o]s), &3 MAPPA o|H Hx,

HA Aol " AR g Sol ol

sl 3att (Nash and Williams
2008). o]t B2 A-Eo] T2 ZAMNA FIFJoH o]AEL ofFHE
3 A (child protection cases) &4 Bl AAEF FASITE (Reder, P

Wy
£
Rl
b

A YA 2P JAF] o] EIIAe 7|&F

2) AP 3} o] W (Criminal Justice and Immigration Act) 2008¢] ¢J3l® &) IPPE L H
o713k0] 249 o9l ARo2 A@slolslth PR 17k ool et %2 =
H71 Q= A, H¥d(dangerousness) & FAA W 2FE F7F AA UG (o)A
of sjgstd A FdstA PPl FH= At

ol
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| (non-verbal recognition),
7}

A
&

]

p S
TH

2ol J¥-7F YL 7]E 2 O 2 (technically)
(@)

. HI o1
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L=

Y

s
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.

& ASHOR WHAA SEARE o7 7hA] "ol A

o)
kel

Galed =3 H 2o MAPPA 7]

ANA A
t} (Nash and Walker, 2009).

=
=

27} Ao Gale(2009)
AA = sdd 7]s0]
zHA Hol| w2t
2| 2}

7F9l 7% (‘human’ skills)©]
719 FAZEEH TA

(professional) 7|

Y

=
=

Q]

)
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S|

oji

Aol AR o

At g7l
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A

1

A

oA Ao o]
of ArlEe] Aol HrpwA X Atk
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=
=
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A

A=

d 5ol
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o] 7}

=
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o Ao 2 =HE (enforcement focused) =
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Cl H%Eﬂ@ﬁﬁ%ﬂ%%@”%%%
= T K & o = I > F _ .
,M_Lm% @ﬂﬂ_zﬂﬂqmiﬂwdaﬁ_ﬁwﬁ
;OU .WVH_ murE ‘LIOM‘I.a__O %7 0
T AR o= T A K B e o & W bR
J [==0) = —
T o N o o % ~ < ol Mo
M — —_ L_L El_] _.E ‘DI
ol Lm.mn_‘/&rﬂ_ﬂ#OATﬂA%o_ﬂWxﬂmMﬁr%
il o °
- EfxderTagerTIo Ry
oy 5"  TEE oy Feoye X 2w
A v s I Y T e — W =p
i % E o P o= O W oo gy = o3 o = N
oo § T 5 oW g g o Mooy w8 =
M) BT oA HoM w B RRI g N g
~ oo &k ow oo g TR o o
o Eo o R N h Zoao W g T
H & oy 5 "R X o7 X o & W
Widrfmml.e_eiﬁroﬂ K o= RN " g
S o % = N 4o - P O o W oT
) Mo TF o) p ~ L JJ e T X o 5 eyl ol
Thwm TR W e ey oy BT W owm oo
I T R RO R S -
%ﬂﬁrﬁa‘mﬂu%mﬂo_aﬁlﬁ o= MO Ne mm A
W N T T W X,MEExﬁ_%%wwtg%mf%ﬁ%
ﬂ]ﬂﬂﬂ%ﬁﬂu%%ﬂlﬂwﬂﬁdﬂA%ﬂﬂM
R - ! N T I A B~ TR
TR ET e ® 2 BOoOOW T NP
X Ww ol Mo ) o ogn ©° o) ol ™ o =) R N ph ol
= g Mo o W oW P Mg o= W™ o i
@rmﬂ%%ﬂ%L_Lo_LﬂAﬂ%ﬂAMo_a%W%W%
I Regd T @ pw " ®Exwersn e
D T C T o s B S L
. ! n o -
FrPopagp d b2 uilipsswL®
RN o o o R 1 of T T ouF T
o0 W o H W XER T o W oo B OB OB M oW A oo
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(Fitzgibbon,

)

=0

4ol

o

=
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735k (contestability plan - Offender Management Act, 2007)
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T

2007). AA, MAPPAE ©A7]@e d¥<e Hotr] flete 1¢td Ao £

Watm 2709 A% 71 oste] AEjE Al Gotor drt ARES Thdd
Aug e o HAHM @ 7#Eo] AR AU BE FAHA
groll BtA He AL Wt 1B 77 /3RS Agd 93
gtk AEA U o2 ARY gAS AAT 4 lofof s, 25| 4

|
AHE HEgoR A3 Yol At ofs} wEetA HAYH, FFo o
3t == A g JdHE F de IES YA oR H A5 §lofokdt
O g7 do] BFAOR ofRoAsin, FFHIT AFlA A=A
245 A7l W EI JEooF Fth MAPPA  hAFA
(Ministry of Justice, 2009)& #H 3475017 ZF] Wi TAE ¢
o 22y ol B £Fe] AMAY ThEGE B2 AEES
A1 AR FYelA dAstE 7P ZEAQ] EAS(HEHOR
713E g 71He] o
5

o
)

e

ot}

FitzgibonS A7(2008) A 7H% Y¥3s RIAME AL RogZ
o] ARAAE AAZ Z Aty Dg o RuAd FJFdoa g
J8y AAE RogEde 1A o J2 A Eya o @A

AN, F AY ol FNERe AW WE oA W AAYE A5

7V Zagon, AdHE AFOR Q3 nEA Y HAE TAHYH o]Fojx 1
UA Rk tiAle] Foigk Ao a3t AR wS fste dyn|d 3
o} sl JIEHVE o] FoA L Q. IYEE REPF JFE dvy A
& Zil%’*x}(speaa ist providers) Al 2FstEH= AL 22 HH A} HI

3 o}_ NS F8 29U Aol
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sANZoH, E5] A% BEAF J|HelA ofF Mt FrHMY. 1
U oA FE BH7IE 2AsHon £AVF O S S7bE 85k opyg o
g BAE sidsty] ffa 24 o @2 tFo] yetHoo ke AE
Tt dE AU B =Y B FA XY O A9E gL V)8
=0 Ao WA v Y ALY AL we fgast
A, & 5o AFA =AF M (discretionary conditional release) G+
2007-83l 359%°1 A 2008-99 24%= EoE=Jtt. TV He YF
S8 (53] FAHZR SFO o&)2 S44cn A4st d&F&Fs FAo A&
0] 2005-61 % F71¢ F AWede z2tE A7F A9 23% A5l W,
2006-7A =%} 2007-8d =0 o] AL AAY 15%=Z ZAsAT. ol I= A
71 Ak 57149 o4 ARIAA Y tigt 29 g v gygx

o

™ (Parole Board, 2009) ©]A& Anthony Rice Inquiry (HMIP, 2006)& ©|
o] Head 9 JHAY U3 YUEY FYE WY Adoln. mehA
7P SE7h 2002-39 @ BAAAIA ARG oF 50%7F 7hA
ARHATGE A &3] LEF AL TrFH 20099 =+ ot o] #
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The role of probation in the criminal justice system of
Germany

by Jirgen Mutz

|. Introduction

It’s a great honour for me and a pleasure as well to be invited to this out-
standing event in the history of Korean probation. First of all there are two matters
close to my heart: | have to congratulate and to thank. My congratulation goes to
the Korean probation service regarding the 20" anniversary, which means twenty
years of successful work. And my special thanks to the organizers of this celebra-
tion that | am invited to share your ceremony.

I would like to give you an insight into the German probation system, into its
development and its characteristics. I’m not going to deal with the subject from a
scientific point of view. My approach will be more practical. This is linked with
my professional background. I am a retired German judge. In my professional ca-
reer | could also gather experience as a lawyer, as a public prosecutor and as a
governor of a prison for young offenders.

Ladies and Gentlemen, | have been told that a Korean saying goes: Beginning
is half of the way. I'll take heart from this to start the second half of my speech
— probation in Germany.

Il. Roots and legal basis

The provision of aid to offenders in Germany began in the private sector.
Providing support has its roots in Christian humanitarian aid, and initially focused
only on initiatives for inmates. This support was extended to released prisoners at
a later stage, which then became embedded into broader social structures through
the establishment of private organizations, the first started in 1826.

Whilst in the beginning private aid to offenders was exclusively supported
through voluntary work, this provision has now turned into a professional system
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with full-time employees. The current state-run probation system has close links
with the democratic development of the Federal Republic of Germany post -1945.
The Anglo-American law gave the inspiration for introducing German probation.
The idea to put a period of restricted and supervised freedom in suitable cases in-
stead of the political unwelcome prison sentence prompted a modern thinking high-
er civil servant in the federal ministry of justice and some judges to start a trial
of a new method of dealing with offenders. In 1951 they founded a probation soci-
ety who employed social workers as the first full-time members of a small proba-
tion service, working at first in five German towns.

The project was successful. Only few years later the probation employees of the
private society became state civil servants. The number of probation officers was
rising constantly in the following 10 years. 55 years later, in 2009, in Germany
about 3.000 probation officers are working in the probation services.

Private aid complements the governmental and professional care for offenders.
There is a diverse and complex network through which private charitable organ-
izations and associations for probation, aftercare and offenders’ aid offer support
to offenders, released prisoners and their families and to victims of crime as well.

The Federal Republic of Germany is, as the name implies, federally structured.
Fundamental acts which apply nationwide have been passed by the central
Government regulating the tasks and functions of the social services within the pe-
nal system. These are — to name the most important - the Criminal Code, the Code
of Criminal Procedure, the Prison Act as well as the Juvenile Court Act and the
Narcotics Act.

The first legislation introducing a system of probation with trained professional
probation officers came into force for young offenders on 1% October 1953
(Juvenile Court Act) and for adults on 1% January 1954 (Criminal Code). The
Criminal Law Reform of 1969 led to a qualitative and quantitative expansion of
the probation system by widening the possible use of suspension of sentences on
probation as well as the use of conditional release. The option to call in probation
officers to draw up pre-trial personal investigation reports was codified on 1%
January 1975 by an amendment to the Code of Criminal Procedure. In the same
year a new measure named Supervision of Conduct (“Fihrungsaufsicht”) came into
force. In the years after 1980 new tasks were allocated by law to the probation
officers: One element was the introduction of community service instead of custody
in case a fine is not paid, another element was the codification of the victim-of-
fender-mediation.
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I1l. Probation Services
Organisation

According to the federal structure of Germany the rules concerning organ-
ization, structure, operating instructions and standards as well as the selection and
recruitment of staff fall within the responsibility of the individual 16 federal states
(Introduction Act of the Criminal Code, article 294). The states did not opt for a
unity of concept. We find different organizational structures of the social services
within the criminal justice system.

The services do not build independent organizations. They are integrated parts
of the civil service within the justice system.

In one concept the probation officers, who are mainly responsible for help and
control in the post trial phase, are assigned to the regional court. The service, main-
ly dealing with personal and social inquiry reports, belongs to the public prose-
cution office in most states. In some states both services form part of the same
office, which can be assigned to the regional court or the higher regional court.
A third concept stipulates that the social services are directly accountable to the
Ministry of Justice, not integrated into the court or the prosecutor’s office.

In one federal Land the service is run by a private organization.

Since 1% January 2007, in the state of Baden-Wiirttemberg the probation service
and the court assistance are managed by the private not-for-profit limited company
(gGmbH) Neustart, the Ministry of Justice of Baden-Wirttemberg being the super-
visory body. Like in Austria the Ministry of Justice of Baden-Wdrttemberg and
Neustart entered into a general contract, which states the obligations and com-
petencies of the Ministry of Justice, as the purchaser, and Neustart as the provider
of services.

Probation workers

Irrespective of the above-mentioned organisational models, the social services
within the criminal justice system are staffed by professional graduate social work-
ers (Diplomsozialarbeiter) or graduate social pedagogues (Diplomsozialpddagogen).
Probation officers are civil servants or salaried employees in comparable pay
grades.

The law provides for voluntary work as well. However, the activities of volun-
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tary probation workers outside the penal institutions don’t play a significant part
in the German probation system (with the exception of a few successful projects).
A considerable number of volunteers are active in prisons. They form an important
link with the outside world. Voluntary work, in any case, cannot be considered a
cost-effective alternative to professional social work. It has to be seen as
complementary.

Education and training of probation officers

Before becoming a probation officer the applicants have to complete six semes-
ters of training at university or a polytechnic for social work. At the end of their
training they receive a degree of social work or social pedagogy. This is followed
by one year on-the-job training. In some states the practical year forms part of
an eight-semester course.

The training provides insight into all areas of social work. There is no stand-
ardised course valid for all German colleges. The syllabus varies from state to state
because education, university and college courses fall within the remit of the feder-
al states and are thus not governed by federal law. However, the content of the
training is very similar and comprises for example:

0 General foundations, methods and tasks; empirical research, history and meth-

ods of social work,

0 basic knowledge of law and administration; family law, penal law, social and

labour law, constitutional law,

0 societal and organisational frameworks,

0 basic educational, psychological and medical issues,

0 socialisation, education and family issues,

0 basic knowledge of approaches and interventions: theories, group processes,

health, illnesses and disabilities.

There are not so many college courses within the social work training specifi-
cally designed for future probation officers. Some federal states carry out therefore
introductory courses for new staff. Other states make use of the range of courses
offered by a specialised NGO, the DBH - Association for Social Work, Criminal
Law and Criminal Policy (DBH e. V. - Fachverband fir soziale Arbeit, Strafrecht
und Kriminalpolitik). This association organizes special seminars that deal with ini-
tial challenges for newly recruited members of social services within the penal sys-
tem and familiarise the participants with their particular roles. In addition, the
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Public Service Acts stipulate that members of staff shall participate regularly in fur-
ther training courses. These are offered by the ministries of justice in the federal
states and by numerous training institutes.

IV. Probation Supervision

Turning towards the tasks, duties and the assignment of a probation officer |
would like to start at the trial- and the post-trial phase, deviating from the chrono-
logical order of a criminal procedure, following the historical begin of probation
in Germany and going to the real core of this option to deal with delinquent
behaviour.

The probation service’s main task is to look after those offenders placed on
probation. The supervision relates to

0 adult offenders with suspended prison sentence,

0 adult offenders with the remainder of the sentence suspended,

0 young offenders with suspended young offender sentence,

o0 young offenders with the remainder of the young offender sentence sus-

pended,

0 young offenders, declared guilty, the imposition of a young offender sentence

suspended,

0 Offenders with suspended measures of reformation and protection.

Suspended prison sentences

In order to classify in the right way the importance of the probation service in
connection with sentencing, one should know about the sanctions and measures the
system contains. The following sanctions against adults are the most important ones
(figures of 2006)Y):

0 Fines 80,7 % 520 791 persons
0 Suspended prison sentences 135 % 87 112 persons
0 Prison sentences (not suspended) 58 % 37 582 persons

1) Former West Germany and Berlin; the official conviction statistics data for the most part include
only data for former West Germany and Berlin, although from 1998 onwards basic statistics are
available for Brandenburg, Saxony and Thuringia, as of 2002 also for Mecklenburg-Vorpommern.
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In general it can be stated, that since the early 1970s, the proportion of prison
sentences which are suspended has risen enormously, so that they accounted for
over two thirds of all prison sentences in 2006.

When the court imposes the sentence of imprisonment for a period not longer
than one year, the court has to suspend the execution of the sentence and to grant
a probation time, if the criminal prognosis is satisfactory. A sentence of not more
than two years may be suspended if there are special circumstances with regard to
the offence and the offender’s personality (Criminal Code, article 56). The convicts
are on probation for at least two and at most five years. The probation time - even
if shortened at a later date — may not be less than the sentence or the rest of the
sentence (after counting the time of detention in custody towards the prison sen-
tence).

Not all suspended prison sentences however are relevant to the probation
service. In the last years about one third of those offenders who got a suspended
prison sentence have been placed under the supervision of a probation officer.

There are special rules in German criminal law for the assignment of probation
supervision.

As a matter of judgement of the court the offender will be subject to super-
vision of a probation officer, if this is indicated to restrain the convict from re-
offending. As a rule, the court has to order the supervision of a probation officer,
when the court suspends a sentence of more than nine months imprisonment and
- supplementary - the offender is under 27 years of age (Criminal Code, Article
56 d paragraphs 1 and 2).

Sometimes an offender, set on probation, may have the impression that not be-
ing imprisoned means acquittal or they may think that the offence was not really
wicked. In such cases the court may impose conditions (“Auflagen”), which the
probationer has to fulfill. Such conditions are meant to help the offender to realize
that he/she has been called to account, in short, to let the convict feel that they
are punished.

Conditions can be:

0 The offender has to make amends for the damage. This can happen in the
frame of a victim-offender-mediation.

0 The offender has to pay a certain amount of money to a non-profit institution
or to the state.

0 The offender has to render community service.
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If it seems necessary to influence the convict’s way of living, the court may
impose instructions (“Weisungen”).

Examples of instructions are:

o to comply with a demand relating to residence, training, job or leisure time,

0 obligation not to contact certain persons or places,

0 obligation to pay maintenance,

o (in agreement with the offender) to comply with the demand to receive medi-
cal treatment or to undergo a detoxification programme or to live in a hostel
or in a suitable institution.

According to the German Criminal Code a probation officer when appointed by
the court has to offer assistance and guidance to the convicted person.

However, the assignment of a probation officer has another meaning: control.
In agreement with the court and according to the Criminal Code the probation offi-
cer supervises that his/her client adheres to conditions and instructions of the court.

Often personal and social deficiencies contributed to the offence. The personal
weakness, the weakness of character or the unreliability of the offender is of course
not sorted out through the conviction by its own. Therefore, when a court decides
on conditions or instructions there must be supervision, a control whether the con-
vict lives up to expectations. This is not only a question of the binding nature of
the court’s decision but also important for public safety reasons. And it is in the
interest of the offender who has to realize his weaknesses and to learn from his
faults.

The probation officer has to report in intervals fixed by the court on how the
probationer conducts his/her life and has to inform the court of gross or persistent
infringements of conditions and instructions. The information provided by the serv-
ice is an important element in the court’s review as to whether decisions / measures
need to be taken in the course of the probation/parole proceedings.

Remainder of sentence suspended

The second group of probationers is formed by those adult offenders who are
conditionally released from prison.

The penal enforcement division at the regional court has to take the decision
that a prisoner is to release before having served the entire sentence,
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o if they have served two-thirds, at least two months and (supplementary)
o if it can be reasonably expected that they will not reoffend and
o if the prisoner agrees.

Only in exceptional circumstances the court can decide on release when a con-
vict has completed only half of the sentence (for instance if the person serves a
prison sentence for the first time and the sentence is not longer than two years).

In all cases the court has to look into the consequences of the release. Release
has to be in accordance with the public’s interest in security. The court decides
after having heard the inmate and on expert advice of the penal institution, the ad-
vice usually built on statement of the responsible team, of which the social worker
as a member of the prison staff is an important adviser.

A probation officer will be assigned, if this is indicated to prevent the convict
from re-offending. As a rule, the supervision of a probation officer has to be or-
dered if the offender has served at least one year of his sentence (Criminal Code,
Article 57 paragraph 3).

As to the tasks of the probation officers (assistance, control, report) there are
no differences between suspended sentences and releases on parole.

Young offenders

The Juvenile Court Act governs the treatment of young offenders from 14 to
including 20 years of age.

In 2006, about 106.000 persons were convicted under juvenile criminal law?).
In 84% of convictions educative and disciplinary measures were imposed. 10% of
offenders were sentenced to youth imprisonment with the sentence suspended for
a probation time of two to three years, 6% were given a sentence to youth impris-
onment without it being suspended.

In contrast to adult criminal law, the court is required by law to assign a proba-
tion officer for the time of two years at the most, whenever a young offender im-
prisonment (Jugendstrafe) or the remainder of a young offender sentence is sus-
pended for probation.

In accordance with the Juvenile Court Act it is possible for the judge for juve-
niles merely to declare the guilt of the juvenile, but to leave open the decision as
to whether to impose a young offender sentence, and at the same time to appoint

2) Former West Germany and Berlin; see footnote 1
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a probation officer to supervise a period from one to two years, in which the young
person has the opportunity to prove himself / herself.

Regarding the tasks of the probation officer there is no serious difference from
those valid for the adult field. A distinctive feature of the supervision however is
that the probation officer should promote the upbringing of the juvenile and based
on trust cooperate with his / her parents or guardian and statutory representative
as far as possible.

Measures of reformation and protection

Measures according to the Criminal Code are disciplinary actions in order to
protect the public and reform the offender. Even if the person is acquitted due to
lack of criminal responsibility, it may be possible for such measures to be imposed,
e.g. placement in a psychiatric hospital, placement in a detoxification centre. These
measures can be suspended on probation with the assignment of a probation offi-
cer, when there is a reasonable chance that the patient will not re-offend.

Supervision of conduct, lasting two to five years, is another measure to reform
the offender and protect the public. The judge might give this measure, if an of-
fender has committed serious crimes and is likely to re-offend. As a rule super-
vision of conduct follows when a prison sentence of at least two years has been
completely served. The offender is then subject to the control and assistance of the
supervisory agency and the probation officer.

Statistics relating to probation services in 20063)

0 Number of ongoing periods of probation

Total 174 207 Percentage 100 %
Adult law 138 192 79 %
Juvenile law 36 015 21 %

0 Reasons for probation orders (in force on 31 December 2006)
Adult probation order
Suspended sentences 91 934 percentage 66.5 %
Remainder of sent. suspended 38 453 percentage 29.5 %

3) Former West Germany and Berlin, excluding Hamburg, for Schleswig-Holstein results from 2003
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o Juvenile probation order
Suspended sentences 28 634 79.5 %
Remainder of sent. suspended 6 305 18.0 %
and suspension of imposition of
youth imprisonment
0 Reasons why the probation period ended
Adult probation order

Completion / Cancellation of probation order 174 %
Remission of punishment 52.9 %
Revocation of probation 29.7 %

Just under one third of cases represent a clear failure for probation.

Juvenile probation order

Completion / Cancelation of probation order 20.9 %
Remission of punishment 30.9 %
Guilty verdict extinguished 55 %
Inclusion in a new sentence 258 %
Revocation of probation 16.0 %

0 Reasons for revocation
under adult criminal law
only or partly due to a new crime 79. %
due to other reasons 21. %

under juvenile criminal law
only or partly due to a new crime 63 %
due to other reasons 37 %

“Other reasons” mean presumably for the most part conditions laid down for
probation not being fulfilled.

Special features of probation supervision
Difficult clientele

Probation officers have a difficult clientele. To work with probationers is a per-
manent challenge, particularly as the offender has not asked voluntarily for




H3ZFH: S ALY A|ARofAM o] HSatato] o924 F= EHAP 97

supervision. In Germany the above-mentioned rise in probation, especially in con-
sequence of law reforms, results in more difficult and problematic offenders, who
in former times would have been locked up. The need of care for the individual
offender is also growing. Many probationers are out of work, have no professional
training, are deeply in debt, are alcoholics, consume drugs, have problems with re-
lations and lack of confidence.

It is all the more laborious for the probation officer to gain the offender’s trust.
And trust is the base when assistance should be accepted.

Help and control — a problem?

The probation officer has to manage the double pack of help and control. In
the German system the combination of assistance and surveillance is a typical fea-
ture of the profession “probation officer”, making it to a very special kind of social
worker. And there are social workers who find it difficult to reconcile control with
their conscience as social worker. Sometimes there is the question how to keep a
balance between help and control.

Well, I think — and there is an agreement on this for the most part - there is
no balance in the meaning of two parts of equal value. There is no competition
between the two tasks either. On the contrary they complement each other.
Experience shows that without control probation can’t be managed and often it is
assistance that prevents re-offending. It depends on the individual case which ac-
tions, reactions and interventions are more necessary than others.

| think it a rational regulation in German law to set the probation service (and
not the police) the task to monitor whether the offender carries out his duties. The
probation officer — thanks to his vocational training - is able to realize not only
a breach of a condition but also the problem, the difficulties, and the reason behind
the misconduct. This enables the probation officer to offer the convict his advice
and assistance. And he is in a position to report to the court the infringement and
at the same time to explain and make clear why the offender failed and what has
been arranged in order to prevent a repeated breach.

Communication with courts and others

The probation officer should communicate with the court in a straight and hon-
est way. This will contribute to a relationship based on trust and respect. And this
makes it easier to establish the mutual agreement of court and probation officer,
which the German Criminal Code requires with regard to offenders’ acting in obe-
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dience to conditions and instructions.

There is not only a permanent contact to the judicial authorities. In addition pro-
bation officers are asked to co-operate with other institutions which do not belong
to the judicial system. Youth welfare offices, local social services, health author-
ities, employment agencies, drug counselling services, debts counselling services.
And, last not least, NGOs are associations often to be contacted; they may offer
financial help to probationers, accommodation, group work, leisure activities or an
opportunity to do sports.

The probation officer has to maintain and sometimes to organize as a coor-
dinator a well working network of authorities, agencies, organizations and projects
who offer personal and social advice and aid.

V. Pre-trial phase

Investigation report with regard to waiving prosecution or halting the proceedings

To find a just decision the public prosecutor and the court have to solve the
offence. Just as important is to know about the personality of the offender. The
German Federal High Court of Justice has underlined this in several rulings:
Assessing the offender’s personality is equally important to establishing the circum-
stances of the offence.

Without knowledge of the offender’s personality and his or her social relation-
ships the public prosecutor often has not enough pointers whether he can halt the
prosecution proceedings or has to charge the offender. Usually the police have not
the time and not the staff to investigate the background, the personal traits and so-
cial relations of the offender. There is need of a special trained service who takes
on this task.

It is the probation officer (in Germany called “Gerichtshelfer”, verbatim trans-
lated “Court Assistant”) who might play a key role in advising the public prose-
cutor on his or her decision to be taken.

The public prosecutor may waive prosecution when he or she is of the opinion
that the offender's guilt is low and that discontinuance is not against the public
interest. They may further refrain temporarily from prosecuting (provided that the
court and the offender agree) if it seems sufficient to impose one or more con-
ditions or instructions. The German code of criminal procedures names the legal
conditions and directives which can be applied in particular, e.g.: The offender has
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to pay a certain amount of money to a non-profit organisation or to the state; the
offender has to render community service; the offender has to make amends for
the damage or the offender is trying hard to achieve a settlement with the victim
and to make reparations.

The evaluation of the statistics of all public prosecution offices in Germany
proves that of all proceedings in which it would have been possible to file a charge
against an offender, more than one-third were discontinued by a decision of the
prosecutor.

To get a reliable basis for their decision the public prosecutor or the judge
(once charges have been filed) has the option to call in the probation service. The
relevant probation officer has to put together a personal and social investigation re-
port concerning the offender’s personality and his or her social environment in or-
der to shed light on all the circumstances which are relevant to determining the
legal consequences of the offence.

The report should describe the actual situation of the offender’s life, his future
prospects and his attitude concerning the accusation. The report should contain as
well a statement from the probation officer’s point of view and, where and when
possible, a social prognosis.

Investigation report with regard to coming to a just judgement

The pre-sentence report is of importance also in cases, in which diversion is not
an option. I’m speaking of all the criminal proceedings that lead to a trial, when
a court has to pass judgement. In order to come to a just judgement, the court must
gain an insight into the offender’s personality and his social relations

As to the penalty the German Criminal Code contains fundamental principles
for the court’s judgement.

The offender’s guilt is the basis of the penalty. Moreover and among other
items the court has to take into consideration:

0 The effect of the sanction on the future life of the offender in the community,

0 The motives and the aims of the offender,

0 His / her character

0 The former life of the offender, his or her personal and economic relationships,

0 His or her behaviour in the period after the offence has been committed, espe-

cially their efforts to repair the damage and / or to come into a settlement
with the victim.
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Professionally qualified probation officers will try to take all these circum-
stances into account when they are asked to investigate and draw up a pre-sentence
report. The relevant offender is not only a thief. At the same time he is the father
of a family, a labourer or a student, perhaps he is a member of a football team
or plays an instrument, maybe he is out of work, homeless, psychologically dis-
turbed, addicted, depressive, antisocial or has run into debts. He has deficits and
weaknesses but most probably also strengths and talents, which should be activated
and encouraged. The report has to consider the person, the human being as a
whole.

The probation officer should present not only a list of facts and data but also
his/fher assessment. And he/she should make suggestions — from their point of
view - how to prevent the offender from further offending. Such a report will bring
valuable advice for the court.

In this context | have to admit that unfortunately not all German prosecutors
and judges make such a use of their discretion to commission a report as they
should do. Due to their burden of work prosecutors and judges want to close their
cases as fast as possible and calling in a probation officer for a personal inves-
tigation report might be time-consuming.

According to the Juvenile Court Act and in contrast to proceedings against adult
offenders, Juvenile Court Assistance shall be provided from the beginning of any
criminal proceedings against juveniles. Juvenile Court Assistants, however, do not
belong to the probation service. They are social workers, belonging to the local
youth welfare offices. They are responsible for the personal investigation reports,
which actually have to be given in each case.

Investigation report with regard to pre-trial detention

In some states of the Federal Republic there are regulations concerning the du-
ties of the probation service to give information and assessment with regard to re-
mand a suspect in custody. That is, what we call in Germany
“Haftentscheidungshilfe”, translated: advice on the judge’s ruling about the custody.
The public prosecutor may ask the probation service for a relevant report: What
can be said about the social, especially the family circumstances, are there in-
dications of how probable the risk of escaping is, are there institutions or establish-
ments who would care for the not arrested suspect? Are there measures which are
likely to achieve the same purpose as an arrest?
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On the basis of the probation officer’s report the public prosecutor will decide
whether he applies for an arrest warrant or not. And the investigation report will
also help the judge with his / her decision to send a suspect to custody or not.
The report may also help to avoid prolonged preliminary custody and to suspend
the enforcement of the arrest warrant.

V1. Enforcement period and post release phase
Social work in prison

There are of course offenders and offences that require custodial — not sus-
pended - sentences. One central function of imprisonment is to prepare the in-
tegration of the offender into their community after release. Because of this aim
there are numerous tasks for social workers within penal institutions.

Unlike the organization in other countries social workers in prison don’t belong
to the probation services, they are part of the prison staff. They are to render assis-
tance towards rehabilitation, to make up for deficits and to improve life prospects.
This includes help in finding a job, accommodation and personal assistance for the
time afterwards, whenever possible in co-operation with the probation service of the
offender’s future residential.

This co-operation leaves a lot to be desired quite often - unfortunately.

Probation service and the public authority for penal execution

In the enforcement period the public prosecution office may call in the proba-
tion service for investigations and advice when the public authority for penal ex-
ecution has to decide on applications of convicts (e.g. a convict applies to make
it easier to pay the fine by granting instalments; a convict asks to shorten the wait-
ing time for getting back his/her driver licence; the enforcement of imprisonment
in default of payment of a fine should be replaced by community service etc.).

Probation officers may also be asked for investigation and report in pardon
proceedings.
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Aftercare and care on completion of the probation time within and outside the
criminal justice system

In most federal states the activities of the social services in the criminal justice
system end when the offenders have served completely their custodial or non-custo-
dial sanctions or measures. Often, however, it is necessary to continue advice and
support in order to carry the reintegration through and to prevent reoffending. In
these cases — as a rule - other authorities are responsible for social, financial and
health care. Being informed by the probation service, the ex-offender will contact
- depending on their problems - the department of social security, the public health
department, jobcentres or offices for advice and counselling concerning accom-
modation, debts and drugs. In addition, all over the country there are non-gov-
ernmental organisations offering aftercare for ex-offenders. Some ministries of jus-
tice support NGOs who offer aftercare. In Baden-Wiurttemberg the Association for
Aftercare and Probation (Verband fur Straffalligen- und Bewahrungshilfe) is funded
for this work by the ministry.

In some states, for instance in Nordrhein-Westfalen, it is the express task of the
probation service to remain adviser and assistant with the agreement of the offender
for an appropriate period, as a rule for six months after the time of assignment
ended.

VII. Activities being added in the last 30 years

Society and criminal policy do not know a standstill. Society and the system
of values are subject to constant change. Following the changes in society and the
outcomes of criminological research we notice in Germany a constant development
of the area of responsibility of the probation service, more exactly to say, of the
social services in the criminal justice system. Gradually new tasks have been ahead
of the service.

Community service
As one important new element community service was introduced in the begin-

ning 1980s, community service not being a separate sanction but an alternative in-
stead of custody in case a fine is not paid. Community service may be imposed



HM3FH: S A A|AHOA o] EoahEol A2 FX FhAR) 103

also as a condition, when the public prosecutor refrains from prosecuting because
he thinks it a sufficient and adequate reaction. And community service to be ren-
dered by the convict can be imposed as a condition of a suspended sentence.

Often community service has to be organized, coordinated and supervised by
probation officers.

Victim — offender — mediation

Involvement of probation officers in victim-offender-mediation can be given in
two different ways:

0 Being instructed by the public prosecutor or the court the probation officer
has to find out, whether a victim-offender-mediation is a possible response to
the offence in question; he or she will have to contact the injured person and
the offender and make a report on his or her findings.

0 Having had a special training the probation officer may also carry out the vic-
tim-offender-mediation and act as an impartial mediator.

In my view the introduction of mediation in penal matters into the German ju-
venile criminal court act in December 1990, into the criminal code for adults in
1994 and the code of criminal procedures in 1999, followed by legal amendments
in 2004, was a particularly remarkable reform for it was a step towards restorative
justice.

Victim-offender-mediation can lead to

0 waiving prosecution,

o refraining from punishment and

0 Mitigation of punishment.

And victim-offender-mediation can be the subject of a condition or instruction,
imposed by the public prosecutor or the court.

German criminal law leaves it open whether victim-offender-mediation is carried
out with or without a mediator. Experience proves however that the involvement
of a competent mediator is almost indispensable.

Sometimes a personal meeting of victim and offender can’t be managed or is
inappropriate. Then the mediator is important to build the bridge, to act as a mes-
senger and a special catalytic converter.

Very often however it is more than appropriate that there is a personal contact
between victim and offender. And sometimes it is essential because of the state of
the victim’s or the offender’s mind that a third person is present who in the first



104 MALe ESataE O Mot abx|

meeting arranges and safeguards the necessary distance between the persons af-
fected, a third person who is impartial and who mediates between the parties to
find their decision.

The practical organisation of mediation in criminal affairs is not standardized
in Germany. Carrying out victim — offender — mediation falls within the responsi-
bility of the federal states’ governments. In some states probation officers deal with
victim - offender — mediation for adult offenders, in other states specially trained
social workers are employed as mediators working within the probation service. In
all states private organizations also offer mediation work.

The last statistics of the federal ministry of justice#) have shown that in more
than 80% of all cases in which efforts were made to come to a settlement, an
agreement between victim and offender was reached. In about 90% the offender
fulfilled completely or at least partially their arranged contributions.

University specialists in criminal law point out that victim-offender-mediation is
better than other reactions suited to draw the offender’s attention to the fact that
he/she has broken basic rules of human and social behaviour and that he/she has
to accept responsibility for their action.

Scientific research has proven that this alternative way to react to delinquent be-
haviour reduces effectively re-offending.

Victim support

Criminal justice systems paid attention only to the offender for a long time.
Identifying, persecuting and sentencing the offender — these were the main objects
of the criminal justice. Victims played a part only as witnesses. Their damages or
injuries were of interest — if at all - as far as they were relevant to the sentence.

This has changed. In Germany the victim has been rediscovered in its role in
criminal proceedings in the late seventies and early eighties of the 20" century,
about 30 years ago. The rights of the victim have got more attention and gained
significance.

In some states of the German Federal Republic (e.g. Sachsen-Anhalt and
Nordrhein-Westfalen) it’s one field of work of the judicial social service to advise
and to help victims. Probation officers inform about legal aid, the victim’s legal
rights according to the Law on Compensation of Victims and the progress of crimi-
nal proceedings and, if they wish so, victims get free economic and psychological

4) www.bmj.de/toa
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advice.
Electronic monitoring

So far in Germany electronic monitoring is introduced only in the state of
Hessen. The measure will be ordered by the court to ensure the monitoring of the
offender’s readiness to adhere to conditions and instructions in the cases of

0 a suspended sentence on probation,

0 supervision of conduct and

0 suspension of the enforcement of an arrest warrant.

Not all offenders are affected, but only those who are likely to have a not suffi-
cient sense of responsibility and self-discipline.

The surveillance of this measure belongs to the tasks of the probation officers.

In Baden-Wirttemberg electronic monitoring most probably will be introduced
with the beginning of 2010. Affected will be

0 convicts who are not paying their fines and

0 inmates who are released from prison shortly before their regular time of re-

lease has come.

Involvement in crime prevention schemes

An outstanding aim of probation services is to prevent further crimes. This con-
cerns not only all stages of criminal law proceedings. In Nordrhein-Westfalen for
instance it belongs to the official duties of the probation service to play an active
part in local working groups, in projects and in public co-ordination circles as well
as in crime prevention committees.

The great wealth of experience and knowledge of probation officers should be
made usable beyond the case work.

In this respect there is still a lot to do in Germany.

VIII. Norrgovemmental organisations involved in probation work
There are many local and regional operating private organisations who offer ad-

vice and assistance to offenders. With these associations the probation service is
cooperating very closely.
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On a national level two NGOs are important advocates for community sanctions
and measures including probation: The DBH (in former times named “Deutsche
Bewahrungshilfe” = German Association for Probation) and the DVS (Deutsche
Stiftung fiir Verbrechensverhiitung und Straffalligenhilfe = German Foundation for
Crime Prevention and Offenders’ Aid) are emphasising in their activities the im-
portance of probation and offenders’ aid.

The DVS organises annually a big congress on crime prevention bringing to-
gether representatives of all relevant social forces including probation officers.

The DBH has developed out of the small association that in 1951 was founded
in order to engage the first German probation officers and to start probation as a
pilot project in five German towns. Nowadays the DBH is a nationwide
Association for Social Work, Criminal Law and Criminal Policy (Fachverband fur
Soziale Arbeit, Strafrecht und Kriminalpolitik). The organisation promotes practice
and reform of a socially oriented criminal law and the (re-)integration of offenders.
Among other activities the association offers special seminars for social workers
who are going to work as probation officer and further training courses for this
occupational group as well.

At three years intervals the association organises a congress in order to examine
the way recurrent specialist problems stand at present and to discuss with a broad
attendance from politics, practice and science current issues, arising from the field
of work and from criminal policy.

The next congress will take place at Berlin in the end of this month. The over-
all subject will be: “Playing an active part in criminal policy: coordinating tran-
sitions from prison to liberty — preventing recidivism”.

How to come to grips with the problems connected with release from prison
is one of the dominating issues in German criminal policy at the moment. There
are state ministries of justice who even declare a need of reform concerning over-
lapping and linking together the social prison service and the probation service.

IX. Recent developments
On the occasion of the fiftieth anniversary of probation in Germany in 2003

Professor Kerner from the criminological seminar of the University of Tubingen
noticed a climate change in German criminal policy%). He referred to opinions

5) Kerner, Hans-Jirgen, Editorial, in DBH (Hrsg.) 50 Jahre Strafaussetzung zur Bewshrung, 2003



H3FH: S HAMALY A|AROMo| 25 atatol Hei(e(2d Fx EAY 107

which called for more consequence and tough measures or simply demanded “lock
them away”. It could have been feared, that these voices together with the perma-
nent financial difficulties of the states would lead to taking back probation to its
essential core or to bringing a new orientation of probation towards a pure control-
ling authority. Therefore Professor Kerner reminded the probation services to build
a counter-weight and a counter policy in good time.

Since 2003 there have been changes indeed. These changes, however, did not
put the legal functions of the probation officers under threat. The principle is still
valid that a probation officer has to have an education as a social worker, and their
duty to help and to assist have remained intact.

Changes have come about the organisation of probation services in most states.
Previous separate services (probation in a narrow sense, supervision of conduct and
court assistance) have been brought together in a united organisational structure.
Keywords in this context are amalgamation of departments, reduction of bureauc-
racy, raising efficiency. The most drastic reform in this respect was that the ex-
ecution of probation in the state of Baden-Wurttemberg has been handed over to
a private organisation.

To quote Hans-Jurgen Kerner once more: To be successful, it’s not of decisive
influence to regulate which institution shall organise probation work. Of crucial im-
portance is that probation work is done responsibly, clearly structured, in high qual-
ity and with commitment.6)

Partly following this opinion state governments have made and are making new
efforts to improve probation work. In that respect important subjects are:

0 new guidelines for the staff,
new professional standards,
professional hierarchies,
quality management, quality assurance, quality control,
risk assessment,
risk oriented intervention,
specialisation,
different types of care,
overlapping of social work in penal institutions and probation work.

Most of these reforms are making good progress, not least because the practi-
tioners of the social services are involved in the reform process and most probation

O O O O o o o o

6) Kerner, Hans-Jirgen, Thesen zur Privatisierung vom DBH-Fachverband - www.dbh-online.de/
privbwh/DBH-Thesen_privatis_12-05-09.pdf
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officers and the Association of German Probation Officers welcome the reforms.

A special position, however, has privatisation, which has taken place in Baden-
Wiirttemberg. Practitioners, specialists and also important figures in the ministries
of justice in other German states have serious reservations about the transfer of the
performance of probation work to the private sector.

X. Final remarks

The current search of state governments for changes in the organisational struc-
ture of their services is indirectly connected with the sound standard of probation
work. This work is highly esteemed. Consequently more and more tasks have been
handed over to the services. On the other hand the staffs have not been increased
correspondingly — because of financial reasons. Recent changes aim to compensate
for the imbalance, to save and if possible to improve the performance, power and
effectiveness of the services. The reforms are not directed against probation officers
but are planned and carried out in discussion with the staff. This includes the
chance of the practitioners to get active. Generally one can say: To get into chang-
ing social conditions and values may open the opportunity to have an influence on
the change and to take part in shaping the future.

I would like to conclude by quoting Professor Heinz Schoch from the
University of Munchen. He finished a lecture on “probation and a humane penal
system” on the occasion of the fiftieth anniversary of probation in Bavaria with the
statement:

“These days probation has become an indispensable pillar of a modern and hu-
mane criminal policy. We will never do without it even if there are new ways of
technical crime prevention.”7)

Bibliography

1. DBH - Fachverband fur Soziale Arbeit, Strafrecht und Kriminalpolitik (ed.),
BEWAHRUNGSHILFE (BewHi), quarterly published journal for social affairs,
penal law and criminal policy, Forum Verlag Godesberg, Mdnchengladbach,
No0.1/2004 and No0.2/2009

2. DBH - Fachverband fir Soziale Arbeit, Strafrecht und Kriminalpolitik (ed.): 50

7) Schoch, Heinz: ,Bewahrungshilfe und humane Strafrechtspflege “ in DBH (Hrsg.) 50 Jahre
Strafaussetzung zur Bewihrung, 2003



H3FH: S ALY A|AROMo| 25 atatol Hek(e(2d Fx EAD 109

Jahre Strafaussetzung zur Bewdhrung — ausgewéhlte Beitrdge aus der Zeitschrift
BEWAHRUNGSHILFE und andere Texte (selected contributions to the journal
BEWAHRUNGSHILFE and further articles), Forum Verlag Godesberg,
Mdonchengladbach, 2003

3. Jehle, Jorg-Martin, Criminal Justice in Germany, Facts and Figures, published by
the Federal Ministry of Justice, Fifth Edition 2009, Forum Verlag Godesberg,
Mdonchengladbach

4. Mutz, Jirgen, probation and aftercare in Germany, contributions to the
Conference on Probation and Aftercare, organised by the Council of Europe in
co-operation with the Ministry of Justice of Turkey 14 - 16 November 2005
in Istanbul, conference documents, www.coe.int/T/E/Legal_affairs/Legal_co-op-
eration/Prisons_and_alternatives/Conferences/

5. Mutz, Jirgen, Germany, Chapter 13 in van Kalmthout, Anton / Durnescu, loan
(eds.): Probation in Europe, Wolf Legal Publishers (WLP), Nijmegen, The
Netherlands, 2008

6. Statistisches Bundesamt Deutschland, DESTATIS Rechtspflege Bewé&hrungshilfe,
Fachserie 10 Reihe 5 - 2006 www.destatis.de/kontakt - weitere Themen -
Rechtspflege - Bewéhrungshilfe

Seoul, 4 September 2009
Jurgen Mutz



tot Tbx|

E]
X0

d

a

Kl
Al
o]

MA L 2

110

l

5

A sol i

=

stelob & ol F b4 gk

)

Aol ol ogA W WAl
Ut $4 A7 2

3 o

SQ FAAE A2RNAY RERFY 4T
oy

R TORE)
H

=

I

o

Al

oji

2059 WA

-
) Y

5

K

29 of WAE AT 5

ofpy

H
=

1

AL

LRI

9

Aol o
ned @ Aduth A9

E
=

il

N

0
K

o

<A

<
A

ud
-

~

p—

I
)

—_

ox
—_
~

A

o

.

Z Ao A4 ymA 4

ol

=

o]

P12 ohge o Ao} Bt

-
L

°

AR %Y o
A
A 2}



il
L/\]

!

= 1826

L=

e

)

of gt A

o

=
=

ZIdA M= = A

=

AARE AJAEOA 9] 23

S

<

[

ANzgloz HaEdn. A9 33 Bid

S = .

gl <l

[¢)

s
a

M 3FH:
*

ol Al

o o

=
=

A

[¢]

A9 g 27

A A=A
g 4

II.

ATHAL A

ol
A

J

,_ll,ﬂ._

[y

AE

oji

o

ofole]ol i,

L=

) Y

o

1

kel
o

d71t< F3

x|

£=!

o

O AIEAANES 18, AR 5Y9 57

ol

o AFE H

—_
fils)

ma
O
i
o
o
i

oy

d) e

1951 (A

=0
=T

o, ol

vA
o

Ho

Al

H)

Foath. 55W0] A A= 2009

°©

7}

o

=

o]

o
—_

o

Z A9 ¢

h s

&

ElAo, 22 A

3L

f

7S
=,

2

o

I

H

W Z7lolt, 27 A

B

O

—

-

[e)

=0l

5

o] on

ol
=



112 MAZe 252t O Moot 1bx|

of Ag3t WU Tk FUAA WolAS) AsA Aulzse QR A%
& FEHT Ut FYFR Jstel AWHAG. M Fastn IBo
At B Fad, TEAY, A 2DPAEH viFEEANE vh)
Ao]ch

TAY AR nEpRAvd 93 HEnF Axde 10539 108 190
2 HAASA (AN, 19508 19 190 BASIA () A
O

2 YHEo =4EAT 19699 FHAFde e &8s 8 S
o AN wet REaFE A2ES FHory dHoR FAES
o 19759 1€ 1Y FAEAR S Al ot (Ho]) Eowz
THA GAY J1F 2ARIAE APstEE AT 5 e Ao HE
e AT}, 2 ol PA7F=(Supervision of Conduct)olghs A2 A=
7F A EAT 19809 o] Foll REFARENA Hell oM 2L AF
7 BHEAT. shvbe Hanidate] tidh =9AGA A A EAE E A
T Eolx, ©E s FAHfA-HHA  ZAA S (victim-offender-
mediation) &] 3&3}o|th,

A
ol

R

J

x3|

59 dwel $axx Ao BY P BZH 24 74T LYA
ANsh B2, 299 AYRHT AF 5L 167179 ABA Ao &
H(EH F2 294%). 4 F= N3 549 AAE AdUsA G "W
D 9z 5 482 probatlon serviceolth. o}7]A Q] MH|AE o]E e MBAE AFshes FAY ‘R

R\ 1 FAA & onla,



H3FH: S ALY A|AROMo| 25 atatol Hek(e(2d Fx EAD 113

of A A28 el Mo} AR Y MulAE g9shs 2H T2 Frit

Hezgdart =849 7172 298 &3 AAEAA e diulAH 2

= 350 4 18 o
A o T b Feje Auzk AgEdelt 47 APEAel £ 5
B4 QRel7E stk Al WAl FHE ole AA Al peel
ARATE B glol MR 14 A9 o) Anh

REPBA} AR oo £FHE FSE Ak

2007d 19 19 ol#) nhEl-3 2R 232 Fol A BEHBAN Ao} AP
BEE F R 259 9k W9Y $8AANA Neustarte] 9
o] 9T Yok ol A9} Po] 2

@ zA2e) mdel 7 79 Foloh Auglo] FAAY A2
rE Z

MEE B AR BT FH%T Yok 2ot TP 9o




of WAFAEAA &

A 4g1e]

F 3 Alofet mbw|

=
=

12

=

114 HAHZS 252

A1

DL ARBAAYGCIY A

b

AAY A okl gt

B
=

ge A

,_I!H
of

Gl

o

o

rou
o

22|

Tor

THE

A EAIAR O S AFo}

ato] FEEHA &1 7] w2

2 M4

Nl

%
a

3

T
™

7

o M3} A 7]B 2|4

o A8 Ho)1 =

2 AW 9

o A3 3 WS P JIEEA
o AT el 7

K

| 298 A5EA A

°

) 5

5]

‘?’]

Rl

B

]

H



a

3k

)

[e)
L

Au) 2~

o

3L3L

o

Az'EU el AFSE ME|AE 9§
ANHZE. H7u

=2}

=
=
T

(¢]

ge

AFAREH A|AEIO[A Q] 23

x|
&=}

S

|
s

=Eol

==
=2
=

E
=

H[3FH:

ANA 1E9

=
=

7} A}

"
=

ps

o

ol
Gy

T W

o5 Mo

ko

HpIto]  FHAPA AL

=

=

AFFoz A
AlAA A2

aga

9%

A A Hout, A

s

=)
T,

o]
o

29

1

!

V., Rz 2 =75
3

=

AA T GaAE 719 A

B

Al

oji

)
L

oji
_7_._._

o

J))
-

oH

™
N

o
A

o
e

CER

zel

A

™!

o] Ze

597} fel® WA

ol
=

OEZ(‘)]



}

ko]
T

71 A8 A

<]

EIREEE:

)

tot Tbx|

d

S 3l
AW Ao RadE MH29 FeAde YA 7E

MAZ 23
o

ok

116
o

= {Jo CRR R B 0 0
™ nAro - u WF A — A =
o = Q. mv wr W Wo = =
f— ! [aN] ) )
= mEzs® T g5 & = B
m p— o N .H_.W ~ _El 0_1_ IﬁN_l E__v
S Q N W o .
oy @ [ e -
o~ ‘o Eo ‘B o - Moo T MWoN ay T
Wﬂve — 3 % .__ 3 n_u._ — i _ . o ojo < . e
= SR FM o ®e e & o R
—~ S B8 7 —~ ol o} N el o 2 o
o o T X oo W oy oW GRS TR
O_H N —_ _ o jant
&u_o I O T ooy T
"o 7
N mauuaeﬁrmumuLmM wour o
i — T w do W T
N o Wy Bl L oo W w o o
—_ S O \© o L M o Yy o] o) ©
Y S S S N ooy | B 5y o W T W
,JVI = B Lo ®O o) o dl_w hH - . B O J)
N B o © Y WO
.NH T mm ) M of ol "
oOR T w o m o
ol . = o) o o —
_ N ® Y oy oju 30 = O ~
7E 0_1_ —_— o] 0 o fird HE
_ M_ _,AL — Of O_E ..uWE g B nA
™ g ook X KO W o L P
ol oF X T N s o] m =
ey I =T R TR A S
o e = T g A1 T oE o, O g
- o o ol % = o' o_m o ) Moo -
2 fe B B RN 5 oo o~ Koo o B oy
0 WORO RO = HF T oo T T H
. o E A meoRe W oW T oo
Y To Mr W %0 | W oF oF

Fola 9744 o]/

9]

F 72l ol 7} 274 ol

H
™

o
-

)

T
| =

o

2 oelg W pUe BARA AR B

o FHEd W

a

A



ARAFEH A|AEIO| A2 E3S

so o

HI3FH:

THEH AS6zA1E

1

HaAas wsl

-
L

3

- BE

L=
) Y

HYE FAZ dol

).

A2

=i
=

o|J

NS

27} 1A

H
™

g9

s wAY A

-
) Y

-

oji

%}

o

shelof @ o

7} o] 3

I

yAO

o

1

;.AE

)

o|J

o

o
ﬁo

A

TR

R

TAA =

RRER

[

3]

o) A&
ol A 2

by,

3
pul

E
=

(victim-offender-madiation) ¢]

o

g sfejof @

o WHANA ALS]BAL

o

o} (Weisungen).

g9l o

A A A

;of

N

o} Ahste] HE2FA o

o (HF A Fool we}) 9

oji

oji

Bol AR 7)AFoA L=t

] sz

1o )3

Holl wel Hed

Q] 3
20

=
=

o

Ea
1

o



tot Tbx|

d

¢ 3l

MAZ 23

118

lo] $3i3 o

o
2
fin

Holl 97 RegdRe 189 A7t W

3 A A AR

—_

-

9)
{Jo

of Aol WA
HABAd AAZ AAE

5}

A}s.

=

5

L
.
=

o

Al

ofpy
U

A%

ks

lo] o Aol A AR B3
A A

T

-

L

h s

o

]_

)

AL ofyt, agErg W
A7F 71dE w2 g

T
e
o

o

o

A
S|

S o BARS AN A%

)

lo] By

°

HA7}b 29 e ABIL AN FRODRE W)
Al o

L=
LY

S o
T O

a

A
3 7

)

to}, 283 o]
o AEE ¥4

)

Al

vl

s

of ofstel AlE
AR/ZA7E H8

s

G2

il

lo] 7

2 74

1t

o

=
=

A W

1
27}

ko]
il

=3
™

ql.

B

.

Aol g
[

i o

oo =7of

)

[

%
a

° §719 2/3% Y3},

rou

o £ BT g o

W7 979

ol At

¢

)



A9t mAAH H BT}

ARAKE AlARlOf A2 23

S

|

i==e]|
= =

M3

p/]

o - o
o| mm_o_a).m op T e —
%.Vma.]%A W n mﬂwrﬂ% H
mﬁMxﬂﬂ% dr.ww%,ao #@ﬂﬁ .
i z s o il ~
iﬂﬁonﬂzLUM o»o_uﬂ%m__m.ﬂ&.m7 WM
Mot o 22 D o Bqu_oMsﬂ
I B 8 ﬂ%ﬁ._om% )
ST 7 ) R o
= W oo = R %ﬂﬂL#ﬂﬂ — "
= B ofF R iy
o B Z = = N o ®° X o
o M o B T o= W 2w o
o T o N o ﬂaozm.oy%l._o o
N oo oo o~ 2 g Al Z_ o_uM O W
- - BERNS g o o & R N i 6 P T =)
FEFET mm_]mqo_am_u«,i%% h
wb__._mmumw @%%%i%@%ﬂwg
Wom g ™ o N 5 omo o B T oy =
N o Wroour 5 < o oA T oge AR S
o X D NN . —_ T S < o R
mo,%m”_/%ﬂ Aw_moqiomnno = W o
- W.aﬂi@aoﬁ%.}moxg
= B O R , S lmﬂovLﬁAmoﬂi
G o N —F X T 4 o o =
_sfzvﬁﬂLw% W%m&%g%% r R
e N R sEsifdizo s
SN %mﬂ Mm,mﬂﬁr,ﬁ%ﬂwﬂgﬂ
w = WL wﬁe%ﬂz;muﬂ4i%
@x%%_zﬂq B o 2 EE N
5%%%&%% ol s m:#%ﬂ@_ =
o ool - %ﬂovwzv%%ﬂ%
—~ I~ _E Nro B _E 3 e X X e o C,._ ﬂ;ﬂ
R B e ol udmv.ﬁé.omawwa.lrﬂa
T RLETE O &mqmu%m%ao_eﬁﬂﬁ
O N 2Mu..M ]JlﬁOLL _I_E
jars N Aﬁolu
2T of Le,# N
o B



tot Tbx|

E]
X0

d

a

Kl
Al
o]

MA L 2

120

Aot

L=

L Y

o}

sﬂ o]; 3]

=]
=

_
o

i
—

g

A

q= S°f

=
a

o s oid Az

BN

40 e o BT

of AMeA 4 oA 7}

JJo

o

79%
21%

100%

174.207

138,192
36,015

o A

.mWO
..mO
_7_._._

._ll,ﬂ._

o
o

< 66.5%
< 295%

o

H|

91,934
38,453

A3y o

o

H|

719 el

[0

Z



79.5%
18.0%

28,634
6,305

AMARR A|AEIOAM O] ES

S

|

=Eol
==

HI3FH:

A3y o

.mWO
‘.mO
_7_._._

._ll,ﬂ._

—_—

0
ze]

17.4%
52.9%
29.7%

B

o)
el

[0

4
i
o)

)

49 et

1

2
20.9%
30.9%

37 RE

)

Hartd 39 BA 1/3 o

B

)
Gyl

o]

9.5%

25.8%
16.0%

e
4

o}
)
Y
Ny
oF

5
,mO
)

Xe]

ol

4
=

0

o

o AR

‘o]

O
pzel

21%

o

0O
oF

il
My

31%

!

0
o

.



122 MA %o 25zt O Moot 1bx|

O
i
o
Zo
mu)
=
fol
e
it
lo
PN
By
e
=
4z
Mz
ofy
4By
Ru)
N
&2
flo
P
o
lo
H
o
rr

REHBRAAL AGEE DA YTk BERT dAe A A
Aolwl, 53 WA} AT AWHOR £SHEF
A= BEHZ golAl A% ge BAL WA
wou FEHe _w SEE Txﬂ%‘\t °E

%
w
)
o

>,
L)
o

4L Frtor @
J A ST
doz AHRANS WS SHT 43E BEOY 1d A8
ANZAY FA3} FAE xHsE ofd$e Ax AT BANE] Yok
W2 o Eg3 oA Alolo] FHE FE Aol BAZ B gtk
A el AAH 47 QukzQ) gFojo] oA
TR - F R BR FUF ANE Frh udd 73 At AL

97 offth T ARE 45 AAHA Aol otk 237 o] FAE

2
"ol

o



r o)
(i
r o)
o,
(]
S
[}
e
rC
=2
)
b o
2
ok
it
e

off mi
o w7
I 2
H

1B 7 7] % (health authorities), 1“‘1?‘]%7]1(employment agencies), ‘%k%”“’*

-

2 (drug counselling services), 5454 (debt counselling service) &©|

Aot 12T EF NGO BASH} A% AEse Ax Fasn: o
A% 2 HASE BERARAANA AFH A9, 1FY3, A7EE
~¥ 73 5& ATY Aol



e

5

A 2

L=

s
A 24

3)
=

(@)

o

3k of

Al
2

)

@ A

siasiop B v}

)

=

=

}4

H
h=i

3t

)

slojof A oUW 7|aHAE FA

b Motet abx|

=

s
S

ES

=

=

EER

Sith WA AZn 19 A B o

124 HAHZ%S 252
°

2

of

—_—

o

wjr
)

o

oji

wjr

o

1 o]
S =

L

-

%

]

b

o

1=

ko]
pil

1 Court assistant) ©|t}.
d yo}rt

Fof of

°

YL e Aol W LEW

(o)

e
[€)

~
=
=
=

=

A

=
‘:l.'"

]

‘ﬂ@,

H g7 @0l v ABA Ho <

A

)

ERY

L=

-

L=

FollA) dAFoz 7148 AAE <+ o

274
274

°

=2
o

Zibd

Gerichtshelfer H
AAs HAAY A7 Arsigr ddEod o 71AE

o
ol FHel olsish MAHA e A

6’]—E]-;

-

) Y

)

& oF

z70] g
AA7} Eolad
B3

o £¢ A

=3
i=|

i
o

o



P
T

-

@ 4 ge ddgol U AT new

L

o
=

293 A8H 2ARDA

]
S|

|

b Zladart AAdgE Ae

°©

J

€

ARAEH A|AEIOf Ao H 3

o &

S

<

[

so
FAARE Hrte] BY, 714 F
2

s
3 e A AFE <

o

R3FA:
A%
<
34

3

st X
gt

=
rE 7
5

2 79]
bod o

H
h=i

°

o
)9
A9l 1/3 ool A AAd ¢

=

Q
AN SAHYE 74" o

BHuAes MY

a7 4

2

3t

=
=

of
=
=
93
=

AFE TN

K

__Oh
o+

ol

I

=N
ol
KO
E)

bj

& Aol delA

L._W

o)

= A

e

A 2AAME Bl

LR

T
EE

< 7FAok

1

&

%_

1

°
pil

o

M A 143 A8 A o

| &

o

-

h s

9o
| =

A

A=

A

)

L=

) Y

] 9

5

KN
=

ox

B
file)
__OU
2

il
o
il
o)
w
o
o
s
o
)

el
O
o|J
O

—

O

E_ﬂ
=
}b

=

o AEU S WA FF abl A A )

o WA 579}
o 71/71149]

<



ol
3 E
ZHE/EL

- lq_

3 2}<}

S

9

& 7

)

¥e]
|
zsg % e

=

A2 &
= o
F<

=

=

M|A

|20

—|__| E B
ik

et
%owJ
on_)L_Luu
q_lﬂjll_lg
o Vx]
E ‘DIO.@JH_AI.LI
%%mmz_iy
%M%mmzweﬁ A
X .uumﬂT__ou_o unmﬂLv
.UIL kﬂXﬂ o
o < oA = o i bl
Jlo Z]L.l]% .Ll]o_a o
MrﬂAOfEEE,. i aJoMa. o
Ale}4fz?.ﬂ”HU‘DIJHOZL e_em.uﬂm
N e A o o mu4 n X
Jaﬁmum@ﬂmﬁe B Tbo o
xLL£1H w_LL%]un ) Mhl i
ﬁa;éambﬁﬁl}% AAM w4 R
nﬂlzﬂ%LP}ﬂW» ngﬂ = X
\ﬁ@&ﬂ 7%@&% 1%% HMHEL
florfuﬁwrg_ﬂﬁmu_/ o}ﬂa ﬁﬁiﬂ
s w ™ ol Ll,mM w s = e 5 i n = g
_L oy 3 ) 4 XO .WL a w it ) .DI o 8 ol - <
¢ A}km z,_oaré a«@ﬂufzrrﬂo
Pozxulau mﬂ}ﬂubt < L_Wu%oﬂrf
Y aew_ﬁﬂ4wawﬁgm ﬁnl.@fm wo_ﬁ
- 7mL%LoﬁﬂH$1£ mﬂmofﬂ%loc_e.
ik o_a¢ x}ﬂﬂougalﬂ mﬂﬁafﬂ}ﬂlmr
o ﬁﬁo_ﬂlﬂrmﬁ]%»alnmkﬁ Hr o ,Jm__x i
iy ﬂ.ﬂeuoo@]ﬂo ﬂﬁthW coE:Lgamoﬂdr.ﬁ_.
5 T ilﬁf Lk i
2 ) o ﬁoxx% = zﬁmuzLﬂ
ol M_ul ,Iﬂ ﬁo _1_ .u| _&O ;O._ .q. L_ ] — . 1* O_W \mw
X_;o\m]_Ml__/lEJ_/IMﬂ,_ﬂlH._} c,_qwqﬂo,_g],m
EWA hﬂ%hé e ﬂ:%ﬂﬂ}urf
& zﬂhyﬂwﬁx4z% ﬁﬂAﬂﬂmﬁoo
wmﬁﬂmwmﬂurmﬂfﬂmm Eb_ﬂp‘ormuLﬁm
ﬁaﬂl%w.%zh wummeﬁm,_mald
E_/‘.@l .UI.L .OL W.LI]r AO.LI&IW
owﬁﬂrWAmA%m/Mm Jl._o;oLL_L Aﬁh
ML»}_E__E d.qu__m_Lm&;]mmwgﬂam
ﬂmi&rw_ﬁﬂoA7ﬂou«¢%w
x mwﬁ@wwﬁwamm
fggﬂiéww :
ENMZEAJJﬁhi
meo_MWﬂ%NuT
aﬁwu}lbmuh_ﬁr
aT;_,@,ﬁ_/.WHM
A}ﬁ
mﬁw
o
HO



H3FH: S ALY A|AROMo| 25 atatol Aeke(2d Fx EAY 127

DjZ-=0 et 20M

YA 2 Fole BYAE FEI] A3 AR HUME RadEs

= EY¢EE "Haftentschidungshilfe”

gtal shed, HYstA "ol w3 HAZAA Y Aot AAe &9

= ol g A, WY =FHILE 7S

EAAE BS T 7]Hoy Aol YeA,
=

AgaS AeA o B

VI. 5717k Aol ¥ <A
SAOIMY AS|ZR| ALY
22 9 Aol feluA @ FEHolop s AR WA} Ak

7% HAAT} AtE Foll 259 A ol A9

Pz
-
;-l}a T )y]\—l—i—. RN H] 0']"_‘\_ ;}lo] [’/]- JJ7;<0/\]}\E q o] /\]—Q‘JEX]/\]-—E': 0] I}T/‘
L
=
Z)
4

l-rl
5.:
lo
5
e
N
>
it
flo
l-u:
r J



< ok steAld thste] RadZad A ARSI 2AT F 9

Hefgdae =3 AAd e 24 H1E a3we 5 o,

gREe] o FolAt FAAY Ao AR Aulzs WAL A

B A9 EmE A AeE 2vd W A9 1Y 35 A4 A
Ag slsie 23 927 A%E Best Ak oA 4

Go e e SRl ASA, A4 TET 404 Al U

Hglo] vk BEWBAY B JOW AAAES 1B M Y
BAG wet AHRARA, FFRARA, DEHME EE Ga, AT 4E
Sol Belel 2% ARe HE A 5 A2T 5 Uk 97 A
Ao ANAEL AFBESE NPREHZ] ok Q¥ Fo YR
S AEBEYE AZHE NGOE AT vy 2P 2a FolAs

57} old 4e s (AANES HEHEL

A

o
=
hirc)
tote
NS
=2

Nae A4

o

QL
£l



HM3FH: S A A|AHOA o] ESahEol dAgk(e2d FX FhAR) 129

=

HE F o|SHYH == kQl-w| A8 (Nordrhein-westfalen) FoA =
Rafd 7]7ke] $859 o] dutdo =g /e F¢F RaAA4AV HAA
o] ZAA S} NYPAZA S I&E ALsteE Zlo] YFE AR o

Q
=
N wegre woh A5 B4 A Awwu REEIRE
2o)Be 4RGeo] A&HoR BHAT YL % 4 AT WA nED

oo N2 YF7F F7HE s
LS| SAIHEE
M2 QAN A EAE 1980W T 7)o SH™ AAFHo] ofy

A2 2T

]
A
ARn VLY A4 AHBAE J14E A 2

T| sl At-HEF A} S| =(Victim-offender-mediation)

el 4427 FAAE REBIH] Hods)
AA e a6 oja A,

ol
rr
PO
flo
O
dlo
i)
uSY
flo
—n



130

20043 9]
7} & ol it

S04 FAA =

e
ELEKE
e

Jeln FHAA-RAA FANEE AL Mol B3 o Rl

AN £8 % 9tk
59 FYe FaA-
A% glol FAE 4 9

Aze] ez Ao R X

ol = 2
}\__‘l_
=)

W = ajsfatel HH A
o I2YAM FAATE 7tndgge skl A

-

) Y

Aol Fasit,

Ty vl Aok HFH A rﬂlﬂﬁjig}g
Eaitt, 281 WE gejAe] A =

32
o

MHA FAE
dol Fuo.

=]
=/
H 2

FAAE A I F= Y

a9y AgHone

K
of\ ofx

olr
o

_IC_)r
s,

U O] 7(;:']"?‘7]' O]

J|m
i3
rot
1\
B=)
X
fru
>
o
m
ofr
ol



]

90%7} 159 wm%% AR E= o
dstel @y AEHEL 5
3 A8 HQ Y5 2Hd FHES oz1 :w} A 9] fsg%ou rﬂa

o AYLS Aok o= dd< olFofrldl Bng £2 diesdelsta A
&

HepAQl A HFRS ) T olH T A FHe] AW Fol:
W &3dolm 9 n 9l

Il s X} x|

FANYA 2R S QeEe BX WAASIAT FAE AT W
Ag geldty Wastn 121 WAL Yt Zol I FE B

A=
ojitt. deiAe TA FAARA Y AT Yo HoE 59 A4
o] e vl oM T59 deiot FATE T2 Aol
Aol vHANY. =LA A= 204718 70dd) FRHEH 80
Ziboll AA 159 d%o] ALAHNY. A&z dEe ¥ B2

(L
to



tot Tbx|

L Ege FE glo] AR A8 Aus

2 33

a) o 2F R ol

2,
3o}

A

o

iy

3

Q%

&

Aol WA Ay 2 gAEAY] Fdel o

A 2]

o|J

o

[== R ]

xl_-l 7(|.7 =

sl FAAT =AFAT ©o] A

A7 SN AAGEE 07

—r

o

T At

]
-

Aol ojsho] F-3}

o
2
fiu

HECER:

5]

32 HYqo

._Il,ﬂ._
o}

A of o

b

XO
.m.o

o AE

o] BAANAY A%
o] Aol o

]

<

2

N

~

;O,._

oA FatE

=
=

EER

A7 ok AFol e

-

oH

ﬂu

w

)

o Hamda

o]

a
—

Hz|of2t A o2

)
L

ilLf



AMARR A|AEIOAM O] ES

so o

HI3FH:

FERYol} ZeAE

ar

ohg} A

3w

A2 dEAA A

=

L Y
- ¥

;O,._
dr

A
on

O

o] Bt

0

o
3

X

ol

—r

-

o] el A

el ot PAlg 04 R22(NGO)

>

5y

VIL

4ol gol gtk B

Nd

J)

o

oji
P

5
TR

Ao},

io
olo

83

Nfo

9]

o

AR A

]_

= H

A
DBH(Deutsche Bewihrungshilfe

NGO

I A AA

o oM noad

s

S

£ ujd 73

ot 3o
19519 Hzo| BT

t}’_]_—

<
A=
=

ojp
o

H

o

B

ofp

s

Z

o

DBH

s=5Y 23yt d4 DBH

REEEPCER )

-
) Y

of
o

) wAL
<

\«lf%

B
_

;OL

54e 9

's78ket WA A

A 7

Bl A3

iy

Ho
oy

il

o)
o
o

ox

R

o

1

ojy
yj
o

I

J)

R

R

o

vA
o



o] F3E wl 3drit 39T Aol WEFo] ekt AR BA
So| @42 WAL AA ANE O 2wk ARARY WHAY B
obld BT 9l WAL 42 WA oL EEsL It

o Hoj WEUlN oW & Fol AHY Agolth Hoo) HEAE

WHGAG golMe QB A : wELdA Fade oYY =

X, &9 A

20038 =] Ru@d 5059 7dBA A T2 (Tubingen) o st

of Wzt A% AWTolA AZU (Kemer) B4t SQe] WA o)
wel7 ool tisiel AnYch 1 © Be Adel BAzA 5 1wl T
o RE] i ] Bade T8 A0 AT oA e #4

SATE.



ARAFEH A|AEIO| A2 E3S

s o

HI3FH:

2 A

=]
o

A5 TAAY. FA

-

greel FoH Ba

jp

oy

)

3 FolA R

=

~
ol

2l
4

L ED

1

s

| 7]&o

-
) Y

371 S8l

]_

o

N

o

N

o]},

Z

o

}

2

1

=43

2t Aol A

3

o ]

o

o AEAA YA (2AAA)

477}

3
o

9
9

N

1

;OL
)

Aol 714

3
o

] A

o}

A8 A A 227)

Z

il

| 3.

9)
ojy
=
=
o
%0
ol
o
—_

bR

L=
) Y

Jey wdl-REdEaa FlA



tot Tbx|

E]
X0

d

a

Kl
Al
o]

MA L 2

136

Ao

X.

Ak

=

)

)
—_

..ﬁlﬁﬂ

B
el
Nfo
4

—_—

o

i

Al

HH o= ¥y

L

o

9/]

953 +q9r. o

3t A

2

Agol

2l
4

o ohAe

6

O
P

|

ul

o
AL,

5

Fee

MEe 1 W3

3 7427 WaE 7] 9

7
HE TS Yt

)

3
pul

A= 7187F d# flojof 2.

B 5

)

L=
-

dalo A R

-

il

=
T

50

Z

)

o2

A
\n

N

ot

5]



% g 2
—_

ALZl:

E|







[7] Z2A]]

A= naad 2099 A7e B4

<O

(zelo) e EetY m)






141

= BadE 2089 Aot AA

iy

o]

ol

L vl n3ad dy

o] ke zA 7}

fupoltt, ol g

5]

)

BAE e HHAAAAM 2o A

e 874

£

B3 %

oE

FAA AL QoA

o] z‘sg{g

1988 Ao A

AEoltt, ol A=
A=7F 24

Aol AAHOZ 1989WHE RTH

o

|

2 A

o=

vl
&

s

Iebch 21 oy

Y= 3§

ol A
= o] 2000d o] % AZF AAAF7E 149k

o

Fo] A AW ol A7}

€

2 B33

Fol, 2008 = AAAFE 187k 2o

5]

ol

wjr

e o]

A ghEEA 1o Fe AY 8 A

g

Al 2105+

= v
ST

ol=¢

B33

=
| .

Ha ool w

~

s

gy

d

i



142 MA %o 25zt O Moot 1bx|

M} HEAE AEzAR 7|48d 5o nud 4o JeiAn o
guet RaAFA2He kgt 99 Zhed stz Aga g x2
3 JFAAAE AAGA 1

b, HollE 5570 7], Holwa] weo

0

>
)
>
=
N
e
N
‘g,
=2
b
e
—d
rlot
o
o,
4 N

Z3] M=ol & Al Aot

& guel dufd, APfolEde] PHRyRom

7h AU AR A olehs AAH A FAAEAA M HE Aol

S
Ao & FeFdL A g Aot £Al= o 22 F/HF
1
H

23 olE FAld k) =3 wA QTS REREYR-E vl 2o
= fevete] A nEL AL oiH Radd g v ds g
228%HTH E& 240% FEOIAT, ALHEu &2 A= W 2019%9 5
o 1 29 456%°1 £3stth2 o HL opHr WRie] YA sz
7b AFAR] AAWA o Zdsta glon, AR AR OZAM AU
A9 RERE) FAHS AUR 43R Eaka Joe FA ot
FASE Hhoh o] RouEe W th HSAHNEAR AS A
D 28y o] FAE Baads rlede TEY HAde eR & SAYY, A RadEygT
g ggdle OJ%% FAOR EAE UnW 1907 gEdde 94 318 AoE wan,
2) 2002. 5 71Eo R AY ==, L&, =, wEAS) P wAHU116,287%) W] RoaE
X4%(23,468‘33)9] l < 2019%%) W, o] A wAHA01L078%) vl B d(6051)



7| =LA et= 2 ghak 2040 Mutet mpM|(Z s w=) 143

s AolA AANAS 2HT BAHA Fol7} gk AMNASZA

AgARB] 25 % BAY B IAHYSUA e oln] FAo
al

worker) WA =X 7}(social worker) 24 B @@ To] zg€3th= Ho) E
Zoltt, A7ldle AW 2e s AAA thal Ao AHS 71A
3 A5s ARt AlYFeE B8] Utk o] 2 AR IE - 95

=
o
D
ﬂllﬂ
tlo
S~
>,
ot
=
2
%
N
ol
rr
P
o
o
°
AC)
El
o
:\l:“
r>~
>
o
o
o=
ok
¥
%o

RERBE T 197 e AfFe AT WA LA L
bate] AMOAE FBAA A

olo
m mo A

oft
ok
2
o®

e A
N
2
ok
N
iy
[
il
N
s
ok
¥
%0,
v
to
r
e
ox!
B>
rL
oL
N —|—'
1o ﬂ
é _1.4

-1 =
N3, HBEAQ Aol B oA Az Aseh Ao A7l
@ AFe LA s Qolth nERBE W2 AR A A 7}



AE 7UFE E0h3)

O yoprl Raaze dFo] w=o aAAFIAIHY diversion ZZT
P &8 & Ade 7hsAol HA d8 Ja, B2 A3 A A5 E
Fol AFE 3 v AREAE FFE ILEYNE 2HFOEH

>
toke
2
of
m?l_g
1o
N
off
o
1\
R
>
my
>
%0,
Al

I. TAA= =A

A dEdAEY A gte Qg2
A Hold e AEdY 9 AdBARIEY 5ot} dAo] Franz
von Liszt7} MarburgZd@ oA &o)dla14) Werner Maihofer’} 3o &4
A WHEAL QoA ARG FAHAA 2R L oy AFoly o
FAEY N e T Apde] oA dFdd Fojop & Ao R
Helts)

AR, £H7bsd 71T deiie £FH sy £ 24 F9
Fojof gtk £HT ThsA4 S oy s ARIEG FAHEHIY A E
A GBBAEE Sl HoeXA o S8 Ud + s 2<
dol & Zo| Fth

FA=Fol ATE

S

O

do

AE EE

¢

AR BARY(EAAINEE - FFAUEY ARS

Aoy 2:e7] HaztA Zdh)olu AT 54 A FAAA &

3 AE AEH ZAE gYstE, AFPOR A FSA AL HHolof FRAA AEALE v}
AJAR, FEAEE o7 44 F49 BN wio] o *Pﬁlﬂ #AA Y E7Ms4 WE
o ALF B Ao o ANE df, o] 2 oS AAH

4) v. Liszt, el oA EHAMY,

5) W. Maihofer, Menschenbild und Strafrechtsreform, 1964, 189 ©]&}.



7| =LA et= 2 gbak 2040 Mutet mpM|(Z s W) 145

—
o
o
i
r o
o
)
©
o

A(EMB AM, AFHAY )5 132 5 3lofo

Aol e URHELHS YYHo2 o] Wi 2o2H WA
&

[o

=4, £33 897 gle 71T dalAe 9427 dE Tl A57
o8 £ fort gloemE HE FPHURIE EVMSA, AHY A
o] v AEH FHE AFI S T A9 AFHH wrgo] ofz M
oy EEHA HIAE 59 RHIAEAZI ¢4 IHIEE st 29

rH
S
n
)
kY
ro
N
Jo
1z
)
1o
kel
R
oo |l
ST
BN
it
2
fol
:oé
o

BEYe YUF w4 ¥ F ¢t ANPAHES B Y, §47
F54, 994 AAWE] GAAE A Bl APA FES P
A& FEsHE 2ol A g elets Zolt

HT AH kol BEWBY BFF TIPSl FATH ok Ak

f2e 75 HE2S T 22738Y £ Q1 g2 Hdbr)5e nFE
o]
|

=
< T ZRI9Y 5 o W2 AR, d2e A7 Tl



I Wl AR EAEH oY A EY Yadle 9, 53 gy
3] & (Victim Restitution) 8] FAEAA FHo R et Algd Al
Uz 2, vejmdze R e 271 "AMY gAe o
A3 EE HZ AATL F7F el tiste] AfEolu I

ofy

o

Aol Z=shes AAAZs A= HH PRS0 A GLde T3 4
ARz F7HQ Y& de 497F Bk Ardel HFe= Wl A
g7lute] EAHAY Ea2F e FAfYoz Wyl wWdsHo AL =
A7) Adel7] mEeo

7129 A4S 43 4% gt WA &2 Az wae 9
=

o
El
bt
[
=2
S2
o
¥0
rlr
N
rlr
i)
Ky
rfr
o
i
r
153%
kl

PA Y2 AL T2 Wstel 3o tig US4 JHA T w719
Z S & 9o 1970909 Asto g 1 w7kx el g

FAo

it

6) B%, [FEEHY ARIAL AR Ae TA-EQ0 Fr)ERFe] JAREAE
_]



e FE, © QRETE] Aol T 198080 FHlelA 230
Uwlol ofguetdA AudFele s3o2 HYFH G &

Aol ATARIL, vl A=

Wk 1990 N ol $ =

4. @ AA dAH ) &l

EAA YERTD 21471 Eolsk 911H# ol F HHFHA Atas

something works®] 74do] T+
O AF4 dutoPA G 5

MEEANEE AT T2ERLA

= 29
7o 2 AREA Ror} Aol FAF 6 AAAT, A= AFYF
2 gl thAl vetn gk ool W= A, $ue A3 WHEA
Ew3) A3 0] 57 % A Aol BA. ARFL WAEASE
F 7 BAMe] B vgo] ol = 4l 1go] WolA: AEgt
Aolt, AA, dlge AMud 44 o mdhdoles ol A, Fus
AR Ao AMAQ Yk AAFRE o) WA FARAE
H

gkxjofof gtk Holthd)
ojZt& FAo HlFo] B Radae ooz FAAAS} 1 F 3l
] TE 4R Trtetd ASUWASEA O &
SHAE 05 gos) 2 et dS AeE B ¢4 LAY
Zt SA A BEdge] tokdt F87MsAES AFINEIZ S
7%

Agoroltt, R BA DA BAT T WHEH 5 BHEAC|PYS
¢ ES RAAEY BAHE JuEn. 92 FAasHel Bad wo

7) oldl 3 FAT == AL, TRIAEAZY HBA S0 ], Redd A45(2004.12), 3
9 olat Fzx.
8) Roxin, [Aktuelle Probleme der Kriminalpolitik] , 2000.9.22. oA+ =47,



=
5
o
=
H

1A

5

-

H ol
1S AFAA G, oA RAAT B

L=

-

O,

A ol A

S}
&,

o]t

}

et

a=

9

o) 443 o 7 4

H
™

fof ol 7]

“

pzs

2} 58,564 & 35.7%%1 20918 o] wATES
o A

=
ol

A

I A3tet oh

Xt
et
=
A

RTA

F

Acle] g

|

olAth 20031 =+ 57.336%W 5 21.004% 336%, 20049 == 54,796
191699 35%, 20051 == 47,3119 5 143429 303% = YESTHY HA

A

o

J

Kl

=
[€]

s
a

L
A
K

MAZ 23
i

2002
A,
s

oA AL F oz ATHOZ LA
l

oAlM Aed A=sRAo] Aupeh

EEREER
HE AAHE 5

148
9]

A

T

‘(1),]

HE

o

pzel

A

O

3|

X

AlaL, LS A -2

wh
-

oy

Lo}

B
B

‘_Ir”

ze]

X0
X
T
T
Er

G

) Y

-

3t

)

A9zl A 2o o

AAE BARZATL SrfEolof B}

)

o i

H
™

3 <l

g

-
) Y

o

A1

3k,

)

=

=1

IR F Zpol Al A E
£7F o

s

)
=

s

/\610

W78 (2009327 A1) 02 1 HA

& 37

|3

el

L=
L Y

o a7e| we BAARAL FHA olFolA
Ragel FAse RE

of W3

=
=

2008.12.26.

<
T

How AYHuA o

# A

9) AANEL 82

a

A

T



g AAE) FHHHEE A8 med
o e MAER 439 5 Qo Aol

B A% Aangel % AYfelrt BARAD AfFAPOE
o WEde] B4el gue z7N8A AY
A g Zelmz, 1 BAHE A% ARAEH Byl Ao B
o @9 WIFFADFAALE Holdo] WY PAFANEES =
o HAARTAY AS ©E Walsloh @ Holt wa @% LS
eA, FAEY, HEY, HHEY Fol vjs) AxPYA ol wEA nE

A

5o Boh ARAD AUl ASES oloh 2, o1& 5l A

S8 T3 48 2 |29 2Edx
M, 23]

AR, AN 25487 A42AE B8 deskaid g )
£ B9 s, weke 4% o gwle o 1 AUweE

2349 Aok ek, AAd 1x154 gz02 A4 Was Zoln

FEulge Agae e B BHFHES JTeor @ Agoln o

g o] e AARANAEE ERHHAAT A o AAEAI ¢l
O 4y g2 g 58 72AZ QE AR =T L Byyed &
A7} 9tke Ho] EA otk 1# o] AEE oI E APE & 9)

B YAfel A} A &

<
A= dHAM HBFelrI1te d3tste F+ HHAF=SAEIE 4717 b



tot Tbx|

E]
X0

d

a

Kl
Al
o]

MA L 2

150

Probation (

-

) Y

o}, Gl

=
RS

ok
=

317

1g %3

2o

g AP frel713te) 2

o %

2 el R Fol 713k

N

=

H
™

) Y

-

ol
B

LY
-

Al
=

L=

Ly

A LA

)
AE AR A =

ko)
il

b A B

1

°

1

°
il

g Al HR

AT, FobAoh ole) Lol A

[¢)

A
CEER SRR

=

oAA AAAR] FAE Al 9
Q)

ASUA S Zom ulFo|
b o}

E
o

KL

)

)
&H

}

kel
o

o o
& AT AR

1

&

IV, oz A

(2009 9€ 269 AlPAQ

B3
1

=

2

e 317] mEelt

[

Hoz A3
o)t}, grozg

hin

A8 HE o o & FHeke

[e]

=

A7

)

plo

=
o

A7

3= AAZAAEY I,

]_

)

=
5

of AEe #A

Aol AHAARAe MAD Bark o] Bl

B33 wol] Agke g

%9



AT RS RERE B

(¢]

}

T

I A= 2443t

il

_
o

)

of T AgAzgol AFHT 1E

oy

A8H AL

Aol

-
) Y

ids)

ANF3 Eof7toF &

o

-

Aol F= &4

I

kel

&
Z177F - RS 24 UM FHIT WA

14

7

i

5

3
bz welth )

S b

9]

714
34 &

)

T

ojp
N

bl =

7}

o]
o

_

A A7)

3}

A3 o]

-

) Y

P20 7}

s

, W o4 A T(2008.12), 229 o] 8} Hz.

N2zdo] FEHojok 1w

-

) Y

s

<]

o

]

DE
reeue WHdgAs) 499 34 ]

FaL Ay

°

=
T

<& Eo]7] Mot

10) 4l9}7],






A %
<0 1)

(AL A]

29 RE@Ee] Aot 74
.?‘,__]
s






155

AW BeRFY JI A

L Eo7l= ¢

RoddA=s 19639 7€ 31 78" adid ERaARY gz ¢
=

@ WE o ARHUA HERARY B
AANSHA HATH 19959 1€ 5¥ Rofdz
0% ol B0 ME) 2 WA B9A LoBIATA $T Y

_LL4

il
>
)
m
X,
i
1_4
—_
O
<@}
O‘I
D.u
—_
Do
e
Do
©
©
ok
®
=
ox
o
of
ol
s
&
d®
Ho
N
oX
ro
o®

Ark2) 19979l [HEREA A So BE BdH) & At
[

TR EZHWH Ao e BEBFo

A|26%, 2005, 1059.
A7 9449, FAEA A13D A2s, B4

b
iASs
ﬁ~ —LI A
fa%
L
DO
(e}
o
(e}
Iy
2
rlr

D 49, Lante APAY} % bt mAd
2) 784, WA gAo AuAe B BoFao PA
483, 2001, 1129,



156 AA el ESatat O Mutet 1bx|

fol
2
r o)
L
i)
it
—
o,
Y
o
in
2
>
Ho
a)
0_.°‘~:",
o
il
ok
—_
O
=
=
=
1o

>,
rL
=2
=
%
o

a A HAS ERb oYz, 20049 3¢ 229 [AviW e
Hol| A3 WE] o] AYEH Auju]E T Aol thete] B
./.’t

Ao 4

ojHY RoyEo AANYYe] FUgozn BeRd AANATE F53)
I oy ReRARY F AAAF wAA Xsta ok tLo] Al
B HANIATL S7Hsel] wet Reddae 45Ut AFEoEN Add
3k B ggo] AR ANPE 1 QA Fate Aol ofdrt sk owo] A
Z1E 3 Q. olof B =noMe 2dRsRF AAE Hrlste] B, &
T A s AuRaA g olE f& Ride Jd, AdRTH

lo
oXx
&
B>
rL
b
fol
r o)
it
lo
M
=
ol
wa
~|
=
lo
ey
>
il
112
=)
.
=
Y
o
v

I B3yde] 2]

AZE #H3th & JH == B
Ho A5 gdoly HokxE A



HA1ZFH: & 25 pbako| Mufet oin|(|s S ws) 157

galAs TN Afolze] AR golaA FozH Aol AW ¥
A FPAL AZ] AGA7I7] shel REBBRIL WA 6P A

A5H Ao oJste] mANHe] F8HA e WHAY AKAHAAY

BBIHE A% A} Azt
REHAAEE WA 4B

_4

A#E Felsts s A

f&Ees Jidolth. 7|EAo= i‘l%&xﬂE
A 8AE FAEY AR
S ANES e gAY FFo2AM FAHORE RITET

2% A5 59 P5I B BB, F4AL o2 9T AHE A

=
(0
u)
o
o
N
o
>
ok
A
Rt
ol il
N
e
QL
rlr
puc)
o
fru
>
A
P~
T
j}_lnl
2
o
4
r>~
)
A
ol
(ol

3 AEH, o =%, 1204,
4 9L, REBRAL =99 oy, W, 1988, 1189,
5) AAPASH, REBRAET Ao xduow BAY, A 95, AN, 1997, 6-TH.



(1) &=/ EH|(crime control)

HoA#d Hzlo] Hafz 7|7t Fo A2 HHE AAE 7MsA<
AA3] WAt AL ofUA T MEE HFH Y JeAS AAANZENE AR
of HHYY FAE AT 2dF AFAGES AAEN Fa Qa, HHAY
Lo g AA3 AAet Es Fote AEE HHE FAL + 9
3 =+

(2) x| ALS| R} S EHcommunity reintegration)
Boazde ANAY As-oe g2 HFdo]l A9AS YellA AdS il
olF Fdsin, 159 FJRIAE Fosta, 159 P i HYS F

A 71 olrbA skl T

(3) X &Krehabilitation)

6) LERAFABBHES ALRAA “of W& AS W A=A AWPAE Slote] wEaL,
A5 0 AARES AARY AR A7t DS AR Ao el A% -
g gozA AR AIEAS AL, LA WHAFBES AAFOIA A 2
o 8% 30¢3 ohed ANE REFS Ao I B AT Ytk

D o4, BFusH] B} A, YARAATL, 2003, 45479 HAHRFH, e
w o3,

o rlo >
okl for ot

-3



HA1ZFH: o 25 pbako| Mufet nir|(|sl < %) 159

Ha @ Haade AZA77] st 298 A=t & & lon
ol oY Hz#F ZzadEe d¥E W £93 uUehdt. ditzos
Bod#ARo] Aud wf Akl BRodF FFA 9o SEEFAE
o] F7te = olgd RedAXUES 54 HHAY AN 54 7
A FHE s NESE ASolAR 7EA R o3 AREY E71
st JdAHE ARES AN 8 &8

4) X4 (punishment)
REHF AWr)se BAsE A
AN 2 o REFFL WHANA FHste FFol

) uehdh ve] A AW nopde oug 2zt
AAT REBEY HEAL Fol7] st REBI A Fol S o4

o 24AGE AVALS G WO AT F7149 AWE FARE

(5) 21x|(deterrence)

BRE#ddo] Ao WHRYPFo that JAEHE ztethe FH s
Ae =9 9%1“& Head z2add ek dgad] HEdSddA 4
a4do] e AoR Bt Aade HIAE 7|zE Fo BT Aradd

[e2]
22 zZzade] ofgA HIYHASA A wel HEHAA I AEFE
Ao wet BE2A debdo



tot Tbx|

&
X0

d

a

Kl
N
of

MAZLS &2

160

B3| 43

vl
<

ot

AAtZiol |3t

Al
=

1.

Al

Holzt & A

-

2% 9AE AASE AL &

2003 HE 2007d 744 9

=
5

M2 2A TAA M
ot} of [& 1]

f:;_]__
A

e

o
-

Ao <]

L
A

A A o] 7o Atell ek A=A RS &It 2003

WEE 2007374 A

AR, 200613 7HA]

o1&

i

oF
=

ofp

Ho|thr} 2007 F7HetA &

A 1-2

=
=

= aFA

102 A A

(o)
=

71t 4

o 27ks HTuALSe 3

=]
RUS

A

Ao o3t 3

L
A

a2yl F4 5o
T 1989 el = F3hgol 124%° &34

FRou 1990 e+ 258% =% 11.4%

5]

Ho|thrh 1995\ 3B88%=E H il

~
Ko

%

1989 ol A 1999 Ato] o]

L=
) Y

)el 735l
PR 20-30%WE frAskal it 2, 3

fof 4

&
A=
L

Hno
=

A

<

H]&0]

}
68.3%% Ail<s olFurl

5

Z}A

HoAZA R

AARE 1989 ol &
A&

AdHo
A

e,

Fod 1995\ ol =

7}s

=
o

20|

bl

35.8%0°]

H 32 &

A, o8 e

S

L=
) Y

19961 o] & oFHH Zashs FAo)]

8) AHH A7 1990-2007, HABAHH F=



ol N Hz
b b oot
(o
fol
>
o
Nl
Sfoi
flo
B>
Iy
o
ofy
[
o2
4l
ot
i
2
an)
o
b
fr M Mo
(2 L g
N
e
— (0]
o rg
2 =2 0
r rr

o[J
oX
2
|o
frt
o,
)
m?{J
+
%0
tlo
P
e
4 Ho

(&) 2)

T 7 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

= A 147,734 | 148,818 | 146,895 | 150,371 | 165,818
A 92,738 | 100,007 | 100,510 | 106,798 | 119,877

Al(2¥) 54,996 | 48,811 | 46,385 | 43,573 | 45941

2 A 4,934 4,734 4,771 3,862 3,317

315 1 2 4 5 6

qw | gey | RewER 4,404 4,167 3,802 3,358 2,923
ol | gy 397 407 315 202 183
PARSES 132 158 250 297 205

2 A 46,594 | 41,281 | 39,119 | 36459 | 39,086

sy | 22 Al-254% | 15875 | 13,851 | 13,611 | 13,961 | 16,835
TU AR | A -33XE | 27513 | 25617 | 24,688 | 22,054 | 21,680
7189 3,206 1,813 820 444 571

2 A 266 237 221 181 168

HEzH Lol - - - 0 -
M| xy | REREn 249 228 211 172 156
fr = 17 9 10 9 12

2 A 3 1 4 8 10

s . p——— N

zopy | 25| BEwIR 3 3 8 10
A3 SRR - 1 1 0 -

73 vl B | - - 21 19 15




162 MA %o 2zt O Mutet 1bx|

He | HREAFER - - 20 18 15

AL | a5 - - 1 1 -

A 2 A - - 1 3 4
2] 3) Ha@zR - - 1 1 1

rel | s - - - 2 3

A Al 3,199 2,558 2,648 3,041 3,341

Z‘%]_;? A= 3,199 2,558 2,634 3,019 3,311
il PR - - 14 22 30

E4 . RodE FAAE, 20089

O>’

oA AHE uie} Zo] REFAAE =9 A REFF F9
AE Adolla oY A dEt A&EHJo, 19973 A
=

Fog F7kste 2001

g
o

ol
=

&2 Adk o5tz Fasty HoddE 59

FA7E gl ARl E AASHA Hu AAlE ok

AAAR S 20061 Y] 15% F

bt er, HagoAz A]lel oisl AAAES] 723%, HeARE

748%% Webgal Qlof RadEe] Fa tide] AAsHI . o 4

ANAY] S7bEdAE st 5 Sl &3 A 2007d AAAR
54% =

s}
200610 Hls) MA| A= 5, 7Ft o, ARl A% 122% 71k

o o BEWBY +

ERFBY YT AFP) ek 290] YF BREWIo| YFHol1 £
Aoz ¢£99 4 Ybvtdl UE AEL AZSA Bk F 290l HalA
o3 HETFO FRT AN HFRA VL HI Yv Wik
29 99T & gt ddel WA Folmk A%E s Hol adw

fol
e
b
1o
i:oi‘
o
a2
Mo
of
=2
%o
_>|:
M
2
uka)
o
il
N
1
)
=2
%o
v



HA1FH: o 25 pbako| Mufet nin|(|sl S ) 163

2 2) WYY AA 2 HEAR F0)
&%) AN A Haakd
s = 2 A ALA A4ArA
ad | 49 | ad | A9

2003 37.2 62.8 31.3 68.7 94,996 | 92,738 | 29,015 | 63,822
2004 32.8 67.2 27.3 2.7 48,811 | 100,007 | 26,531 | 70,493
2005 31.6 68.4 28.1 71.9 46,385 | 100,510 | 26,011 | 66,512
2006 29.0 71.0 24.7 75.3 43,573 | 106,798 | 23,451 | 71,495
2007 27.7 72.3 25.2 74.8 45,941 | 119,877 | 29,005 | 86,127

2. MHE 25 I}

Az Aos Aty Yy AWE A
Aoltt, wetA A3 ZHo] shedittd Eaddd QlojME AHES
AAE AGT & dE M AR AREA 7T Ao
M= wWid A= BEAELo AW

g AYES T gate =] A7

T 8-10%A4 =R Aoz Yetya it &, o] AJET AME] =
5 A

AA TS5 EIHo]
7t 2delA Bs fAFHooF due AS AR e Aoz @
7

t} s} J::. o] o
2 TTO =



ZAYE | AP 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
x 7 71 81 75 538 6.4
A3 33 6. 63 13 16
A) 102 97 9.4 81 9.1

= A 9.2 110 77 75 83

o Aol 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LR 122 125 83 8.2 89

7payur 11 0.7 16 17 24

= A 10.3 10.1 102 85 9.6

oy | BE[L2E ] 35 46 5.1 16 59
AL [1.35 | 160 124 124 10.7 12.2

74E 9l 134 19.1 176 15.1 165

= A 6.8 42 26 0.0 28

REAY | Adasd 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LY 7.0 42 26 0.0 28

NHZG | naAR 91 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
_ = A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
*éuﬁg"*% FEED 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ol 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

= A 17 238 37 5.0 5.7

A E9e} 15 15 338 40 9.9 6.3
2 15 28 37 19 5.7




&
g2
rir
of
o
T
rir
X
o3l
bt
Y
©
s
fols
r
B
of\
fru
o
o
lo

>
e

2
oo ot
o
Q

o
ot
N
)
gt
>
¥0,
rlr
ol
J

ok
oft
)
AN
N

2
>
i

1o

of

2
=2
)
2,
>
i
)

[isd
fol
[Re!
]
1o
oXx
&
it
=
m}
ol
rr
=
2
r
ol
b
1o
bt
o
o
L
by
%0 of
tlo

M
o
i
<
mu)
(i,
o
e
=
lo
”
=
b
!
2
>
°
o
u W)
=)
(.
m
o
r
H
Jm
:Lx

o

h
AL
& %
N
o

(£ 4] 258 BF Fd) Hols

AA(2,144%) 210129) 23(1,2323)
ARA | wAEA | AEA | wAEA | AEa | eAEs
537(25.0) 1,607(75.0) 209(22.9) 703(77.1) 328(26.6) 904(73.4)

[ 5] MH=zof me vE(EsatE SF = 249 o)

fol

A 713k A< | A A
37N mgk 46(15.9) 84(18.2) 130(17.3)
3N o) 670E Tk 45(15.6) 76(16.5) 212(16.1)
671€ ol I7ld vt 28(9.7) 71(15.4) 99(13.2)
INE o) 1270¥ vk 29(10.0) 63(13.6) 92(12.3)
12714 o]d 1571 w|qt 38(13.1D 63(13.6) 101(13.4)
1571€ o) 18714 =9t 41(14.2) 31(6.7) 72(9.6)
1871 o] ¢ 2170wt 31(10.7) 40(8.7) 71(9.5)
200 o] 2470 o]} 31(10.7) 34(7.4) 65(8.7)
A A 289(100.0) 462(100.0) 751(100.0)
HEPA EB oo 2o AWES 20% ol4olde ATARE ¥R
Bl AEd RERANL Fo AWERDG 29 o4 ®& FAE el
k. a#Y oldd AL ok [E 6lde WA AWED vlms) uH

9) o]dd, &el HiA, 1509 o]t



166 AA %o 25zt O Mutet 1bx|

S FA oIt 53] Al ti A7 2003 o] FoAH e AU U

L@ At sAHINEE BUske ARV 2 ¢ 9le Aonh ¥

g Al 2AERE added &Y adsdd g AMEA O

AFATNAN &7 2dd AT AMEC] 474%. 47 &8 AL
'

| 4210 nsd wEdEe] 4TE o A FAA

B

<

lo

|o

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Al 143,018 | 131,069 | 115,210 | 96,697 | 86,861 | 83,477 | 90,628 | 115,661

50,588 | 48,216 | 41,749 | 33,814 | 29,431 | 25,920 | 26,450 | 33,687

AR 3530 | 36.7%) | (36.2%) | (34.9%) | (33.8%) | (31.0%) | (29.1%) | (29.1%)

27 - A2, 2008

IV. =9 A=

1, O|=211)
o) AYREHE 2L 367 Mol WUadow 951 glon
YA R adolzt siHet= o & Y sl 2&H Aok A I

10) AAA, 45X 29 LG4 7H*d%*°&, S P A A AT Y, 2002, 1449
1D A, F8 =719 2UETHEAE AT, =P AAAATY AFEIA 04-12, 739 o3} =



167

)

<+
=

of

or

&

|

| et ahx|(

ol
Kl
N
of

b

b

=

l

4

L:

A 15

-
L

t, 719 tiR-Eef ol A

o]

o ¥

!

gl B oA A

plo

TR B

3] (the National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice

BoAA Ao 7A

s

A2WRSH

.

R

Ao A9

1
Standards and Goals) | 7} 23

o

1

3|
hul

al

at
0]

ook

M 27se dFlEol o

5]

1

Ve oA ed=ET

lo] JleHog 23

o
2
fin

b ol 2y

5]

R4

o] 8757 W&ol

= A

3

Al Ao

—_
o

9

hH

RO

_
1o

ofpy

oji

o

Al

H|

=
=

zE27
Za79

5]

o, AbelEAE 2

il

b ol Thedt e el Ea,

S

A
ol 9]

e,

2l ]

o, A7INEZ

&4

Ho

i

!

_
o

bol 29

RIZ

Hogd=st Aot

A Z2 ol of o,

L=
) Y

o] 293}

7t g=, W5 53 Had

= At oREdEA,

)

—_
o



168 AMA %o ESatat O Mutet 1bx|

2. Q=)

r

o)

Qe PPy REBLL 3o A A TR UHIA Uk
D YL AYARLY AR o3 BEBFo] EALD Ao thal A3

@ AYAYRAA3 o] AA o oMY THEAE T B
Aol thsf AAske AT #F).

Q@ APBYEEA3 o] A o3 FFaolMe TS FTPE
Aol tisl dAlske AT #F).

@ Aaaol AR oo ¥ HJAfFIE Aduty Bs@F BHI A

of s dAshs A(4E #E)
© AWBYET AL AA o) FARE=AANA Y 7HEAe s7HE
< Aol tia dAske AGE ).

o] &3 Quwd F71ERdoln oY YRE nEHa
garel UE AERE 3 AEUselt BERBMOL YetEg o4
st e 714 2ol N AN

12) AT, 8 B, 1859 o3t =z

19) AN g RaBe] §7o) telAE 15w/7e
of #3 A7, PTYAFBATY LA 01-34, et o3}

1) RERARL ATRAAE 15 AUCHE- DA - A
A FAY 4B WEATBOD A5 H, 9472

230,

M, 15 AdEA) 2 15 AdE
3 & AHoxAs nagABoz 9
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of ANZA BaAA Aslo] FEe Frul Yol FUF W) BHL 7}
AT Qe ARl st Be HEBIL oHF Axe] AU A
T EYe BAY 4 e A= VY AFL TEIAE Ao, nED
djaAe] TaA 2718 gold A% Be TARES YA H3d
% 984 4% odo] YA dt RFe] o FolNA e Jrks A
A B4 AL wlul, A8F Ao $E A} 4R Hzs AL
Hozzage $5 Fo| BAZ AZHL Yo

y;_ij_igg] /\]z‘sg o]z;f_ Ejﬂ 7'd-o] 9464%40;1_—— /H;é}g 74H~H gLol/} H
532 P9 T2 B o A FAA Y6 A= AP A3

ST
ot AT REBAAY AWH L4 9o} AT A WY, A9

15) o] 44, R Ao g} A, IPAF AT A7 EIA 2003-28, 341

16) Aok, 9] B A, /W

17) 2007d 114 30¥ A REA#7|FS 497, 9L 1,14350] o|2th 1 5 RaAdihes gt
9749, 7% 134w o2 F 1,1083 O]E}.(Eiﬂr% SAAR, 2008)
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A2 2o 3 22 A8 7 2AE oML

Hodzo tiet A A7olA FE3] A7|Hol 2 whe} Zo] HoadF
o 5ol &5 A= AVIEY. 2 1989d Hadd AF o] F 2119
AANBOE 71HE 22704 602 Frista ALE 2799 ol A 1,108 &
2 SVISIAAT, RodEYFo FUbdle vAA Xdhe FAYL oln
St A AW Bt TSl A RIdAFATE S7HE w4
e 2aadqio a8 Nde AfHe AH9 FFo] 24T AAz
& Aot d¥f &3 Heol ¥ AEs} 94 F23 A & A
olth. w=o Aol A ELRo]l £ U RaAdFgFodA= 4
o) AFET tgefsta BT dv-sd
st7] flel thEEe] ml= MolMe A 299 RHaAZAE £
St Utk dtg A8 FAE st fEugelAdE A A

tlo
ko
-
e
)
©
v
o
s
-
i
2

1) A4

=9 HoddAEE 959 Axe riRVHAIZ ARl g dA=
ke T2E FAstal glom, olfd HA A Hzad Fol #A3d WE
of M dyAdTAAL s o 2y A ==L 9

= BEdEd 242 237 ) 2A3kE AZ7F led, Hde
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G54d4do] F3] Az AAo|tt o] & o] BVHoRE ALHE A
& HAGPALAAE B2 RaBELG AYAE RFA niEAEA
XoEE 2476 sfAF oo & Aoltt, 1996 d WMFH B A3633 o A
 Rofzas B9, AFH A=Y, BAERSITHY AAYET Y]
T wet RedFEol FAASFTE 7129 10548W A 5129H 0=
AasA HAoH, HZ FAE R EHeds HdEY ReAFYF
of tgt A APRZL Fo| BAZ Ar|=HwA WAL 85T}

srobx 3 glth AAR 20079 BA WA o] FPHT Y AR
Jo2 AAUIAY 85%5F AUA gtk oA WA o gel Y
o BEEA wS REE AL AP .95 Ane] v
2490 A ) il 230 Bol4 22w AALAA 9T 4
AZE WIESIL ANEA o] BopolAlel BEHA AU wRHL 9
WU A= A7l g9, £ 223V YA AL gloy 8
A9 AQPols Aol BERFLT} o YRR ARHel 24
s 9}0& BEHE Fopol oRurYs BEAU] Az ol FolAA
2AZ A4HT Y. LEBBD 9 AA5L faos 3

o ojahw, WAAA AT A

i

ﬁ

¢
o
[-'O
- Fﬂ
.
k™

olo

o

o

R

24
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18) ol 43, 2ol HuA, 199 0% Fz=



A 23 o)
CEL] ol CEE]
S e | B s ey | BH g | ey | 1R | gyg
71535k oAk 7153 oA 7l=st o)Ak
o=t BIEATAE SIPASAN

2003 | 12,390 | 2,607 | 21.0% | 6,529 | 2,553 | 39.1% | 5,861 54 0.9%

2004 | 20,039 | 3,252 | 16.2% | 8,061 | 3,101 | 38.5% | 11,978 151 1.3%

2005 | 21,281 | 2,595 | 12.2% | 7,389 | 2,442 | 33.0% | 13,892 153 1.1%

2006 | 36,267 | 2,796 | 7.7% | 13,285 | 2,444 | 18.4% | 22,982 352 1.5%

2007 | 37,732 | 3,216 | 85% | 14,428 | 2,898 | 20.1% | 23,304 | 318 1.4%

Z22 . B3dE BAAR, 2008

2) 3

Qo] A% Susst N%E FE2E ML BEFIS AP 9
o QR HIBIATA T 24T 5L UAAARAAY BEA
o BT Bolz T Aol YRS BIAE Tl P A
3 ARe 2E A FIA nEwBagel WREABN FAsA Ho
It old@ AwA swie] noAe] ARYT BF BAHE 213

A ado i3 AL Ao ARl AZlHe wet o g &y
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AV Hkel 2ol o3 ALY A5 FollA
I A INUR 1 e A RS

1) A4
BB AR YA e FrllAE BERE A WA 54
o we Aol wE AEtY AEE G Z2ade Fu AT

ol
Kl

of MRS A AEEFe AGAS Y] Hathes HodEAE 289
AAS A ok ol Hd RzaF tidAY x7] dWEolA 3ok
TRETY Z8&e T A AW Ade dASsta ddAE 2a=
st A9 W&e Fdste] A Zzagd WX st= Zo] Tastt
A Aol e AR ERAHY vpd A o] ERETY dS5T
g4 =ol7] f8 A&Kste &8UE&e Frletr =7E AAse =¥ e
Z1€ola ok ERAFY EFHE wolV] HiAMe vt BFE Ae=
29 Jpde] FFolnt, ol ERE AFZEIPL GAH A9
AgE el leEz o F HilAe TR dHIA ool T ofof
T2 Ty g} dibe] BEE A b2 dA 9 FRlM AEHd
5 EFAAZIAA Y vE 8 A wxEs A4, Jog gl
e EFAAETY 4TS AeZEaPY vF So2 EFASF ¥
19) Ag2/oleA/o1n4, 2dRsAZTA e EFF7/E=T Aol A A7, ITIAEH
ATY ATEIA 05-10, 36W
20) o]dd, el HaA, 619 os}
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448940z A4 o] A5 AU} AUZ ol FIHA Rahn

2) 3
Feldetl A AYHT P BRASAR &8 Ade A A
o APA ML F= BPFNE AEHT Yok olE By §7E

A43 sekslols AAGY BAE AT A oe $F BEuy
e AME WA A3 dgae 2719

AEEE A8 ANY 5 Y= A

doAgsior & Zloltt, EI ERAY FAHIE Heide Adel tiE
28 By 7% GA AstE oo & Aol Ade] EA H A g
-G 2AL HIb o] Fold W oA tid AHg BRIFIIETY
MEE 7hsd Aoltt, ofdl nlgide g AEZAAEI Y] =
AR S S FAT  Slojok & Aotk o] & Hfa BA o]&3}
Ho] JE 2GEFAAL (YY) 2ASH HaRFre 2AVSS
S3shs Wote] HEE 4 & Aol

(2) M9l Chst

1) A4

St RadEAA s FE AR -AE5S 1 ZE2IOHOE APy
Atk AL -ZEolgt REAAYIARE stolg HIAFEFFALES AR
2 3lE @507 FAHORE RIFHIFo| RIAARNAee] 119F
HES 7ML O g5 374 5 A, EFAGE o|YEE 4
g AANE WyH, A4 A EA e 2AE Hste AL YEOE
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gt MYA7ATe] d2d BEHE 247 Adel dsiAE A 99%
7} ARAR A$HL. 95 B FEE 01%0] AT Aok REBUA
Aol gk A% -5 Rodgid o858 Hdo Fo ot ArfF o
2 P23 WAZ WY 71HOE Wdsel HAsts JEolu UE % 7
Z8F 9A g wrsiths HS WA ok v Reddo] Ax
4= ZEo AvAe By AAE B e Yo A=

A

| 4502 A 582 & 4
L LR QUL RECER DEERVEIE R RS
CHEERLES

2) A

o] w=o] Atglol A AR miel o] gt 54wt thef
FZRIadge ME-Adstefol st Zlo] FF HAT & Ao &
ool AA Zd=oll A AR e 5 ARl 1 od3 ZAE
Zae AT Adsts S ngsfor & Zoln 2007d &R 9

A AR O odoell ATk A2529030l S ALE A EA
T add FAE 299 FYS wAsta djaE Eiz‘s}ﬂ st &
stitar IAst oA &) WA 5 dsiAete] deiE AnE + U=
Axolty, HeagZoME Hog@dao] FAATL Hol 7hsjAket vsjAte]
= WA Fart o

_vg
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N
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AN2H AARA T2ade A} FF 7

. HE

T

AT 2ol AT =7t 4E5Y W13 A4S 7P 8% A F-AAF
IAE A7 FFY HHE FAS] Hste] e HH A UE
3 9t (Goddard and Saunders, 20001)). &3] ©l= Z2E Tt F+ 20059
AE AR ok A H AU AAIHE AF P A A AV
E BEE oty AHHASAA 24 F B ¢ AAFH AR E A

)
e 2483 Wk (A9 “AAIFF HeE, Jessica Lunsford Act)S A A3

ofr

82

g g 3y AR, 283 2003 o] F 54

=
T 3L5%Y /MY w2 AWH AR e A Y w7 2ggA

O:
Y

ol a7HA HAAT (HFA<. 2008).
ool 2008 9€ 14%E RFF WA= AFHHAAE ez

D vl A Aol 20061 Adam Walsh ActE A8t 3d ojyje] RE F7} 49 glo] BE
BEY HAAANA 24 T AFoA AAZAE AANE Ae 2789t DeMichele, Payne, and
Button, 2008). =2 2003\d W MAS &3 T3 S 2HOE JEY WAL FoH
A FAVNEE FHE F Jd=E 9o (McAlinden, 2006). &F 9A F32 AAE EFHOZ
19918 31 (Sentencing Act)< /Nste] Fepol tis|A = vl 429 o9& A4, Ik
) FE VI AT H oY AEEE FE Ee AT F e s wEXD AvudE 199
WHAZREY ANS B35y Y3 “9IdMFHA B %3 The Dangerous Offender Provisions)”
s WEY BAVPoR IHE HHAE AN AT FEE £ UESE SHth http//www.
publicsafety.gc.ca/res/cor/sum/cprs199609-eng.aspx
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A4 Higte]l uFAE Aot} (Clear and Braga, 1995).

a8y v=, §8 T A=Al 20d @A AR & 3 AATT
Aot B7i e HHA derds AEEA, vg 284 =
Hol A FAA AANES dAEHA HAF1 YA+ %4 (Renzema and
Mayo-Wilson, 2005: 215: Padgett, Bales, and Blomberg, 2006: 61). A
g Z2IY 38 FRAT WS AA PBA SH 9y 97
ATso] A= AwEAY Aold W7l ATRE dEn Qe AARA A
@ w9 WS golshs AolA GPS X328 AARAel ta AEA sl
BhE AN AL BF AW 25 2FE GEHA @
dAE g d5y AARAE BHEY] AA FART Agsty FaF

24 s,

k™

ol

B A7 SAFH AARAAEE Bohe) ek 2RIl FRA 63
e At 20009 49 200%E 20098 79 18Y7A o 3L EE B
REBHLN HEZAR dolHE FHOE ARG, ¥ AFdAE
HEQYAA PBAAG AABA WHAAAY FEF AN FEUFE
BT Z2ad Wb WS AREAZIS, §H9%5 B T35
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(Rossi, Lipsey, and Freeman, 2004: 147).

olglg #HAA £ AT EHS a3 BH AR, dr|EFH HFE
(1) BEHHAAY 54 ol A5, (2) AL-P5HE A=, (3) Z2
O] HHYAY HAEE FA 5k XV%HM aRRE FAse Aot
A, =203 el tig HEE (1) GPS 7159 AEA, (2) AA
A MANRSe] -4, (3) Raddad-HziA #A AFL S ZABES
gtk ppA R o2 24417 P A A E UEbd ¢ e B3y A
9 BAEE Folry] s HAALR FE&ow WHATL =AW FAA A
=, A oy, 7S FAYY U ARE EAEE W o)s A
AZA ZEIH FEE AYdT AFHE AET B A7 AANES
A, 2o 2 2233 479} FF FA o 3] =9

Do
~

KR

S AALA AR olF A 619 B % 2199 HELAWHA} RAYRL w1 of
@ 9ol 5% AYAL FHAY BAL Ve Ho2 U 06ne) e AL ol
D3 (BE, 2009). ¥ 717 5ol 53 AUEE FaHAY

Wil AZgE wasel B W44 AWES 42T Fo0k 0 9F 2219 T8 3
1do] Ay Fol FAYG G AWEL VL - Brhske Aol E
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ox
m
E
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W
N
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-
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AR B AT
1. GPS HX|F& MAZAl He

19989 F2elth 7oA ALE 94& BEE WAA GPS AAFHL
Qe 2% TR FARH o ARHU Hold tEHol 19839 T
GF 007717k 280 ) AFFH T AFA4S ol gdtol AFe] §F]
ANE FARTE A2

WD P LE, A, o7k § theFd HopolA GPS SN %Al B3
ASEA B ),

GPS 9IX%8 A4 7143 A0S 7&%1 RN IR
HATE WBe| RAD AARAL DS
ARE HYIL o8 GPS 2 o] FEATo] %}Xlé}@l, s g 4AE A
5oz SRS HE TAS ZED AT WRE A3 YDA
G 9 BEBFLANE WA AA0)F JBE £A o} 4Ty

| B

el ol ARE 24MZ FHE F A Hi AIA

1m
p'l_t
2
ot
=
ofo
o
I
o
)

Al gl A HHAAANA FEE HsAY A BRadddo] dFo] EE3)
of AEZHYA] WHE A-skstAl d (FFH, 2009b). wHeF HAk

EA W77 HITEA Aol AueA 27F A Hel o7 HH
AAFH A AR A7 Asoz A Hi g AFFANAE

ol EARoIY g FRFE & 6}% 94%4 7t oIy & A
Wy A AU AE AALA Z2adozn 7B dEs o9 S
A a»}a}ﬂ M3t Qe GPS YAF3

AA e 3 %71] ?3134105 TAog JHHAL Je WA HE o

¢

3) http:/fwww.flsenate.gov/data/Publications/2005/Senate/reports/interim_reports/pdf/2005-126¢j.pdf
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el SRFART hFH 29l 7o) mok A BARY AN 2
Azt steraA HTh GPS %

3} ‘back door version’ ¥ZoA EF ARSI e AoE B 4 u
ghA X FH AN HA HEH, &Y s stUE ALE 5 3
I wAGANA ESAFAANAS B ASHITAALI Y A
T Aol yHd + ok

MEE UR SAAEC 2w 20099 89 319 7%, AARA 9 of

D SHAZGYH AN D EAAFH LA ABLRE A5z A, () AZLRHZ 23014 A
go| 4y Aawol 1§79 YA 39 olgel A7k WY T2 F 59 W) HEAAS AA

it

B0, ARAAE BAE Aeo) Gt AL O AEAHAS ARE B, ) Azeas
28] ol Wstel gHlol AHH W, (@) 134 Fwe Aol Ul HELAAE AAE W AsY 5
3, ool 87 % shvbol AFIAUA APARHe] Ae W ALY Tz o)F wA BANE
BRE0] A48 & Atk A (EE /1R WA oA B4 A 22, B2 oA, 1) 7}
Al JEREIA} HEBES WA He eHoz nend /17 B AR F2L 9
bl (@) NEAEASNUN HEY WAE AAE WA ndEAd UF ER ARA 2E
B2 1T el AARA 2R AHE Y 5 AT EY B ABE o7, Aol @A oy

A Hdo] AZFWA A gk Fo HPL Folsiay RERRE 5 o REAF /)7t
el Yo AR By Huws 2 9ok
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2 AZHAT wEpA dAA 28] Al gk AAEA 25zt
AME(FHEA 712)2 07%Z 1% "5l gt stk JZ5H
SuE gl BadAgidate] 20079 B AEEC] 32%% AL #Atstd
Al B2 AZEEHAAY 07% ARES i 2oy £ 5 Ao (4
T, 20080 376). v M A4 S-S Ol AR BHE, 2741
% F 69 (AEAR 2ol A 19 5% AARAE T F3231A
X Uehy 22%9] Adl&S Holw oS & F

30
i)
e
3
N
N
1
o
_>‘~_l,
1o

AR == oA Hl¢ FET #Holdh
53] ol AsFAHeY gy Fusvt ofd GPSE #83 HAAA
Z2IOH ik Ut A7 FHoE BA wvh A B Y AR
(Electronic Monitoring) ZZ71 m) o A 1983WHE REFAYAIAE
THoE BHluF FYA AHEEY goy eEAgey JHE Ty, M3 &
< #dHe FyFE &8 A AALATE obd A F3 GPS4 ARkt
Al 19989 2T FAA AHeg ARHAY. FEE =0l 1989
GPS AAZA Z2aHe H2E &7)% ofF 19908 doAHATYH 2~

oY
rlo

5) 2007¢ Ra@d 7pgg B2 55019 F 4090] 7MY HAXEE wol Ik AR BE
#HE HLALES 0.72%% WA et (85-d4, 2008: 110).
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Ad, 292 59 S AEA =dstA HAAo 22U FHelA AL
WA GPS AT wAS A=Idd F=2 20049 9¥ Great Manchester,
the West Midlands, Z28]32 Hampshire Al XA 2dg T2 AEZS A A
g ol HAEA GPS HMAAe WMHAA A= ARgEA i AT
2009 9€ A YR -JU=, AFEWEE G4S, SERCOS 22 ¥t
IAE B dwt SALEHE (voice verification) ¥ 1L F344(radio
signal), ©]5 &A™ (mobile telephone networks)S &3t 52 H329] A

& ol PUE F W D 4 IAE

o!
1>

A, AAHL Qo AZAE d0] BE L2 4F ¥t Pk
1

SEdow AR B3 GPS GAFAL BU BF 2Ee 4 4
29 2704 WA 182 2AAYT HH BE AEL 9% oldA BE
L Ao B 5 n A%d wHde e AAd o uA 4w
A7 AAFAS ANGE Aol AAH HHoz A W s o

e Btk dausA wEal ojAe] M FH S4S WIAA HEHAY H
FH 713& AN He Aoltt (Clarke, 1992: Clarke and Homel,
E 5 o= A= HFH 4 Ade =27
Z oA He AAe YEHoR ofyA
o= 01]%?%} T AT AA HZY 3 GPS AARA A=

=
= S7H A7l AR AR EAC A 9 MAAE ¥
= 3

]

—_
O

O

=

()

o)

w

"" i
o, -\N'
X

R

N

oy

>

OHH

i

o o

AN 198 HAANA ALHA Hd HHA o2 A A
A FAA Ay Yo Ao® Hudlth (Padgett, Bales, and
Blomberg, 2006: 61).6) 2002 7FIgAE FUZ GPS HALZAIE A%

},

o

6) Z2EtelM AAA Z2ae) AW 75,6614S AulE B4 A3, g Fug
g AAZA G GPSE Z& AARA BFoA A& 2209 o|gg, FFAY A
2ANAE TR A7t Yoe AoE ZAHSIIY (Padgett, Bales, and Blomberg, 2006).

tlo et
N

1+
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AR 2= 3 Ao w2d WA EFAE kgl duk Jh4
A Sube R @A A AoE e, 2004d EEUY F71
TR AARA 7 d7dAe AARA st AND HHAATE 28A
e it HEAEY F2 F 23 $ 0 AL RidE Haed AWE
(55.7%)< Hole ZCZ WY (The Florida Senate, 2004).7)

AAFA AAZAE 71RAH R I PHAY 2 1P HIHAE
N5 A AGAE 14 ZEades H9AtteE Hold PPN ES
Tane B8 154 F402 A% HHstgo] BAE ADAA F1,
MEZY sta g HEAES AGA A FAANAZTE AT ZH ol
At} (Finn and Muirhead-Steves, 2002: 296). SAlol 24A13t AZ M2 A}
of YAE FA, AEFOEN AGAY A ST £ Yu FAART
T AZEAe JAE BHE B ARE dolHRE 3 - ARt

A

HAA A + e FAZE AT F Jdue 5AE Z=v (Elzinga
and Nijboer, 2006: 368). =3t HF =LA HE7} &

ol RHA7E oyl
Zroprh 891 Fart fltk
AEE £ dte oldE %Yt (American Probation and Parole
Association, 2008: 3).8) GPS ZHAZFA Al t3] Birminghamt 8t Mike Nellis
wge Z1AA ARG vEdE AW gA a3, i e SRF
9l (populist punitivism) #+AE NZAE & I AHdS &3 GPS HA
FA AAZAIZE 71E REBF 9T AEE A oA T2 AV 2
Aolgta FAsFA T (Nellis, 20050 125).

JEG AARATE BH A ARER ZT2IY FEE S B 9%
2

7) http://www.flsenate.gov/data/Publications/2005/Senate/reports/interim_reports/pdf/2005-126¢j.pdf
8) http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/BJA/pdf TACPSexOffenderElecMonitoring. pdf
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A Th (Gainey et al, 2000). 3] GPS "A4le] A7+

Yrlgo] AR Wo] a7HIL MR} TokA v = o

U AR A A FE 0l EVbsstthe Zled ZA7F A=A

(Hwalek, and Juntunen, 2002). &2 W49 AARA Z2I3 a4
=4 9A 1980 o] % HEsHA AYHA ¥ AR HelY,

AR, 5 ATELS JFERIAF 2P E0] AP | 7 AY
AU Gt ofF u]oFdt A% (negligible effect)dl] E3sitia Er}
(Sherman, et al, 1997: Byrne and Kelly, 1989). Byrne¥ Kelly (1989)+
AdEH ARGl A-EANAE Zol7t JAAT AWEA AR H
1PE We JFRI/E HYdo| = 27| MHAA 7les U ol

A R 3 oA sl ARE Aeg nadn
_"|

jg
T )
(L

A

ox

S
Q)

o4 F& JQa vHdst A= JATH(Tonry,

=4, AAZAZE AR AA o a3Aolx] Fal e8]y A
B4 qH A AW 715E 2402 Se7 Aok 2AA oAE
(Andrews and Bonta, 1998: Finn and Muirhead-Stevens, 2002: Bonta,
Wallace-Cappretta, and Rooney, 2000: Renzema and Mayo-Wilson, 2005).
AAZAZ Q3] o A MHAT Hol $F3A HRA S YAz
o 2E 27} ZAEAE da ® WAATL PolA L9l 5 B v
E Ful Fo EHIYNE AAE F vty Eu (Rogers and Jolin,
1989). AW 7hsAdol & WMEAE AEstd AALAE Aok Fol=
2750 4R ANE WAANA AARAE AN AoE RIHY

(Bonta, Wallace-Capretta and Rooney, 2000).9 &4 Z7txdo] 93

9) adol 7kl o 7HAl adde aEste] AAl AW THsAdol w2 93

ot
%
Y
>
it
m
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R,
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Aol Z71E 927} At (Andrews, Bonta and Hoge, 1990).
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2 37ts Ao FAEGE A 27 S8 oMol & Z2
a3 BA Q< (process factors)= AT T TIAA FF BALS
ANsHE BARCE AT F S o= 7|

B AFodAMe @] AF(short-term outcomes) L8137}
(processes) 2%1& 3/ HEIFJEE dtf 23 Qo2 Es A =213
A4 (1) 274 A% A5, (2) P93t Ax, (3) H3F 949 A
=8 dudy Zzay 3y 290=2E (1) GPS 7159 AZA, (2) A
Au o] AdA, (3) BRedd-tda 34 A4d4 A=7F 23

AAFH AALA Y TFAY 58 AHHAAY AUFA 9} /M, w K,

o

2g] Ao A 2) wuxu 347

[&l
bt
[
o=
A=)
oxl

T U P
NI WEAQl 244 Ao thA MAAT AL A & Q7] W
of A SMARE LY 4FIRE AYAL AW FHUSY
shipol ot

N2 QAR E g 2he T2 343 duE Aow A
A, ekt A3 GPS Axdo] MAAe FAst BFS ol ke o

AAHG L wf vt & Aot =3 Hx=3 7AW *32_% Héﬁx}ou
A L7ARE HUE “false positive”e] EA17F AATH 1 GA
AAZA 22O ARAE S oy HFGA 75e AstAE + Ao
mepA ZEIH 3 glo® B AFdAaes ZE2OY FEAT) e
GPS AN o] &2 BEA AEE AV EESE
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=A== B4R s ANTSY Ba4 CGRE gt
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wof WA 254 Suroll o) WE AMEAT AARA BA
g olslEEel A lAd Zolgy 27 AALZe] Hd 17
& 2do| o] Folder & Aolth Wb £ ATelqE Zzad Hadl

5 e

AAZE 7HAL e AALE A g oA

<3 1> YxFH MAUA Z23Y ot =2g

GPS AAZRA | ——> 7] A3 7] A%

(short-term outcomes) (long-term outcomes)

IEl

o2 ]d8 38 (Program Process) 218 3} (Program Outcome)

GPS %984
!
AEEHA A .
ANZLE BAA UECE ! .
X.]X]-%y] —» XH =A=%
(pEsz BEHER-) A} bt 4
o= T O -_}L_]'Zﬂ 7_‘}53-)5] ﬂ_?_%ﬁ]
37h
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W3 AY F7}
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@ pi% 43

2 AFNAMe Z2 T3 I (program process) Hol &
AR MAuS HAA, B3 AFA-t)dA #A A S35 Sl
T A" o] ARHUT. BATA "@A A B9
TAE old wvith Ead&LolA FA] dgo] g7, “&ol
B FEAS velE B4EA g F gold & Qv "HAALA
1A AE 2hsshA] gdol R dEioA gl A3y ¢

T AU SRS AHE kA ol AMEdeg (e F)e T2 Fo
Atk 2= Wl £3o] AEHAT 24 239 "HAE A I"EA o
E O9A o, EEoltt, AE 1¥Y, v 128979 53 A
HAt MA RS JHZNA s "B Radddo] AALA ALE
Ao disl AkAls] Adwe] FATT, TAAEH FE Aot AE Axb
el v Hlud B8s & 4 dvEe F 2] AgEHNT. 1ga
Boadane #A AFAE A fdA "EE RzaEde urt

Xﬂﬂé% XWEXl FEF Ao s AFS Bl ARG, "HY HEAEY

o

AA AEERHATL AAEH RS Astd A-E A EA 53
&t7] ffal "AAEA Al wELAA AFE7IE mA= Aol H g1 He
Orgte 3 ARRSIA L o9t A FERASAA AALA L HR
el 1858 108 Aol dol= F4E viZ7|=5 siqiv 18a AE Y
A4 Aol HHA AAAANA HFH A (deterrence) 8102 2}
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v, 9543}
1. RIUA Z2R oIAIS[ BN E3

PNY BS ARFA HARNE BB
Mgl AY WA B4 ABIA = FH A
93 98 Aol 53M e WA 811%9) APeAE ol
20tk 300o] WFHOE Bel Q7] WE Ao B & Yt (30 v
AA 635%). PlE WF] B3 20-30de) WAATL AL B o
2ol 1% BANNE E& F AW o AGT1%)0] BB

st e o= YERT

re
(op]
W
)
lo
ox
o I

AAZA gAY 8 AWEA HAA 269%7F FF ol (2Z, 2§
239 e gEs 2ty Qe ASE et AA Y 476%7F 158w
TH Tt 15%n 99 e 2ty Jio Y AZEHAA F
3l o)t stEE A9 15Wo T AA 238%9 A|B3ATt 15W F
st A7E 59, tishd ol Al 190t

B gga 639 F AREAE R gedx AAAE (NFFA,
SEEY BF 23 < itd tidAs 298 e AA 9 46.0%° 38k

]

HELYAA] AA, B FAAHNE 2 A3 AAY oF 10%7F $

=5 9 A7 e Aoz Sy AGHNt 22 AAF NI} 3%, &

Bt 7V B ACE UG (39.7%). 67/H€E mRke] FAIZFS W
] J

AT G AAY TT8%2 $RA HrsE AAHL Qo] 44y
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L

T Az 2 71zte] HluF Fe AoE FAAHTH

N

<E 1> XA

ORA

22X} 7|

I
Jm

o YAFA AAZA (N=63)

3 e ks H]-(%)
5 o & 53 84.1%
- 71E (5AZID 10 15.9%
10th 1 1.6%

20t) 21 33.3%

30t) 18 28.6%

e 40tH 14 22.2%
=e 50th 6 9.5%
60t 1 1.6%

AZz 2 3.2%

3 A 63 100%

% (ZHEXD 17 26.9%

3 g IE (LEEIP 30 47.6%
PR gk o) 15 23.8%
T Az 1 1.7%
S 63 100%

x o A A 29 46.0%
" 7 A 34 54.0%
S 57 90.5%

°g= 2 2%

AAAA Al X i X j
A e ] 15%
& A 63 100%

z A 10 15.9%

Hlj -2} 8 12.7%

U R=AE] 36 57.1%

3 A XA 3 4.8%
VA= PANRE! 1 1.6%
EA— 1 1.6%

7] E 4 6.3%

3 A 63 100%

37Ng w gk 25 39.7%

MY o) d-670¢ mgtk 24 38.1%

A 671 ol =972 Hlul 12 19.0%
A7 A= 2 3.2%
3 A 63 100%
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T AT 69.9% (ThAR 2EGgre el ¥R 23 A

F7h WARR A1 B 4R FHASH TE, A4 Wsn A 4
0% B 4t 4% FHUSC U@ FH9Y AARA BFE 24 5
2 Fd noh FAHA AT YolobAA W, @A WANMNE ARIA D
Qo AFeE Azt AolFgels BFL WHARES] ST 2L
zeshd 23 % ST JU HoE HHT F Ao

=
Wgmeoe FEe T A BT BF SRAS AAY 619%
(Bom)E WA ¥A usth ey Awdoz £ ou AAd o
12%-15%< AALH FRAPH= E 81 2

of FAH ARE HolA e Ao et

<IE 3> TAZAIZH HEAH HSHetof o|El Het

W - ge AXFA AAFEAI(N=63)
H= H]E(%)

A8 olyth 3 4.8

HE ollt 6 9.5

1 | Holl des Alzte] F7lskth HFo|th 10 15.9
Az a8t 19 30.2

oS g 25 39.7

A8 ofyth 1 1.6

HE ollth 5 7.9

2 | 9 FArtete F3do] AFHG HFolth 10 15.9
A2 J1%ch 26 41.3

oS g 21 33.3

o s olyth 12 19.0

3 Zqifﬁf;;f At M opt} 1 175
HEo|T} 16 25.4




2R 91X/ %A MAIZA| Z2ael N9t $% HX(ZRS 1)

A= 19 16 25.4
)¢~ 1=} 7 11.1
238 otk 3 4.8
HE ofyth 3 4.8
4 | HollA AAree 497 otttk | BEoltt 14 22.2
A= 1"t 20 317
- 1T 23 36.5
A8 otk 28 44.4
=:] o
R E e U A B
© A= 18t 5 7.9
oj$- 18} 3 4.8
s ofth 4 6.3
HE ol 6 9.5
6 7FEA v AFES Fsiey | BEelt 14 22.2
EAs) A2 a=Eg 16 25.4
u-$- 78t} 23 36.5
A 63 100

34 olate] Wolx A4t AARA
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. = 8 g & AAFA AALA (N=63)
W= H] (%)
A otk 19 30.2
A=2A AEYr)e | BE oG 5 7.9
1 | "HA= Aol ¢ g1 | BFolth 16 25.4
Akt Az a9 12 19.0
w$ 1= 11 17.5
dol= 3k (14 - 3%) 8 12.7
A ol F (44 - 6%) 15 23.8
2 ;_% ,‘%ﬁ ° dol= A (74 -10%) 39 61.9
A=k 1 1.6
g A 63 100

( 5F B, "AAds 5273t $¢ EHPES Jayr =8IAg”

A7} 2oz AA 9 826%0) sFets A= UERT A

ARAE AE drtEA HFHE T F Af'e @AM 21¥A Fue

A gHS & SHAVE AAY 651% (41%) MDA T AE

g oFeor dn's e M g
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<E 5 MAZAlL] HEAHE M
AR FH DA (N=63)
_ s 8
e = H IR H] (%)
A3 otk 2 3.2
22 717F EoF 7EA B2 oy 3 48
pzs
1| oiepeo et o = HEo|Th 6 9.4
152 FakeE T skt
e I = F R 1t 17 270
% 1=t 35 55.6
A3 olUrtt 34 54.0
AALR BASIE gupex | EE ot 7 111
2 | ket Mow WHE AXE | nFolT) 11 17.5
& Avkar Azt thA 2 gt 7 111
o9 =) 4 6.3
A3 oo} 12 19.0
e AERHAENAE HE oh 8 127
3 | AEAAIE S8 AAEHE | BHEoltt 15 23.8
ARl oF gkt A= a2 13 20.6
uj-¢- 1t 15 23.9
A optt 11.1
HE olUth 48
WM E e smA] HRsNe
A2 1=k 14 22.2
% 1=t 26 41.3
A8 ot 4 6.3
A A= AREA ol &7 B o 0 3
AALNE Ao &37
5 | qaoku gz el " 22
A2 agtt 20 317
uj-¢- 1t 15 23.8
Ao MHRAAY Fas ol &t FUHAORE A ALY Ao|7} 1
wFHE oA9A HHAAY Aol zol7t YEA T-test HABS T3 4
3 Bttt AA AALHE 1F2gE AEAAHOE A4sE Fdo] 1
22 & ARG ¥ & HFYAY H4E Hols=A sy A




202 MAZe EsataE O Mot abx|

ol (& 39 YFWa =T G WHAAAY £ 22 PHAH T8
g AT AAAA Y] @] Az & F 9l F E2FE 44 2984
9 FANE e Tl Az

(F 6olM HHAAA Y} P He F& BFoM AATHE HEF
oja oY Hor Y Hd (A=A JFVIE Hulls Aol U
thel I%A @2 fAdug o @2 HeE Hols o2 YEyY. F
45 E5F Levene &4t AAA L =02 21 Sle o= Uy

o (p=0.384, p=0.250).

HA HH QA A SN F A AojE YR aELsHG A
AEA 7E W 23k fde] Pt 21928 184 ¥val &R
T 16.69) Bt MHAA Horh o A Uk (1(61) =553, p<0.05).

W8 FHANE AR Dio] mEiNT O Win 2E 3

fuj

au
&
=R

25.00)0] 28A ¥ H(H 2084)HT T ¥ H4E B9y F o
of BAALE Fud AolE HHTH (t(60) =389, p<0.05). A= S
O AALA S FAHOE AXste AFHHFAAE] M A EH
Psuis AToA o Ue H4E W Zloz B & gtk A 944
I GAGE wS Fag HAAY 2l dhtoly AHAE HAZATL
ARY FE&RT T AEAoR QAAHE AL WHAAY PsHstd T4
A S WAA Ye Ao AT F ok
<E 6> MALM HHIA H WSHBHE AR o]
wEaoA P75 Hule B ¢ | gee | T
Zo] FAAhas| Hrt vty (FZ32D | g8
1] 2] o) A) % 1okt (N=24) 21.92(3.12)
_ . 1 .00%
4 & 2: 2% (N=39) 16.69(3.92) >33 6 0.00
=5} 15 1 otk (N=24) 25.00(3.53) .
3 1% 20 2% (N=38) 20.84(4.42) 389 o0 0.00

*0<0.05
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3. HAZAl TR BHEHs 53

(1) SIRIEH GPS EIAI7|50 B2y

o o

(& DoAA AAEAE 2L 4FHHHAS0] Doty AALA 71A ¢
A7 s AFsta deA AT AAFA ARG FEAAYL2 A
-

=z
B Q& FAF WAL AL FHE oW wz
BA2oA Aol AT I SR AT 5a¥ o HAY 857%0

<
Fehan "REoIn'E Tt BAZFY JHY HEe AR uﬂL
q

Yol AL Y A0R Uehith “ERARE el HE S
WEA B2 ol BAME RAHY B & dAT B 3
[e]

<E 7> MRYAl 7|50l B

: : G354 A (N6
e @ we  OTH SO B
ST ; 32
. SR 2 32
TRE o7 nEBRLIA
b 2a azel g mEe ° I
Az 18t} 13 20.6
¢ 1=g 41 65.1
N 0 0
FAARE R T U
2] e doirke ge wobsa | B R 0 0
HEolt 4 6.3

1D J28d “7ALRE BRaddioA & A3t ko g £3dAM AAY 65.0% (418)7F
A e B AX QFE AF HIBALA A ﬁ d Ao wsixh 7149
N3 Ago g A3 “false positive” o] 2FE EAVF o AR AAFH= 2oz B £ 9
o ZIAILFIE obd A Bl AFCHE w1 AV F :5__’-_— a7 2 AR A5dg
£ B2 AeE 262 WA 41.3%0 g3k
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A2 =g 8 12.7
- 2t} 51 81.0
8 otk 3 4.8
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, | A 2RE BREdBLdA ;i;ﬁ " 1?; 24584
Bl At & Heo] Aok - '
A2 1= 14 22.2
oj$- 28t} 27 42.8
AE oy} 12 19.0
A E 1 AY FHS g ot 11 17.5
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2ol A A2 2" 16 25.4
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(3) HSEET-HEX A AEHY
A DB AA5e] 9 BHadday ojud AAE FA5L U
A A BT GPS HAFH L HifAF A A5S EHH0E g1
e st Fdola Ax REFEBY] AAA FAH MY, #9479l
od TFHoE WA HEwse AMAs EVbssithe HoA o
FATY QAEkE g9 RadEde A%, dvd #AFHL u§ Fa3
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Aok SH3 AR AAY 778% (49%) 2 YERGI EFFo] A9
S8 NAS wol AT SET A7t A 905% (57%8) 2 A
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<IE 9> HofEI-HEAL A Med Mk
- SR g e ARFH AAZEA] (N=63)
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e A= e 27 42.9
- 1ok 22 34.9
28 oh]ck 0 0
g vl e = o 2 3.2
2 | AN =R == AHos | HEoT 4 6.3
AE wol AT A= 2o 14 222
- 1ok 43 68.3
o2 AAws 3Ryt Hadadyt 384 #AE FYsie
2ol Pt HFAA Y, GPS AGA A7 o' #AE 21 YA
FrHH o2 AREGT 7t iFES HFsstd v HyES oY AH
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A A SHA 6829
A HE “HEo T
7 Hol £ 1 23 o

_ L 912152 WAL (N=63)
He e i T a2 %)
A8 otk 2 3.2
HE oluth 3 4.8
A R 5 79
A= 18t 22 34.9
% I8} 31 49.2
A8 ot} 3.2
AAF 2 o3 tw w= | BE olYt 4.8
2 | AR AF ARl ofFgo] | BEolth 14.3
wAT QA= 2= 16 25.4
- 18} 33 52.4
A8 ot} 4.8
b kel XS 24M3 | wg opy 7.9
FAgths Zlo]
3| demon nesgay B Eo|t} 11 17.5
A=) A= 18t 21 33.3
ul$ o) 22 34.9
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HE ol 6 9.5
Z =18 B 2171 7)o =]
4 73;}52 ;g;gi (e HEo|t} 28 44.4
QA= a2 11 17.5
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1994 - - - 0 2,450 - - 2,450 2450
1995 - - - 0 3812 - - 3,812 3812
1996 3 - - 3 8,256 - - 8,256 8259
1997 | 17,083 45 - 17,128 | 11,770 - - 11,770 28,898
1998 | 26,675 | 234 - 26,909 | 14,124| 54 - 14,178 41,087
1999 | 26,410 | 332 - 26,742 | 11,424| 345 - 11,769 38,511
2000 | 28,126 | 494 - 28,620 8,850 | 426 - 9,276| 37,896
2001 | 27,769 | 342 - 28,111 6,463| 771 - 7,234| 35,345
2002 | 31,045 | 314 - 31,359 6,360 748 - 7,108| 38,467
2003 | 31,375 | 255 - 31,630 6,061 760 - 6,821| 38,451
2004 | 32,651 | 315 20 32,986 4,586| 526 - 5,112 38,098
2005 | 28,661 | 295 118 | 29,074 4,584 | 357 - 49411 34,015
2006 | 25,458 | 222 102 | 25,782 3,636 | 403 - 4,039 29,821
2007 | 31,120 | 259 202 | 31,581 4,026| 324 - 4,350 35,931
2008 | 33,989 | 262 287 | 34,538 0,567 | 367 5,939 40,477
A |340,370 | 3,369 729 | 344,468 | 104,751 | 5,081 5 109,837 | 454,305
L}, 3 EopA|Zt

¥ 32 NS BAEEY ARE " BHAZE Fololth 200417 o]t

20029712 = 95% oAk, 2004 o] Fol:= 979 oo A9 YlRES
At Tk ol AR BAMEE AZke] 200A7ts Be AS BAF 73t
718t o] gAY ARS| A"l ol R0l AA A3 BALEE O A3 EA A
7150l dAT] Astd AS FFol 7A¢si7] WEQd AoE AEH, o
g3 A E AIEAEE AR HFAd HE3sie A Al Zo=
=S
<E 3 HEY AIBZ2AHY HE 232
T 50A]3F 51-100 101-200 201-300 301-400 401-500
Ax o)3} A7 A7 A7 A7 A7H
1997 25.0% 33.3% 36.6% 4.1% 0.8% 0.2%
2000 14.5% 34.1% 46.6% 4.1% 0.7% 0.1%




2002 13.5% 38.1% 45.3% 2.6% 0.5% 0.0%
2004 13.1% 40.9% 43.9% 1.8% 0.3% 0.0%
2006 13.4% 42.7% 42.2% 1.5% 0.3% 0.0%
2008 13.6% 38.0% 45.7% 2.3% 0.4% 0.0%

(Ax & 7|E, &9 718 5, %)

ST A7 2o}

A= FA Ty alzaas] 24 ] 7w
2004 948 35 230 35 627 21
(100.0) 3.7 (24.3) 3.7 (66.1) 2.2)

2005 854 36 179 46 076 17
(100.0) 4.2) (21.0) (5.4) (67.4) (2.0)

2006 744 20 124 38 ob4 8
(100.0) 2.7 (16.7) G.D (74.9) 1D

2007 7 14 90 33 635 5
(100.0) (18) (116) 4.2) (81.7) 0.6)

9008 844 11 o6 33 730 14
(100.0) (13) (6.6) 3.9 (86.5) L7

F 23gs) vad W gde] AsEAEY AsEs Bos ey
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A= EEREE nE#d PEEREE
1997 17,128/87,992 (19.5) 6.5 11,770/37,559 (31.3)
1998 26,909/105,091 (25.6) 8.6 14,124/37,081 (38.1
1999 26,742/100,846 (26.5) 9.1 11,424/32,348 (35.3)
2000 28,620/100,138 (28.6) 10.5 8,850/32,270 (27.4)
2001 28,111/99,642 (28.2) 11.0 6,463/27,314 (23.7)
2002 31,359/96,672 (32.4) 13.6 6,360/24,048 (26.4)
2003 31,630/92,029 (34.4) 12.0 6,061/22,569 (26.9)
2004 32,966/92,743 (35.5) 13.5 4,586/19,958 (23.0)
2005 28,956/79,864 (36.3) 17.6 4,584/21,135 (21.7)
2006 25,680/71,186 (36.1) 16.1 3,636/20,241 (18.0)
2007 31,379/84,230 (37.3) 14.7 4,026/26,874 (15.0)
2008 34,251/90,390 (37.9) 16.4 5,567/30,222 (18.4)
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=2

<¥ 6. g8t HE[Ql Z=Z 32 (General Offending Programme)>

=L 0
Z2e) Enhanced. Thinking Think First Cognitive Skills
Skills Booster
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e A%5e A@A A58 AR Ao HFHozr

30) National Probation Services, National Implementation Guide for the Criminal Justice Act 2003
Community Sentence Provisions, 9-12%, 2005.

31) Correctional Services Accreditation Panel2 574 HAjo &3 YA e AHH AEHUIZA
oo HARJ] ALE A Z2IHE A9, FAkE ZITolth 1389 ALELS A, gEA,
RofAF AF7EE FAEO Stk ZEa9 IS W] YalAe AL A3 dvke
AFd EHAFHE HFste Z2a9e AEFstolor gtk A W82 National Probation
Service, The Correctional Services Accreditation Panel Report 2006/7 .
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5. 1980 IE] 2008 7IX|2] 2 HE =M EM

ok A= 2 M2 " Fo|

At 2037 AR E AL e Fole & T3 20 HAfdo =
Aoz BiEE £33Pe 10074 =UARE FE3 F75b] AR5t
1018kl of 10071 S71skAT, & 2914 B ARSI gAEE O] A =9
A B AdYoA A frel PR BIFHy A 1037 P B
A 299 23 dulg ok WAM AY 27158 AHBAEY
< Ao A Ade ¢ JAME HE, FAEES 1 AR
vAy gy, REndie AP Fo ZddA UNES FHsd A
7ol Fagd Aoz wodc

ad FAREEE 2000dde S0l B3 Avh gojual ler 53
20080l A=A vl 100%7 YE F7He< Bt
<E 7 dzd $ZY" S Fol>

e a5l HEAHE

. Nz | A 3 | A A

an | @8 | FEH BT o e JEB R

1989 - - - - 156 - - 156 156
1990 - - - - 485 - - 485 485
1991 - - - - 509 - - 509 509
1992 - - - 434 - - 434 434
1993 - - - - 561 - - 561 561
1994 - - - - 944 - - 944 944
1995 - - - - 1,235 - - 1,235 1,235
1996 - - - - 1411 - - 1,411 1,411
1997 | 1,109 4 - 1,113 966 - - 966 2,079
1998 | 3,149 1 - 3,150 657 12 - 669 3,819
1999 | 3,441 27 - 3,468 936 165 - 1,101 4,479
2000 | 5,705 24 - 5,729 1,823 604 - 2,427 8,156




8,659
9,997
9,908
13,339
13,452
10,982
14,551
19,627

37,340 124,767

1,393
1,839
2,009
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3,018
3,992
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338
795
665
802
566
656
629
920
6,152

1,055
1,044
1,344
1,806
2,784
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3,267
6,019

7,266
8,158
7,899
10,731
10,016
7,464
10,559
11,980
87,427 | 30,718
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8 ad s 2o M=
s | opg (gzg| DY [gue| gz | 280 = :
P2 | 3o | e |G| e [N SRS eat | e 29 o) e |
A3l Ao | A=
1989 - 1 - - - - - - 121 34 156
1990 - 2 - - - - - - 482 1 485
1991 - 3 - - - - - - 506 - 509
1992 - - - - - - - - 434 - 434
1993 - 1 - - - - - - 560 - 561
1994 - 1 - - - - - - 943 - 944
1995 - - - - - - - - 1235 - 1,235
1996 - 1 - - - - - - 1410 - 1,411
1997 - 184 - - 5 - 11 - 747 - 966
1998 - 108 - - 6 - 12 - 526 - 657
1999 - 29 - - 2 - 48 - 851 1 936
2000 2 56 1 - 13 - 80 10 | 1212 | 236 | 1,823
2001 1 42 - - 13 - 11 6 763 52 | 1,055
2002 2 19 1 - 46 - 4 11 626 | 203 | 1,044
2003 1 5 - - 6 - 1 3 971 | 238 | 1,344
2004 | 21 5 - - 120 - 130 44 | 1205 | 35 | 1,806
2005 | 10 1 2 - 118 - 174 61 | 2026 | 50 | 2,784
2006 - 3 - 3 83 38 | 166 13 | 2157 | 110 | 2,782
2007 2 - 1 3 82 40 | 220 4 2542 | 42 | 3,267
2008 - 8 1 56 76 2 | 204 6 5582 | 39 | 6,519
) 39 469 6 62 570 80 |[1,061 158 {24,899 1,041 | 30,718
(0.1%) | (1.5%) | (0.0%) | (0.2%) (1.9%) |(0.3%)|(3.5%) (0.5%) |(81.1%)) (3.4%) {(100.0%)
<E 9 M¢l #Z Fofd M=
2 o | o |0 CRREE
s | gy | 3| TE9eE S aa | ea | 2 man| |
Az Az | 7
1997 4 319 13 10 7 - 228 1 1,113
1998 12 4 584 29 10 5 - 1,089 - 3,162
1999 160 4 618 77 66 19 - 1,606 1 3,633
2000 580 4 1,351 235 36 30 3 205 18 6,333
2001 327 3 1,257 145 42 22 - 430 56 7,604
2002 762 30 1,066 167 115 18 6 396 18 8,953
2003 686 16 628 250 120 17 6 317 34 8,564
2004 812 21 607 589 161 11 13 436 55 11,533
2005 568 120 492 329 195 23 22 108 29 10,560
2006 676 2 403 243 308 10 32 103 23 8,107
2007 632 2 633 332 414 9 66| 666 52 11,158
2008 901 38 745 391 458 109 118 506 83 12,881
3 6,116| 124 8,703 2,800 1,935 365 2660 6,090 3700 93,601
(6.5%) (0.1%) (9.3%) (3.0%) (2.1%) (0.4%) (0.3%) (6.5%) (0.4%) (100.0%)
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e AR T2IPE 28 AR JACBR 5043 o]

Z2IYPS FoPEE AWstel HAW R FHAA ANT Bast Ik

o T 50A1%t o]sk 51-100 AJzk 101-200 AJ3F
1997 91.3% 7.2% 1.5%
2000 96.5% 3.3% 0.2%
2002 98.1% 1.7% 0.2%
2004 98.7% 1.2% 0.1%
2006 96.9% 2.8% 0.3%
2008 97.6% 2.3% 0.1%
2l AHRUAIZT 2EES Alzie] 228 2318 vn
Aol A7 ool 489 2RI 2005974 soi S7hEE FA
g BYI 20069 The FAIFATE A ZAET Yo REBF B0
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<E 1. Y70 AAT 2HES AAS| 24YEH Fotg H|w>
25 Aol AHd A2EdRE ARA
A= 7 HERE =73 E
1997 1,113/87,992 (1.3) 6.5 966/37,559 (2.6)
1998 3,150/105,091 (3.0) 8.6 657/37,081 (1.8)
1999 3,468/100,846 (3.4) 9.1 936/32,348 (2.9)
2000 5,729/100,138 (5.7) 10.5 1,823/32,270 (5.6)
2001 7,266/99,642 (7.3) 11.0 1,055/27,314 (3.9)
2002 8,158/96,672 (8.4) 13.6 1,044/24,048 (4.3)
2003 7,899/92,029 (8.6) 12.0 1,344/22,569 (6.0)
2004 10,731/92,743 (11.6) 13.5 1,806/19,958 (9.0)
2005 9,994/79,864 (12.5) 17.6 2,784/21,135 (13.2)
2006 7,451/71,186 (10.5) 16.1 2,782/20,241 (13.7)
2007 10,529/84,230 (12.5) 14.7 3,267/26,874 (12.2)
2008 11,961/90,390 (13.2) 16.4 6,519/30,222 (21.6)
5 &2 £4%¥3E Z=0Y
A A BERALM FHY FU £F T2 F YRE 47480
o3 2
7t =X 2 ZEE Z20H
3]7] F Al zEI5H W&
1 271270 2 HAAT Az &7 7o
R SR @ ARAA | AL EY TSR SFEANSE Tt
== Hsde FEFTHOZE QI Halet A
Lho] WAHE FhopA ofFo] Apalel atoll wXl FFes FAHoRE 9ot
of=S Sl sk FAZAQ Alet  df=E Al
AAP5A = T3S AAFAHAR] AME FelHela 3 A1
4 AlE g
ANdZdus g EE 2 513 .
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