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Summary

Research into the juvenile probation programmes was carried ouhebynstitute of
Criminology and Social Prevention over the years 20081. The subject of this research
was the efficacy of juvenile probation programmes from a poinviedv of criminal
reoffending of young offenders and the practical experience of thgdenmanting them and

the supervising probation officers.

Restorative justice lays an emphasis on a balanced and &iomday society to the youth
crime. By discussing the juveniles’ illegal acts, it isueed that measures are employed
which act effectively towards the juvenile refraining fromngnal activity and finds a
position of benefit for society, corresponding to his/her abgdlitind intellectual development.
Also for the juvenile to help to rectify damage caused by highere according to his/her

strength and skills.

The purpose of Act No. 218/2003 Coll., on juvenile justice (JJA) is tovacpiesitive
results in the field of limiting subsequent delinquency of the juversieg positively active
methods. An emphasis is placed on choosing a suitable measure whidhewaa to desired
social development of the adolescent, thereby reducing the risk ohehiogntinuing in a
criminal career. One type of measure which can be imposed undectthe educational
measures. Through these measures it is then possible to msatffactively to the current
living conditions of the juvenile, to the circumstances shaping higpbesonality and the
causes of the crime for which he/she has been convicted. The pwpashicational
measures is to create an environment for subsequent healthy desaapinthe juvenile
offenders.

Probation programmes rank among some of the most significantiedatateasures. A
juvenile probation programme, i.e. a programme in accordance witloisdatiof the JJA,
means: “a social training programme, psychological consultgheyapeutic programme, a

programme including community service, educational, requalification loer osuitable



programme developing social skills and the juvenile’s personality diftbring degrees of
limitation in the everyday life, leading to the juvenile avoidingdeour which is in breach
of the law and for supporting his/her social conditions and for reaogdite relationship
between him and the aggrieved party.” Act No. 218/2003 Coll. alsesdizt a probation
officer shall be appointed by the public prosecutor in preparatorg@daoys for supervision
of implementation of the juvenile probation programme. The guarantee thatwicesef the
providers of probation programmes are qualified is their approvaidyninister of justice.
Such approval is preceded by an application by the programme priwridegistration of the
programme into the list and an accreditation procedure performadbsnmittee of experts.
In the interests of society, it is essential for the probairogramme to react to the causes of
criminal behaviour and to lead the juvenile to overcome them and toéb@haccordance
with valid legal norms — i.e. for the programme to contribute to dfetd protection of
society against the juvenile’s reoffending. The efficacy of tiognamme is a matter of long
term supervision of the juveniles involved in the programmes, espeaiallye area of

reoffending.

Development of probation programmes in work with juvenile offendierthis country
reflects current trends across the world. This stems fromsthergtion that there is sense in
working with problematic individuals. When basing our conclusions on what ogrgmnmes
are focused upon and what methods and techniques they employ, heeehawve reached a
consensus on what seems to be effective according to experieneal abi.e. mainly a
cognitive behavioural approach concerned with the development of andiabmmunication
skills of the client, training of suitable forms of behaviour, thetstof looking objectively at

their own behaviour etc.

Unfortunately one of the conditions for these measures to be useat gah be achieved.
That is, for suitable programmes to be available in all countiegseoCzech Republic. We
have established that almost half of the court counties over #nige 608 and 2009 did not
have one probation programme at their disposal. This fact can besseegoad argument
that one of the main tasks standing before the institutions responsgbkrding
implementation of probation programmes is to ensure a suffi@agerof them in all parts of
the Republic. The range of programmes is not even very varied acctordivgvarious types
of juvenile delinquent. The opportunity of charging the juveniles with thegaihdn to
undergo the necessary probation programme only exists throughittys rofl those juvenile
courts, or public prosecutors, in whose district a provider of a progeaoparates and so



where it is possible to operate. Therefore the decision makirgibpites of the relevant

authorities are, in relation to this measure, limited.

According to the data of the Ministry of Justice of the CzeepuRlic, in the period 2005
2010, the obligation juvenile courts ruled that 168 juveniles, 15 of whom visevgere
obliged to undergo a probation programme. In the first year, imposdf this type of
educational measure was ruled upon in the case of 8 juveniles aral giféelual increase this

figure stabilised at between 31 and 38 programmes imposed annually.

During research we found that not nearly all juveniles who entleegorobation programme
had had it imposed upon them as educational measure. When talking of &oproba
programme as an educational measure, only those juveniles for whometissire has been
imposed as an educational measure can be included into accjedéeile programmes, in
other words as a type of sanction against the juveniles. The comynémtthe Juvenile
Justice Act No. 218/2003 Coll. assumes that the measure represeatscalarly severe
impact on the everyday life of the juvenile and so the aahpbsing it should be ruled upon

only by the relevant authorities, i.e. a juvenile court or a public prosecutor.

We are aware of the situation in the Czech Republic where ithareexceedingly narrow
range of quality resocialisation probation programmes. If an accredited probation programme
is implemented for juveniles, but was not imposed upon them as aniedatateasure, this
cannot be included in implementation records for juvenile probation progranthese
reports should give information only on probation programmes imposed asti@aiaica
measures. This situation then leads to certain dualism of the wystiem. When working
with juvenile delinquents, the decision on whether to make use of aedrgalibbation
programmes which are not imposed by the relevant authorities astiedalcaneasure is
problematic.

Our investigation indicated that the practice in the area of mgéation of probation
programmes is accompanied by other problems too. Programme provideesl poaibly to
the guestions relating to financing programmes. According tce s@spondents, it is not
possible to provide the programme from the subsidies assigned to yhdra Ministry of
Justice. Critical voices were also to be heard regarding mlaeding system itself which
makes it impossible to perform continual work of several years pfigramme providers are
also hampered by insufficient numbers of clients. A positive findingh@mwther hand, is the



fact that only a small portion of the providers and probation offigeestioned encounter a
negative approach of the clients to participation in the prograralee, mutual cooperation

between the provider and the Probation and Mediation Service (PMS) was seen\as posit

The main section of our study was an analysis of data from timin@l Register,
concerning a sample group of 326 juveniles who, according to Probation andtiidfedia
Service records, took part in the probation programme in 2006. For aléagéy proportion
of these juveniles it is not possible to establish from the @GahfRegister if the probation
programme was imposed. In that year, in the case of 61 % (19%) piveniles there was no
record of it, although according to the probation officers, they inobrtaentered the
programme. We also established that the probation programme is nemeiroposed on
boys, while the sample group included only one tenth girls. Only orle ¢ juveniles had
previous experience with crime (i.e. had a criminal record). Timaes which led to
implementation of the probation programme were most often, as egpg@cbperty crimes,
being mostly the offence of theft. As concerns the efficadh®fprogrammes, the degree of
success of their completion is important. The programme was caahprefull by 69 % of

juveniles, which means that the number of doojs was about one third.

One of the most commonly used criteria for assessing the®fff a certain measure of
criminal justice is recorded criminal reoffending. We invesédatiata on reoffending for
about 4 years after the juvenile’s participation in the probationrgmuge. The overall
findings are not encouraging. 51.8 % of the juveniles had a furtberdréen the Criminal
Reqister, in other words more than half of our sample group. Theratiffe between the
juveniles participating in the separate programmes ity fetiriking. Similarly to the results of
foreign studies, we found that more reoffending occurred in the cabesd who failed to
complete the programme than with those who successfully completedVe also registered
a lower degree of reoffending in people who underwent the programmettadie first
offence against the law. It is hard, though, to express a ctganlusion on whether less
reoffending of successful participants is the effect of therprome itself or if the droputs
are problem individuals who not only have a greater tendency to canfomther crime, but
also that their personality is such that they also have lesisation to attend and complete

probation programmes properly.

The information gained from the criminal files which were lentisodby county (district)
courts from all regions of the Czech Republic mainly confirnmedfindings of our analysis



of the Criminal Register. Not even this sample of criminasfimatched the PMS data on
probation programmes imposed by a legally enforceable ruling ofjutenile courts
(difference of 34.8 %). The obligation of undergoing the probation progranasemyposed
by those courts in rulings on the case itself, next to sentences or withhefttesntdten also
in accumulation with other educational measures. In pronouncementairdfraglings only
occasional shortcomings lying in the fact that the obligation to gndéme probation
programme was imposed as an educational obligation (Section 18(1){b¢ d0A) and
furthermore that neither the type of probation programme nor théiaug its imposition

was specified in the ruling.

Our study represents only a first attempt at evaluating ffiea@y of probation
programmes while working with juveniles. Its conclusions can iogyrtaot be overestimated,
especially in view of the relatively short time which hasspdssince the introduction of the
educational measures in question. For more perfect assessmeateafficacy of probation
programmes it will be necessary also to look for differentsaeryd methods of research. It
may be advisable to compare reoffending of the juveniles who undieege programmes,
with the reoffending of comparable offenders who had differensaorea imposed upon them
(e.g. supervision without participation in a programme, community geon@ suspended
sentence). We consider such a task to be one of the challengesrtfar ffocus of

criminological research in this country.

The Probation and Mediation Service itself should also devote itgiatteo evaluation of
the programmes. At present, however, a united system does not exestafoation of
probation programmes, nor does a relevant procedure which mighomteitefficacy of the
separate programmes. The granting of subsidies is dependent onlyopmiba of the heads
of branches and relevant committees on applications submitted kprdweers. It would,
therefore, be sensible to create a clear and-avglinised system of criteria or indicators

according to which the efficacy of the programmes could be assessed antkdvalua
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