VNU Journal of Legal Studies, Vol. 29, No. 3 (2013) 24-38

The Social Re-integration of Offenders

Nguyén Khic Hai'*, Yvon Dandurand?

"VNU School of Law, 144 Xuéan Thity, Cau Gidy, Hanoi, Vietnam
’Rule of Law Program, Global Development InstituteUniversity of the Fraser Valley
Abbotsford, B.C., Canada

Received 12 May 2013
Revised 30 June 2013; Accepted 20 August 2013

Abstract: The study gets access to the concept of “reintegration” which generally refers to the
social integration measures designed to assist offenders who are being released from a freedom-
depried institution, such as a prison, a detention centre or a reform school, and help them face the
challenges associated with their return to the community. This assistance involves both addressing
the offenders’ needs and managing the risk they may cause to the community. Programmes and
measures must be in pace to identify and address offenders’ needs and prepare them for their
return to the community. A key aspect of effective interventions for the social integration of
offenders is an understanding of the factors that could posibly place them at rick as well as making
it difficult for them to function normally in society. The intervention programmes which have been
expanded in various countries to assist the social integration of offenders vary in efficacy and not
all the categories of offenders. The most effective interventions are those that directly address the
needs and challenges faced by the offenders, as well as the factors of risk nature. The programmes
of the oganizations and agencies and community-based programs must complement each other and
focus on education, employment, accommodation, drugs and alcohol addiction, mental health,
social networks, cognitive skills, viewpoints and attitudes.

Keywords: Intergration; reintergration; socialtergration; socialretergration; socialtergration of
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1. Introduction

While many offenders who are sentenced to
a term of imprisonment or to a stay in a reform
school relatively minor
offences, others have a Ilengthier criminal
history. The integration of
offenders varies. Even before they were found

have committed

social these

guilty and sentenced, many offenders had issues
in terms of their relative integration to their
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family, school, or community. Their crime
only damaged those social links even further.
Being removed from the community to serve
their sentence certainly did not help them forge
closer links with that community.
imprisonment (or for a juvenile offender,
serving a term in a reform school) is meant to
help offenders acquire social values and skills
and prepare them for a successful reintegration
into society. But, is it so? Are institutional and
aftercare programmes for offenders preparing
them well for a successful re-entry into society?

A term of
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At the time of their release from an

institution, offenders typically encounter
challenges that they are poorly equipped to face
on their own. Special institutional programmes
are required in order to prepare offenders for
their release from a penal institution.
Community-based aftercare programmes are
also necessary to help the young offenders

successfully negotiate this difficult transition.

Programmes and measures must be in place
to identify the needs of offenders who are
placed in prisons, reform schools or detention
centres, to prepare them for their return to the
community, and to provide them with the
support, assistance and supervision that will
need in order to help them successfully
reintegrate the community after their release
from the institution.

Failing to reintegrate offenders into their
family and community after a period of
incarceration may have significant costs for
society, both financially and in terms of public
safety. The costs of proper programmes to
support the social reintegration of offenders are
not exorbitant and ought to be assessed against
the likely social and financial costs of probable
recidivism. The cost of failed re-entry, as was
pointed by Borzycki and Makkai, extends
beyond the costs to individual offenders when
they return to prison; there are also direct and
indirect costs to the community (Borzycki and
Makkai, 2007: 35) [1].

The present article focuses on social

reintegration measures and  programmes
designed to facilitate the successful re-entry of
offenders into society after a stay in an
institution. It reviews relevant international

standards and best practices internationally.

2. Defining Social Reintegration

In the field of criminal justice, “social
integration” refers to programmes and
measures which aim to facilitate an offender’s
social and psychological adaptation. The more
general concept of “social integration” will
therefore also be used in order to highlight the
fact that typically, and for a variety of reasons,
most offenders have experienced some personal
difficulty in integrating themselves into their
family, school, workplace, community, and
society. The concept of “reintegration”
generally refers to the social integration
measures that are designed specifically to assist
offenders who are being released from a penal
institution and to help them face the challenges
associated with their return to the community.
This assistance involves both addressing the
needs of the juvenile and managing the risk the
offenders may pose to the community.

Four general concepts are worth reviewing
briefly here as they are frequently the source of

some confusion, even among justice
professionals. They are: “social integration”;
“social reintegration”; “risk factors”, and

“resiliency factors”.
2.1. Social Integration

Social integration refers to the process of
integrating socially and psychologically to
one’s social environment. In the field of
criminal justice, however, it often refers more
specifically to various forms of support given to
offenders in an attempt to prevent them from
becoming involved in criminal behaviour
(prevention) or reduce the likelihood that they
will re-offend (rehabilitation).

The challenge of integrating offenders into
their community often begins early in their life
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and continues into their later years. When
offenders have been placed in an institution,
they face some particularly difficult integration
challenges at the time of their release.

Social integration programs, particularly
those designed for juvenile offenders, are often
seen as a form of special education programs.
In most countries, efforts to integrate juveniles
involve a wide range of policies and strategies,
childhood
programmes that focus on young children who

including  early intervention
may be at risk and their families (Soriano,
2005; Karoly et al., 2005) [2][3]., community-
based programs to provide an alternative to
detention, institution-based programmes to
prepare juveniles for life in society, and
community-based programmes to facilitate the
juveniles re-entry into the community after a
stay in reform school or a detention centre
(Wolfendale, 1997) [4]. Programmes for adults
tend often to be more limited.

2.2. Social Reintegration

Social reintegration generally refers more
specifically to programmes and initiatives
designed to help offenders who have been
placed in an institution. Their purpose is to
help offenders successfully reintegrate the
community after their stay in an institution.
The programmes are typically of two kinds: (1)
programmes offering support within the
institutional setting itself, in advance of the
offender’s release, to help offenders resolve
issues, address risk factors associated with their
criminal behaviour, acquire the necessary skills
to function well in society, and prepare
themselves for re-entry into the community;
and, (2) community-based programmes, often
called “aftercare” programmes, to facilitate the
social integration of the offenders after their

release from an institution. Many of the latter
programmes include both some form of
community supervision as well as assistance.

2.3. Risk Factors

A key aspect of effective interventions for
the social integration of offenders is an
understanding of the factors that place them at
risk and make it difficult for them to function
normally in society. There are many
interrelated risk factors associated with
antisocial or criminal behaviour. No single
factor can accurately predict whether an
individual is likely to engage in such behaviour.
These risk factors may be found internally
(within the individual, such as difficult
temperament, early experience of victimization,
mental illness, learning disability) or externally
(in the family, school, community and in peer
relations). In the case of juvenile offenders,
family risk factors for delinquency and
antisocial behaviour include a dysfunctional
family, parental abandonment, harsh and
ineffective  parental discipline, lack of
supervision, or coercive interactions in the
home. Examples of risk factors found in
overcrowding, bullying,
discrimination  or inadequate  education
programme which may lead to school
absenteeism or dropouts. Poverty is a common

schools are

risk factor for many conditions, including the
development of antisocial behaviour and
emotional or behavioural disabilities. One of
the strongest factors is youth involvement with
high-risk and deviant peers.

The primary criminogenic needs that must
be addressed by institutional and community-
based treatment programmes are related to:
education, employment, accommodation, drugs
and alcohol, mental health, social networks,



N.K. Hii, Yoon. D / VNU Journal of Legal Studies, Vol. 29, No. 3 (2013) 24-38 27

cognitive skills, and attitudes. These risk
factors are dynamic - meaning they are
amenable to change - whereas other risk factors
are not (Harper and Chitty, 2004). The
intervention programmes developed in various
countries to assist the social integration of
juveniles vary in efficacy and none are effective
for all offenders. Some of the most effective
interventions are those that directly address risk
factors.

2.4. Resiliency Factors

Many people are exposed to various risk
factors and, yet, they do not necessarily become
involved in crime. This is often because of the
existence of certain protective or resiliency
factors. Resiliency factors are characteristics
which protect an individual. Resiliency is the
ability to recover strength and spirit under
adversity in both internal (self) and external
(family, school, community, and peer relation)
domains for a positive outcome. Good health,
self-control, flexibility, good communication
and social skills, self-esteem, and a good sense
of humour are all examples of internal
resiliency factors. Supporting resilience in
offenders can facilitate their social integration.
Resiliency can be fostered through modelling
and teaching offenders appropriate behaviours
that meet their needs as well as, or better than,
their maladaptive behaviours.

Individual resiliency factors include: (1)
good physical and mental health; (2) positive
attachments and relationships; (3) self-esteem;
(4) cognitive competence (reasoning, problem
solving skills, communication and conflict
skills); and, (5)
competence or emotional intelligence (when
people can understand and regulate their
emotions, exercise self-discipline, and develop

resolution emotional

impulse-control,  judgment, and coping
mechanisms, they can better deal with
frustrating, aggressive or violent experiences
and avoid negative behavioural outcomes).

3. Importance of Reintegration Programmes

Assisting the social integration of offenders
is important from both the point of view of
public safety and the point of view of protecting
the rights of offenders. Efforts to assist their
social integration must consider both the needs
of the offenders, as well the risk they present in
terms of the safety of the community (Griffiths
et al., 2007) [5].

The primary objective of social integration
and reintegration is to provide offenders with
the assistance and supervision that will help
them function in society as law-abiding citizens
and avoid re-offending. These programmes
provide an opportunity for offenders to connect
with their families and community and to live a
productive and law-abiding life.

In Vietnam, as in so many other countries,
there generally is very little reintegration
assistance available to offenders who have been
institutionalized. Rehabilitation programmes
within these institutions are also generally
insufficient and often poorly conceived. A
special initiative is therefore required to
promote the development of social reintegration
programmes throughout the country. A first
step in that direction would consist of reviewing
existing policies and practices in this country
and formulating some concrete proposals for
the strengthening and development of social
reintegration programmes in the country.

In matters concerning juvenile offenders,

the spirit of the Vietnamese Law on Child
Protection, Care and Education 2004 (Article
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58) and the Criminal Code (Article 69) is that
the purpose of an intervention in the case of
JICW in general, and juvenile criminals in
particular, is mainly to educate and help them
correct their mistakes, develop healthily and
become a helpful citizen. The need to support
and facilitate the juveniles’ social reintegration
after their release from prison or reform schools
has been recognized by Vietnamese law.

However, the concept is only articulated in
general polices with no specific programme or
project to implement these activities. It is
difficult to fully implement
reintegration support policies.

therefore

4. International Standards

The rehabilitation of offenders and their
successful reintegration into the community are
among the basic objectives of the criminal
justice systems.

This is certainly acknowledged in
international human rights standards. Principle
10 of The United Nations Basic Principles for
the Treatment of Prisoners state that: “With the
participation and help of the community and
social institutions and with due regard to the
interests of victims, favourable conditions shall
be created for the integration of the ex-prisoner
into society under the best possible
conditions™". Principle 8 refers to the need to
enable prisoners to undertake meaningful
employment
reintegration into the country’s labour market
and permit them to contribute to their own
financial support and that of their families.

which will facilitate their

™ United Nations Basic Principles for the Treatment of
Prisoners. General Assembly resolution 45/111, annex.

With respect to juvenile offenders, the
Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC),
ratified by Vietnam in 1990, requires States
parties to establish special laws, procedures,
authorities,  and specifically
applicable to juveniles in conflict with the law.
These special laws and procedures must ensure
that juveniles are treated with respect for their
sense of dignity and worth and takes into
account the juveniles’ age and the need to
promote their successful social integration.
Article 40 (1) of that same Convention
stipulates that States parties should recognize
“the desirability of promoting the child’s
reintegration and the child’s assuming
constructive role in society”.

Rule 24.1 of the United Nations Standard
Minimum Rules for the Administration of
Juvenile Justice emphasizes the importance of
providing facilities, services and other
necessary assistance to further the best interests
of the juvenile throughout the rehabilitation
process. It states that: “efforts shall be made to
provide juveniles, at all stages of the
proceedings, with necessary assistance or any
other assistance, helpful and practical, in order
to facilitate the rehabilitative process”.

institutions

The United Nations Rules for the Protection
of Juveniles Deprived of their Liberty
emphasize both the importance of assessing
juveniles  placed in
understanding their needs, and the importance
of offering adequate programmes to juveniles
offenders to them address their needs and meet

institutions and

the challenges they face. The Rules refer to
education and vocational training as two of the
main means of preparing a juvenile for a
successful reintegration into the community.
According to these Rules, the objective of the
training and treatment offered to juveniles
placed in institutions is “to provide care,
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protection, education and vocational skills, with
a view to assisting them to assume socially
constructive and productive roles in society”.

With respect to assessing the needs of
juveniles and planning an intervention to assist
the juvenile, Rule 27 states:

“As soon as possible after the moment of
admission, each juvenile should be interviewed,
and a psychological and social report
identifying any factors relevant to the specific
type and level of care and programme required
by the juvenile should be prepared. This report,
together with the report prepared by a medical
officer who has examined the juvenile upon
admission, should be forwarded to the director
for purposes of determining the most
appropriate placement for the juvenile within
the facility and the specific type and level of
care and programme required and to be
pursued. When special rehabilitative treatment
is required, and the length of stay in the facility
permits, trained personnel of the facility should
prepare a written, individualized treatment plan
specifying treatment objectives and time-frame
and the means, stages and delays with which
the objectives should be approached.”

Reference is therefore made to the need to
develop an individualized treatment plan for the
juveniles in order to facilitate their
reintegration. Rule 28 adds that:

“The detention of juveniles should only take
place under conditions that take full account of
their particular needs, status and special
requirements  according to  their  age,
personality, sex and type of offence, as well as
mental and physical health, and which ensure
their protection from harmful influences and
risk situations. The principal criterion for the
separation of different categories of juveniles
deprived of their liberty should be the provision
of the type of care best suited to the particular
needs of the individuals concerned and the

protection of their physical, mental and moral
integrity and well-being.”

Rule 38 explains that every juvenile of
school age has the right to education suited to
his or her needs and abilities and designed to
prepare him or her for the return for society.
The Rules further specify how this education
and relevant vocational training should be
offered.

The United Nations Standard Minimum
Rules for the Administration of Juvenile Justice
state that “while in custody juveniles shall
receive care, protection and all necessary
individual assistance - social, educational,
vocational, psychological, medical and physical
- that they may require in view of their age, sex,
and personality” (Rule 13) and in the interest of
their wholesome development (Rule 26.1).

In recent years, much of the discussion
concerning the reintegration of offenders has
been around the development of better means to
manage the offenders’ re-entry into the
community by providing an effective and
balanced mix of supervision and assistance and
finding ways to do so through -effective
collaboration  between  corrections, law
enforcement and community-based agencies.

The importance of care following a period of
institutionalization should not be underestimated.
International criminal justice standards do not
have much to say about the need for aftercare
services for offenders released from institutions
and the role of the community in facilitating the
juveniles’ reintegration, but they are not exactly
silent either.

The United Nations Standard Minimum
Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners makes it
clear that the duty of society does not end with
a prisoner’s release: “There should, therefore,
be governmental or private agencies capable of
lending the released prisoner efficient aftercare
directed towards lessening of prejudice against
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him and towards his social rehabilitation” (Rule
64). The Basic Principles for the Treatment of
Prisoners (1990) also make it clear that: “With
the participation and help of the community and
social institutions, and with due regard to the
interest of the victims, favourable conditions
shall be created for the reintegration of the ex-
prisoner into society under the best possible
conditions” (Principle 10).

The United Nations Standard Minimum
Rules for the Administration of Juvenile Justice
emphasize the need for a range of diverse
services and facilities designed to meet the
different needs of young offenders re-entering
the community and to provide them with
guidance and support as an important step
towards their successful reintegration into
society. Rule 29.1 states that: “Efforts shall be
made to provide
arrangements such as half-way houses,
educational homes, day-time training centres
and other such appropriate arrangements that
may assist juveniles in their proper
reintegration into society” (Rule 29.1).

The Standard Minimum Rules for the
Administration of Juvenile Justice contain
similar guidance concerning non-institutional
(community-based treatment) (Rule 23), the
need to provide assistance to facilitate the
rehabilitative process (Rule 24), and the need to
“call upon volunteers, voluntary organizations,
local institutions and other community resources
to contribute effectively to the rehabilitation of the
juvenile in a community setting and, as far as
possible, within the family unit”.

semi-institutional

5. Reintegration Programmes

In designing and implementing
interventions  designed to facilitate the
offenders’ successful reintegration in the

community and help them avoid further
criminal involvement, there are a number of
realities that should be kept in mind. Offenders
released from imprisonment are confronted by a
myriad of challenges that will predispose them
to recidivate upon release. Many offenders
have multiple needs and issues that must be
addressed in a comprehensive manner,
including limited skill sets, substance abuse
issues, and an absence of family and
community support.

It is imperative that institutional and
community-based agencies develop cooperative
partnerships with community-based
organizations, mass organizations, and NGOs to
develop seamless interventions that mobilize all
available resources to assist and, when
necessary, supervise the offenders (Brown and
Dandurand, 2007) [6]. The crime prevention
priorities of each community may of course
vary and so will their priorities for intervention.

Interventions designed to address the
dynamic risk factors of juvenile offenders have
a higher chance of success. Successful
interventions are those which:

= focus on a specific target group of
offenders and their specific needs and
challenges;

= rely on sound methods for assessing the
needs and risk factors of offenders;

= hold the offenders accountable and
responsible for their own actions;

= Dbuild on the offenders’ strength and
resiliency factors;

= offer a continuum of care (throughcare)
and provide assistance in an integrated
and comprehensive manner and address
the many inter-related challenges faced
by offenders (e.g.  wrap-around
interventions);
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= strike a balance between surveillance
and control, on the one hand, and
support and assistance on the other;

= are offered as a coordinated effort of all
the agencies involved and supported by
strong inter-agency cooperation;

supported by sound case
management practices and adequate
information management systems;

= reflect the public safety priorities of the
community in which they are
developed;

= engage the community in both the
planning and the delivery of the
intervention  and  foster  strong

" arc

community ownership; and,

= have an adequate evaluation component
that allows the programme to evolve,
self-improve, and remain accountable
to the community for crime reduction
results.

5.1. Addressing the Needs and Risk Factors of
Offenders

Offenders face many challenges. They may
have a history of social isolation and
marginalization, physical or emotional abuse,
poor employment or unemployment, and
involvement in a criminal lifestyle that began at
an early age. Physical and mental disabilities
and health issues that are sometimes related to
substance abuse and drug addiction may
challenge them. Many offenders are also
challenged by skills deficits that make it
difficult for them to compete and succeed in the
community: poor inter-personal skills, low
levels of formal education, illiteracy or
innumeracy, poor cognitive or emotional
functioning, and/or a lack of planning and
financial management skills (Borzycki and

Baldry, 2003; Visher,
Coggeshall, 2005) [7].

When offenders have been placed in an
institution, they face additional challenges that

Winterfield, and

are directly associated with the consequences of
incarceration and the following difficult
transition back to the community (Borzycki,
2005). There are therefore several practical
challenges that must be faced by offenders at
the time of their release, including finding
suitable accommodation with very limited
means, managing financially with little or no
savings until they begin to earn some lawful
remuneration, accessing a range of everyday
necessities, and accessing services and support
for their specific needs.

The period of transition from any form of
detention to living in the community can be
particularly  difficult for offenders and
contribute to the stress that is associated with
being supervised in the community. The period
of incarceration may itself have had several
“collateral effects” (Borzycki, 2005: 36;
Borzycki and Makkai, 2007:10)[8] upon many
offenders: they may have fallen behind in their
formal education, they may have lost their
livelihood, their personal belongings, their
accommodation; they may have lost important
personal relationships and incarceration may
have damaged their social and family networks;
they may have experienced mental health
difficulties or acquired self-defeating habits and
attitudes. Homelessness, in particular, may
place offenders at risk of offending (Arnull et
al.. 2007) [9].

5.2. Education and Vocational Training

Without a capacity to earn a living in the
community, offenders will often drift again
towards criminal activities. This is why one of
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the most pressing needs of juvenile offenders is
the need for educational and vocational training
which considers the job market. Failing to
address this need will adversely affect the
offenders’ social reintegration.

Juvenile offenders of compulsory school
age have a right to education suited to their
needs and abilities and designed to prepare
them for their return to society. Those who are
above compulsory school age and who wish to
continue their education should be permitted
and encouraged to do so, and every effort
should be made to provide them with access to
appropriate educational programmes. Education
should be provided by qualified teachers
through programmes integrated with the regular
education system so that, after their release,
juveniles may continue their education without
difficulty. Wherever possible, juveniles should
be permitted to leave the institution to attend
school in the community. In order to avoid
stigmatization and discrimination, the diplomas
or educational certificates awarded to juveniles
while in institutions should not indicate in any
way that the juvenile has been institutionalized.
Eduication and literacy programs for adult
offenders are also very important. All offenders
who are illiterate or have learning difficulties
should have access to special or remedial
education.

Offenders must have access to suitable
vocational training in occupations likely to
prepare them for gainful employment. To the
extent possible, offenders should be able to
choose the type of vocational training they
receive. In particular, vocational training
programmes should be designed to provide
offenders with skills that match the types of
employment opportunities that may be available
in the local community to which they will
return.

5.3. Employment

instances, the  successful
reintegration of offenders hinges on their ability

to secure and maintain gainful employment.

In  most

“Employment provides more than the
income necessary to support adequate material
conditions. It also provides structure and
routine, while filling time. It provides
opportunities to expand one’s social network to
include other productive members of society. In
addition to all this, employment can contribute
to  enhanced  self-esteem  and  other
psychological health” (Graffam et al., 2004: 1).

Offenders encounter many challenges with
respect to securing employment when they are
released from an institution. These include
challenges due to personal factors such as low
self-esteem, poor motivation, various skills or
lack of training, and challenges related to a lack of

employable skills or a poor employment record.

Among the more important employment
interventions that can be made to assist
offenders in that respect are job readiness
classes, vocational education, certification, job
training, job placement, and employment
monitoring by a case manager.

Efforts to find suitable employment for
offenders confined in an institution should
begin prior to their release. This should include
an assessment of the offender’s existing skill
sets, the identification of employment
opportunities, and the provision of appropriate
education and vocational training to enhance
their employability upon their release. It is
important that employment-related services be
provided on a continuum from the time an
offender enters prison until their release into the

community.
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5.4. Lodging and Financial Needs

Offenders who are released from custody
generally receive little pre-release support in
terms of securing accommodation and may be
unable to find suitable living arrangements in
those cases in which they are not residing with
their family. This may result in some offenders
becoming homeless, street-bound, or having
unstable, unsuitable housing. Offenders who
are reconvicted after their release from prison
often point to the lack of suitable housing as a
key factor in their unsuccessful transition to life
in the community.

Many countries have invested in developing
transition houses, group homes and other
community-based facilities for young offenders in
order to facilitate their reintegration into society.

5.5. Substance Abuse Treatment

Many offenders have substance abuse

problems and numerous studies have
documented the links between substance abuse

and various types of criminality.

"Drug dependent offenders are caught in a
vicious circle. Unless the treatment they receive
in prison for their addiction is maintained on
their return to the community, the chances are
that they will relapse and begin offending again
to support their drug use. Failure to access
appropriate support services in the community
can result in offenders returning to prison time
and time again, as the cycle of offending is
perpetuated.” (Burrows, et al., 2001: 1).

Helping offenders address any drug and
alcohol-related substance abuse issues is crucial
to their social integration and their successful
reintegration into the community after a stay in
centre.

a reform school or detention

Rehabilitation programmes and services that
address the factors leading to drug and alcohol
abuse should be designed and adapted to the
age, gender and other circumstances of the
offenders.

5.6. Medical Treatment

Offenders are frequently in need of medical
care, both preventive and remedial. They have a
right to receive that care, preferably through
community health facilities and services in order to
prevent any stigmatization. The medical services
provided to offenders should seek to detect and
treat any physical or mental illness, substance
abuse or other condition that may hinder the
integration of the juvenile into society. Offenders
should have access to information and services
relating to sexually transmitted diseases (STD) and
reproductive health.

5.7. Mental Health Care

Offenders who are afflicted by mental
illness encounter unique problems in terms of
their integration in the community. They may
experience extreme social isolation and, as well,
are often at risk for a co-occurring substance
abuse disorder. These offenders also frequently
encounter particular difficulties in reconciling
with their families and in being involved in
suitable employment or educational
opportunities. The unique challenges faced by
mentally ill juvenile offenders require the
development of a community-based treatment
model of continuing care to address the risks,
needs, and vulnerabilities of this offender
group. Mental health treatment often lessens
mentally ill offenders' dependence on illicit
drugs and provides the skills necessary to build

a life free from drug dependence.
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The experience of other countries regarding
programmes for mentally offenders is that a
“one-size-fits-all” approach to programming
does not work. Interventions, to the greatest
extent possible, should be matched to the needs
of the individual juvenile offender, and that
presupposes the presence of a capacity to assess
the offenders and diagnose their illness.

5.8. Contacts with Family and the Community

While in detention, offenders have a right to
stay in contact with their family. In fact, their
successful reintegration usually depends on
maintaining and sometimes repairing their
relationships with relatives and members of the
community. The support provided by their
family will be one of the strengths upon which
they will build their successful reintegration.
Families and communities can and should play
a lead role in helping offenders prepare for their
return to the community. Families and
community resources should ideally also be
consulted and involved in planning the release
of the young offenders and their re-entry in the
community.

Another method used to ease the social
reintegration of offenders is to facilitate home
visits or temporary leaves from the institution.
This allows offenders to maintain ties with their
family, and also provides for a gradual
transition from institutional life to the
community. This preparation may be essential not
only for the offender, but also for other members
of the family who have become unaccustomed to
having the juvenile living with them.

Early release privileges may be granted to
an as part of a pre-release or conditional
programme, usually with some form of
supervision in the comunity. It can include
supervised, small group outings to sporting or

cultural activities with the institution staff, or
individual temporary release to allow the
offender to visit family, attend school, or take
part in vocational training or work opportunities
outside the institution.

The United Nations Standard Minimum
Rules for the Administration of Juvenile Justice
state that “conditional releases from an
institution shall be used by the appropriate
authority to the greatest possible extent, and
shall be granted at the earliest possible time”
(Rule 28.1). They add that “juveniles released
conditionally from an institution shall be
assisted and supervised by an appropriate
authority and shall receive full support by the
community” (Rule 28.2).

6. Institutional Programmes, Pre-release
Planning, and Post-release Programmes

The successful reintegration of offenders
must begin while they are still in the institution.
However, since not all offenders are the same,
programmes and interventions must be based
on individualized planning for each juvenile
offender. To the extent possible, institutions
should seek to tailor programmes and services
to the offenders’ individual needs.

Ideally, institutional programmes should
always include interventions by professionals
who can meet and work with the offenders and
help them plan for their successful return to the
community. A plan should be developed that
identifies the offenders’ needs and the
assistance, educational or employment
programmes that they can access to maximize
their chances for a successful social

reintegration.

In many countries, institutions accomplish
this by employing case managers, who can
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conduct a comprehensive risk and needs
assessment on each offender at their time of
their admission to an institution. Based on that
assessment, the case manager then develops,
monitors and refines an individual rehabilitation
and reintegration plan for each offender. The
plan is based on an understanding of the
offender’s strengths, risk factors, and major
needs and it strategies for helping the offender
address some of his/her problems while in the
institution.

As we have seen some of the institutional
programmes designed to prepare offenders for
their return to the community can include
education, mental health care, substance abuse
treatment, job training, counselling, and
mentoring.  These programmes are more
effective when they are centred on a full
diagnostic and assessment of the offenders
(Travis, 2000) [10]. Some of these programmes
are offered prior to the release by community-
based agencies which are equipped to provide
after-care and follow-up with the offenders
following their release from confinement.
There must be linkages between institutional
programming and community-based
interventions to ensure continuity of support for
the juvenile offender.

6.1. Aftercare Services

There are also several practical challenges
that must be faced by offenders at the time of their
release, including finding suitable accommodation
with very limited means, reconciling with their
family, managing financially with little or no
savings until they begin to earn some lawful
remuneration, accessing a range of everyday
necessities, and accessing services and support for
their specific needs.

Many countries have developed policies
and programmes designed to assist offenders
who are returning to the community after their
release from an insittuion. These interventions
are variously referred to as “aftercare”,
“transitional care”, “reentry” or “re-entry
support”, “reintegration”, or ‘resettlement”.
Some post-release interventions may begin
while the offender is still incarcerated with the
intent of facilitating post-release adjustment.

Re-entry programmes for offenders are
often based on a case-management approach
and cover a range of interventions. These
interventions are designed to assist offenders in
preparing for their release from confinement by
helping them acquire the skill sets required to
succeed in the community, address personal
challenges and the factors associated with their
criminal behaviour, and establish the necessary
contacts and relationships in the community.
Many, if not most, of these programmes include
some of form of supervision.

Programmes are typically developed on the
basis of the current understanding of the
dynamic risk factors associated with recidivism,
the typical needs of juvenile offenders, and the
challenges they encounter upon their release
from prison. Programmes vary according to the
recidivism risk factors and the type of social
integration challenges they are designed to
address. Many programmes focus on one or
more of the specific challenges confronting the
offenders after their release (See also:
Dandurand et al. 2008).

6.2. Surveillance-based Programs

Many countries have conditional release
programs involving the early conditional
release of offenders and their supervision in the
community. In some countries, every period of
detention is followed by a period of supervision
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in the community, as part of the offender’s
sentence. At the time of sentencing, the judge
must clearly state the portion of the sentence
that is to be served in detention and the portion
that is to be served in the community.
Conditions are normally attached to these
arrangements. If an offender breaches one of
these conditions while under supervision in the
community, that can result in a change in
conditions or in the offender being returned to
detention.

There are four models of post-release
supervision: 1) risk-based; 2) needs-based; 3)
middle-ground; and, 4) strength-based (Maruna
and LeBel, 2002) [11]. Risk-based strategies
operate on the premise that offenders are
dangerous and need to be controlled and closely
monitored. Needs-based supervision strategies
focus on offenders’ criminogenic needs, which
means parole supervisors help offenders get
appropriate treatment in programs such as
cognitive skills training and addictions
counseling (Burnett and Maruna, 2006) [12].
The body of evidence supporting this
supervision strategy is stronger than that for the
risk-based strategy, as recidivism has been
shown to decrease slightly when offenders and
treatment programs are matched correctly
(Maruna and LeBel, 2002). The ‘middle-
ground’ position is a combination of these two
“deficit-based” models.

The final supervision strategy is the
strengths-based model which views offenders
as “assets to be managed rather than merely
liabilities to be supervised” (Maruna and LeBel,
2002:167-68). This approach is based on the
assumption that prisoners are stigmatized, and
that it is their stigma that makes them more
likely to commit further crime, rather than any
inherent dangerousness. Proponents of the
‘strengths-based’ approach believe that the

process of rehabilitation is facilitated by having
offenders make amends with the community by
demonstrating their value and potential. These
opportunities provide ex-prisoners with the
opportunity to experience success in support
and leadership roles. The aim of this approach
is to transform the ex-prisoner from being a
consumer of assistance to a provider of
assistance which, in turn, results in the
offender’s de-stigmatization by the community,
as the offender is perceived as having
something to offer (Maruna and LeBel, 2002).
Research supports the underlying principles of
the strengths-based approach (Maruna, 2001;
Sampson and Laub, 2001) [13,14].

The available empirical evidence suggests
that intensive supervision programs have not
reduced the rates of re-offending (Paparozzi and
Gendreau, 2005) [15]. This has been due, in
part, to the fact that these programs tend to
target low-risk offender populations, contrary to
the research literature which suggests that high-
risk offenders are most likely to benefit from
intensive institutional and community-based
correctional interventions (Andrews and Bonta,
2003; Paparozzi and Gendreau, 2005,
Dandurand et al, 2008) [16, 17].

In order to reduce offender recidivism and
thereby increase public safety, we need to
examine the policies and practices of releasing
and supervising authorities who are managing
these discretionary early release programmes.
In a typically large percentage of cases of early
or conditional released offenders, these
offenders fail to successfully reintegrate the
community because they violate one of the
conditions of their release or commit a new
crime. In fact, in many countries, a large
proportion of the prison population is there
because of the offenders’ failure under
community supervision (Dandurand et al,
2008a) [18].
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Tai hoa nhip xa hoi doi véi ngudi pham toi

Nguyén Khic Hai', Yvon Dandurand®

'Khoa Ludt, Pai hoc Quéc gia Ha Ngi, 144 Xudn Thiiy, Cdu Gidy, Ha Noi, Viét Nam
ZVién Phdt trién Toan cdau, Truong Dai hoc Faraser Valley Abbotsford, BC, Canada

Tém tit: Nghién ctru nay tiép can khéi niém "tdi hoa nhap" véi tu cich 1a cic bién phdp hoi nhap
x4 hdi dugc 1ap ra dé gitp nguoi pham tdi dugce tha tir mdt co so tude bo ty do nhu nha tu, noi tam
giam hay truong gido dudng, giip ho déi mat véi nhing thach thirc lién quan t6i viée trd vé véi cong
ddng. Sy hd trg nay bao gdm cé viéc giai quyét nhitng nhu ciu ctia ngudi pham t6i va ndm bét dugc su
nguy hiém ma ho c¢6 thé gy ra cho cong ddng. Cac chuong trinh va céc bién phép phai theo diing tién
d6 dé xdc dinh va giai quyét nhu clu cia nguoi pham toi nhdm chuén bi cho ho trd vé cong déng. Mot
khia canh quan trong cua su can thiép hiéu qua cho viéc hdi nhép xa hdi cia ngudi pham tdi la viée
thong hiéu vé nhimng yéu t6 c6 kha nang giy nguy hai cho ho ciing nhu gdy khé khin cho nhirng hoat
dong binh thudng trong xi hdi cta ho. Cdc chuong trinh ¢6 tinh chét can thiép di duoc mo rong &
nhiéu nude khdc nhau nham hd tro sy hoa nhép xa hi cia nhitng ngudi pham tdi, ching khic nhau vé
tinh hiéu qua va khong chuong trinh nio ¢6 hiéu qua cho tit ca cdc loai ngudi pham toi. Céc bién phap
can thiép hiéu qua nhét 12 nhitng bién phap truc tiép giai quyét cic nhu cau va nhimng thich thirc ma
ngudi pham t6i phai d6i mit, ciing nhu céc yéu td mang tinh rii ro ctia ho. Nhitng chwong trinh cta
céc co quan td chirc va cdc chuong trinh duya trén co sé cong dong phai bd sung cho nhau va tip trung
vao gido duc, viéc 1am, chd &, nan nghién ruou va nghién ma tdy, stc khoe tim than, nhitng mang lu6i
xa hoi, k¥ nang nhan thirc, quan diém va théi do.

Twr khoa: Hoa nhap; Tai hoa nhdp; Hoa nhap xa h(f)j; T,éi hoa nhép xa hoi; T4i hoa nhap xa hoi voi
nguodi pham tdi, cic chuong trinh tai hoa nhép;Cac yéu to nguy co;Tédi pham; Sy cdi tao;Tdi pham.



