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Abstract

Probation and parole are intended as alternatives to incarceration for eligible
offenders. In various European jurisdictions research studies indicated the importance of
the offenders’ perspective in supervision; however, the contribution of this factor is still
unclear and underexplored. In the present study, we explored the offenders’ experience
of the supervision process, based upon the experience of 22 convicts. To understand the
offenders’ experience, we used the newly constructed tool, Eurobarometer, which
measures eight core domains of offender supervision. The pilot study was conducted in
Belgrade and was a part of the European Cooperation in Science and Technology initiative
(COST) which was implemented in eight European jurisdictions. Results confirmed that
the offenders’ perception of supervision can be significant in various domains of offenders’
life and that Eurobarometer can be significant in capturing that experience.

Key words: offenders, supervision, probation, criminal justice, alternative sanctions.

N3 YIJIA IPECTYIIHUKA:
NWIOT-CTYJAUJA O HCKYCTBY HAJI3BOPA
Y KPUBUYHOIIPABHOM CUCTEMY CPBUJE

AncTpakT

[Ipobarja mpeacTaBba aNTepHATHBY 3aTBapamy 3a mojodHe ocyhenuke. Y pa-
3IMYUTUM TIPaBHUM CHCTeMHMa y EBpOITH, HCTpaxuBama Cy ykasajia Ha 3Ha4aj I1mo-
cMaTparma Haa30pa M3 MEepCreKTHBE OCyljeHHKa, alM IOIPHHOC OBOT (akropa jour
YBEK HHje CacBHMM jacaH HUTH JOBOJFHO UCTPaXkKeH. Y OBOj CTYAMjH HCTPAXKEHO je Ha
KOjH Hau¥H NPECTYNHUIM JOKHBJbABA]y IPOLIEC HAA30pa, U TO HA OCHOBY HCKYCTBa
22 ocyhenuka. Kako 6u ce pa3ymenno MCKYCTBO NPECTyNHHKa, KopuiuheH je HOBO-
OCMHIIUbEHH HHCTPYMEHT — Eypobapomerap, KOji MepH 0caM KJbY4YHHX JIOMEHa HaJ-
30pa mpectymnHuka. [Tninor-cTyauja crpoBeneHa je y beorpany m mpencraBiba /€0
EBporcke nHULMjaTHBE 32 capaamwy y Hayuu u texHonoruju (LIOCT), koja je mpume-
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ECHA y 0CaM €BPOIICKUX NIPAaBOCYHUX cUCTeMa. Pe3ynraTti ncrpaxnBama HOTBPAMIN

Cy J1a Ha4MH Ha KOjH MPECTYITHUIM TEPIHUIINpajy Haa30p MOKe OWTH 3HaYajaH y pa-

3JMYUTHM JOMEHHMa HUXOBOT JKMBOTA, Kao M 1a EypobGapoMerap Moke HONPHHETH

OCTBapHBamy YBH/A Y TO BbHXOBO HCKYCTBO.

Kibyune peun: mpecTymHUIM, HaA30p, Ipodalija, KpUBUYHO NIPABO, aITCPHATUBHE
CaHKLHje.

INTRODUCTION

In each contemporary stage of substantial criminal justice reform,
including the progressive period, the “decarceration” movement in the
1960s, the push for “intermediate sanctions” in the 1990s, and the initial
stirrings of reform in the present-day period, probation has been promoted
as a cheaper and more effective alternative to custodial sanctions (Phelps,
2013). The effects of imprisonment on recidivism have been investigated
in recent years in an attempt to provide further information and broaden
knowledge regarding incarceration and its effect on offenders in various
criminal justice systems. According to the research studies, imprisonment
tends to produce recidivism with increasing effects on perpetrators
compared to probation (Mitchell, Cochran, & Mears, 2016), while lengthier
terms of incarceration do not reduce recidivism, but may even boost it
(Mears, Cochran, & Bales, 2016).

Incarceration either exerts little influence on the offenders' re-
socialization or may even be criminogenic (Nagin & Matthew, 2013).
Although the empirical evidence is inconsistent, the support for the argument
that offenders placed on probation are less likely to re-offend than those
sentenced to prison is confirmed across research studies (Spohn & Holleran
2002; Green and Winik, 2010; Phelps, 2013). The costs of imprisonment,
prevention of recidivism and reoffending rate have contributed to the
expansion of various alternative or community-based sanctions and measures
in most European and worldwide jurisdictions (McNeill, 2013). Probation
does not require individuals to leave their families, quit their jobs, and cycle
back and forth into and out of their communities, while community sanctions
improve the re-socialization through the community engagement and provide
the opportunity for offenders to participate in social and pedagogical
treatment (Phelps, 2013; Zeleskov Pori¢ & Batricevié, 2014; Zeleskov Porié,
Batric¢evi¢, & Kuzmanovi¢, 2014). Additionally, the offenders’ stigmatization
is minimized and elements of restorative justice are included (Copi¢, 2015,
p. 7).

In the majority of jurisdictions rehabilitation, retribution and
reparation are considered as the main purposes of probation (Mclvor,
Beyens, & Blay, 2010). Depending on national legislation, alternative
sanctions may include various activities such as the fulfillment of particular
obligations, drug or alcohol abuse treatment, psychological councelling, and
assistance, community service, compensation of damage for the victim, etc.
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Some of these activities may be accompanied by surveillance — whether
electronic or through regular meetings with the supervisor (Zeleskov Pori¢ &
Batric¢evi¢, 2014, p. 76). Community sanctions are defined as "the sanctions
and measures which maintain the offender in the community and involve
some restriction of his liberty through the imposition of conditions and/or
obligations, and which are implemented by bodies designated in law for that
purpose™ (Council of Europe, 1992, p.11). The term designates any sanction
imposed by a court or a judge, and any measure taken before or instead of a
decision on a sanction, as well as ways of enforcing a sentence of
imprisonment outside a prison establishment (Council of Europe 1992, p.11).
The use of the term ‘measures’ or ‘sanctions’ implies to measures imposed
pre-court and/or in lieu of prosecution, rather than restricting our attention to
those that are imposed by judicial or quasi-judicial bodies (McNeill, 2013).
For the purpose of this research, community sanctions are defined as:

"Sanctions and measures that maintain the offender in the community
and involve some restriction of his liberty through the imposition of
conditions and/or obligations, which are implemented by bodies
designated in law for that purpose" (Durnescu, 2013, p. 418).

These include community service, a conditional sentence with
protective supervision and enforcement of imprisonment in the premises of
the offender’s permanent or temporary residence. Pre-trial measures and
measures applied during criminal procedure designed to avoid or stop
criminal procedure are not included in the definition. For the purpose of this
paper, the term ‘community sanctions’ does not include the following
measures: conditional release with protective surveillance (i.e. the cases in
which the measures of protective surveillance are imposed alongside with
conditional release), special measures that are imposed on the perpetrators of
criminal offences against sexual freedom committed against juvenile persons
in accordance with the Law on Special Measures for the Prevention of
Criminal Offences against Sexual Freedom Committed against Juvenile
Persons.

Community service is imposed on the offenders who committed
criminal offenses for which imprisonment is up to three years or a fine is
prescribed and it has been introduced to the Serbian System of criminal law
in 2005, when Criminal Code, that came into force in 2006, was adopted
(Zeleskov Pori¢, Batri¢evié, & Petrovié, 2015, p. 81). It includes any kind
of socially acceptable and useful work that does not offend human dignity
and that is not performed with the intention to obtain material (financial)
benefits. It cannot be shorter than 60 hours and may not exceed 360 hours.
On a monthly basis, it may not exceed a 60 hours’ period and has to be
conducted in the term between one and six months. Community service
cannot be imposed on the offender without his consent. If the offender fails
to fulfill all the obligations imposed within the punishment of community
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service, the court can replace it with imprisonment (Criminal Code of the
Republic of Serbia, 2005, Paragraph 52).

Community Service must not endanger the health and safety of the
convicted person and has to be conducted within a legal person that
performs activities of public interest, particularly humanitarian, medical,
environmental and communal jobs (Paragraph 39, Law on the Execution of
Non-custodial Sanctions and Measures,). The convicted person is obliged
to complete the community service within the agreed term and in the
manner that has been determined by the program. If the convicted person
severely neglects his or her working obligations, the Probation Officer shall
have a conversation with him or her, give him or her necessary advice and
warn him or her about the consequences of such behavior. However, if,
even after the warning, the convicted person continues to seriously neglect
his or her obligations, the Officer shall inform the court and the Probation
Office about that fact, as well as about all relevant facts, circumstances and
reasons (Paragraph 43).

Conditional sentence can be imposed if the punishment determined by
the court does not exceed a two years' period. When imposing this sanction,
the court takes into consideration the personality of the offender, his previous
life, his behavior after offending, the degree of his guilt and other
circumstances under which the offense has been committed. A conditional
sentence cannot be imposed on the offenders who have committed offenses
for which imprisonment exceeding 10 years' period, or a more severe
punishment, is prescribed. Also, the conditional sentence cannot be imposed
if less than 5 years have passed from the moment when the judgment, by
which the punishment of imprisonment for an offense committed with
premeditation was imposed on the offender, became legally binding.
Protective supervision can be added if after taking into account the offender's
personality, previous life, and behavior after committing the offense, and, in
particular, his attitude towards the victim of the offense, the court estimates
that protective supervision will contribute to the accomplishment of the
purpose of the conditional sentence. It can be accompanied by some of the
obligations, enumerated in Paragraph 73 of Criminal Code.

The execution of imprisonment in the premises of offender's
permanent or temporary residence can be imposed if the imposed sentence
does not exceed one year and if the offender's personality, previous life,
behavior after the commission of the criminal offence, degree of guilt and
other relevant circumstances suggest that the purpose of punishment can be
accomplished in that way. It cannot be applied on the offender who
committed a criminal offense against marriage and family if the offender and
the victim live in the same household (Criminal Code of the Republic of
Serbia, 2005, Paragraph 45, Subparagraph 5). Electronic supervision is
applied by the Probation Office in cooperation with the police and the device
for locating the convicted person is set in accordance with Paragraph 17 of
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the Law on the Execution of Non-custodial Sanctions and Measures
(Paragraph 22). The convicted person is not allowed to leave the premises of
his or her permanent residence except in the cases enumerated by the law.
However, he or she may dwell outside these premises for a maximum of 2
hours per day between 1 and 5 p.m. If the convicted person abuses his or her
rights, the Director of the Administration for the Enforcement of Criminal
Sanctions may ban them (Paragraph 23).

The cases in which the convicted person may leave the premises of his
or her residence (after submitting an appeal to the Director of the
Administration for the Enforcement of Criminal Sanctions and receiving his
or her positive decision) are enumerated by Paragraph 24 of the Law on the
Execution of Non-custodial Sanctions and Measures, and primarily refer to
urgent situations such as medical assistance, professional engagement,
education etc. The Probation Officer informs the Court if the convicted
person violates his obligations, as well as about the circumstances that might
avert the enforcement of the sentence (Paragraph 28, Law on the Execution
of Non-custodial Sanctions and Measures). Paragraph 30 of the previously
cited Law empowers the Probation Officer to check (either personally or via
phone call) whether the convicted person is present in the premises of his or
her residence or at another place determined within the application program,
without previous warning, as well as to interview his family members and
employer.

Although the aforementioned legislative framework does provide for
the application of community sanctions in accordance with international
standards, the Regular Annual Report of the Protector of Citizens of the
Republic of Serbia suggests that “the alternative sanctions system of the
Republic of Serbia still does not have sufficient capacity and scope”
(Protector of Citizens, 2015, p. 135). Due to a shortage of staff and
equipment needed for the implementation of alternative sentencing, those
sentences that are imposed are hardly ever enforced (Protector of Citizens,
2015, p 135). In spite of these problems, the European Commission's Report
on Serbia's progress towards the European Union in 2017 suggests that there
has been some upgrading regarding the enforcement of community sanctions
in Serbia. The Report has confirmed that pilot projects in cooperation with
local self-governments and civil society on alternative sanctions and
reintegration continued and proved successful in the past year. Since the
Republic of Serbia is determined to further improve its system of community
sanctions, conducting a series of multidisciplinary scientific research on
various aspects of this part of the penal system seems inevitable. This
particularly refers to the impacts of community sanctions on the reduction in
the prison population, the socialization of offenders and the prevention of
recidivism.
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Why does the offenders’ opinion matter?

It is universally accepted that punishment includes a loss, suspension
or circumscription of rights. It is also undoubted that a punishment may
never involve the denial of all rights and slip into cruelty and oppression.
That is the reason why the Council of Europe Recommendations such as
the European Prison Rules and the European Probation Rules represent
valuable guidelines to clarify which rights are to be defended and promoted
for people subject to punishment, and which may be taken away from them
or reduced (Canton, 2016). This also affects community sanctions, in the
case of which, the consent of the offender and his willingness to cooperate
with the representatives of the penal system and even with the victim has
special importance. Numerous legislations insist on the consent of the
offender before the imposing of certain community sanctions, which makes
them in this respect unique. Apart from having a strong ethical connotation,
the offender's consent is also considered a sign of his readiness to comply
and to cooperate actively (Canton, 2016).

The aforementioned does not refer solely to formal consent, given
prior to the imposing of some community sanctions such as community
service, for example, but also to the offender's willingness to play an active
role throughout the entire process of the enforcement of the community
sanction. The offender's willingness not only to comply with the obligations
derived from his community sanction but also to truly and sincerely embrace
the process of re-socialization and social re-integration and abandon his
criminal behavioral pattern depends on numerous circumstances. Among
them, the offender’s attitude towards the imposed obligations, the
circumstances under which they are to be fulfilled, the probation officer(s),
the offense itself and the victim can have a serious impact on the success of
the re-socialization and prevention of re-offending. Therefore, the importance
to observe the entire process of supervision from the offenders' perspective is
crucial. In this context, the aim of the pilot study was to explore the
experiences of supervision in Serbian criminal justice system from the
perspective of the offenders themselves.

METHOD

Measures and procedure

The data collected in this research were gathered through a structured
pan-European quantitative survey, the Eurobarometer on Experiencing
Supervision (EES) developed within the Experiencing Supervision
Eurobarometer subproject under the Cost Action (IS1106) on 'Offender
Supervision in Europe' (Flynn & Little, 2016). According to Durnescu,
Kennefick, & Sucic (2018), the development of the survey was
methodologically based on Bieker (1982) and Cornel (2000) writings. The
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survey was developed and tested across eight jurisdictions (Croatia, England,
Ireland, Lithuania, Norway, Romania, Serbia, and Spain) and the results of
this pilot study have been published recently (Durnescu, Kennefick, & Sucic,
2018). The instrument measures eight core domains of supervision:
Supervision as a human service, Offender’s perception regarding the
supervisor, The relationship between the offender and the supervisor,
Supervision and the practical help, Supervision and compliance, Breach
practice, Supervision and rehabilitation and the offender’s involvement and
participation (Durnescu et al., 2018). The instrument consists of 55 items,
and each dimension is reflected in two or more items in the questionnaire
(Durnescu & Grafl, 2015). For the purpose of this article, we re-analyze the
instrument and find that the items indicate three broad dimensions of the
experiencing supervision by offenders: the general experience of supervision,
the perception of the relationship with the probation officer, and the
Perception of the current impact of the sanction on various social life aspects.

Participants

Due to the lack of financial means and restricted Eurobarometer
subproject duration, but with the aim to create a more comprehensive picture
about the offenders’ experiencing supervision, the data were gathered from a
small convenient sample of respondents, with different backgrounds and
characteristics. The sample was created through the assistance of the offender
supervisors, who provided the contact between researchers and respondents
available in the moment of conducting of this pilot study. The respondents
were included in the study on a voluntary basis.

The sample comprises 22 persons who have been imposed one of the
following alternative sanctions: 1) conditional sentence with protective
supervision including protective measures (4 persons, 18%), 2) execution of
imprisonment in the premises of offender's permanent or temporary residence
with electronic surveillance (7 persons, 32%), 3) execution of imprisonment
in the premises of offender's permanent or temporary residence without
electronic surveillance (11 persons, 50%). Altogether 17 persons (77%) are
male and their average age is 39 (SD=9.58, Range=22-57 years). When it
comes to education, 16 persons (73%) have graduated from high school, 4
(18%) have graduated from elementary school, 2 (9%) have got higher, i.e.
high education and 2 (9%) were attending school when this survey was
conducted. When employment is concerned, 7 (32%) persons were employed
at the time when the survey was conducted. Out of them, 6 had a full-time
job (at least 35 hours a week). Only 1 person was a social services
beneficiary. In total, 10 persons (45%) live alone — either as singles (8.35%)
or as divorced (2.10%), whereas 12 persons (55%) live in a family, out of
which 9.41% are married and 3.14% are not. One-half of the surveyed
persons (11) have children — 6 of them have got 1 child and 5 have 2. When
housing is considered, 13 persons (59%) live in the apartment or the house of
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their family members, 8 (36%) live in their own apartment, and 1 person
lives in a rented apartment. When it comes to the history of offending when
they committed the first offense they were, on average, 25.8 years old
although the age range of the first offense varies between 16 and 46 years.
The majority of them (10.45%) have been arrested only once in their life, but
4 of them (18%) have been arrested for more than 10 times. Moreover, 10
persons (45%) have not previously been sentenced to imprisonment, whereas
2 persons (10%) have been imprisoned twice or more. They have been
sentenced for committing the following offences: illegal production, keeping
and circulation of narcotics, crimes against property such as theft, aggravated
or compound larceny, grand larceny, and robbery, family (domestic)
violence, failure to provide maintenance, mediation in prostitution, criminal
offences against road traffic safety and abuse of office. In total, 8 persons
(35%) have not previously been under the supervision, 10 (45%) have been
once, and 4 (18%) have been under the supervision for more than 2 times.

RESULTS

The Perception of Current Sanction

The alternative sanctions on the participants have mostly been
imposed for the following criminal offences: illegal production, keeping and
circulation of narcotics, crimes against property such as theft, aggravated or
compound larceny, grand larceny, and robbery, family (domestic) violence,
failure to provide maintenance, fraud, accepting bribery, various forms of
falsifying and criminal offences against road traffic safety. In average, the
imposed punishment lasts for 12.95 months (SD=9.01). The shortest
punishment imposed lasted for 4 months and the longest for 36 months. Most
common punishments are those of 12 months (7 persons, 32%) and 6 months
(5 persons, 23%). At the moment when the survey was conducted, the
average duration of supervision was 6.24 months (SD=4.74). The shortest
duration was 2 and the longest 22 months. The participants said that they
were obliged to spend time in their house or apartment with limited free time
(maximum of 2 hours), to answer the calls of the probation officer, to write
appeals in case they wanted to leave the premises of their residence, to
respect the obligations of “house prison”. Their alternative sanctions
comprised some other measures as well, including obligatory psychiatric
treatment, i.e. sessions with the psychiatrist once in two months and meetings
with the probation officer once a month. In total, 79% of the participants
claimed that they fully agreed with their obligations within alternative
sanctions. Altogether 4 persons (18%) stated that they did not find the
enforcement of punishment difficult. Nevertheless, they emphasized the
following as the hardest aspects of their sanctions: not being able to work
and provide the same amount of financial income as they used to prior to the
sanction, limited freedom of movement and spending a lot of time at home —
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as one of them said: “I can’t take my children to the park”. Loneliness was
also mentioned as one of the issues therein.

On the other hand, being able to spend their time at home with their
families, having 2 hours of spare time and not being in prison were pointed
out as the best aspects of the alternative sanctions. It is also important to
mention that many participants highlighted the relationship with the
probation officer and, as one of them stated, “Unexpected kindness of the
staff, i.e. the probation officer”, as an easing aspect of the sanction.
Moreover, it should be underlined that 3 participants did not find any aspect
of their sanction difficult. Only one participant admitted that he missed the
meeting with his probation officer without any justification. Also, another
participant admitted that he breached his obligations related to the
enforcement of sanction. In both cases, the probation officer warned the
offenders about the possibility to re-initiate the criminal procedure against
them.

When it comes to the inclusion of the offenders in the process of the
enforcement of alternative sanctions, 76.4% of them claimed that they were
involved with the development of the supervision program, 62.5% stated
that they participated in the setting of supervision goals, 76.5% said that
they were participating in the decision-making process pertinent to the final
content of supervision program, whereas only 52.9% admitted that they
were taking part in the planning of the frequency of meetings with the
probation officer. It is important to mention that 29% of the offenders (i.e. 6
of them) responded they were informed about their legal right to participate
in the planning of the frequency of their meetings with the probation
officer. In spite of some improvement efforts in accordance with the
recommendations of the European Commission, the Ombudsperson, and
the non-governmental sector, the current situation in Serbian prisons
including overpopulation, inappropriate physical conditions, recidivism, a
high percentage of prisoners sent to closed sector etc. is still not on an
appropriate level. The fact that the prisoners are isolated from their family
and broader social environment, as well as their inferior position in the
strict system of prison hierarchy indicate that there is a need for an
extensive application of innovative alternative forms of sentencing. This
particularly refers to minor (less serious) offenses and primary offenders.
New forms of treatment and supervision are supposed to follow social
changes and the characteristics of each individual offender such as his or
her personal qualities, age, gender, educational level, type of criminal
offense, family status etc. They are expected to minimize the number of
harmful consequences of the conviction and enable the offenders to
continue their lives without re-offending.

The data from Figure 1 show that offenders have a positive attitude
towards the supervision, which they expressed through the following
statements: “a way to make me think twice before I re-offend”; “a way to
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make me reconsider the questions and issues related to my offence”; “the
consequence of the fact that | have committed a minor (less serious) criminal
offence that does not require imprisonment” and “a way for me to
understand my offending behavior”. On the other hand, a part of the

offenders considers supervision useless, a waste of time and a limitation of
freedom.

A necessary measure to improve public safety.
Assistance for me.

A way to keep an eye on me.

A way for me to understand my offending
behaviour.

A way for me to be deterred from offending in
general.

A waste of time.

The consequence of the fact that I have
committed a minor (less serious) criminal..

A punishment for my criminal offence.

A chance to prove myself.

A way for me to redeem to the society for my
criminal offence.

Useless.

The consequence of good report on my |
previous behaviour.

Limitation of my freedom.

A way to redeem myself for the problemsI |
have caused to others.

A way for me to progress as a person.
A way for me to stay out of trouble.
The result of the fact that I have a good lawyer.
Senseless.
A way to protect other people from myself.

A way to repair the damage I have caused.

A way to make me re-consider the questions
and issues related to my offence.
A way to make me think twice before I re-
offend.

0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50 4.00 4.5

Figure 1. Perception of Supervision

The fact that 10 participants (45%) have not previously been
imprisoned, should be used as a motivation to make the supervision their
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“last” sanction (Figure 2). This can be achieved with the assistance and
support of professionally trained probation officers and through well-
designed programs, especially when it comes to education, obtaining and
upgrading of professional skills and qualifications, finishing various online
courses and expanding their knowledge. Probation services should be more
closely connected with the partners on the national and local level, including
educational, non-governmental and employment services. That would
improve the social integration of the offenders.

It 15 useful for me.

I want to change my life.

My probation officer 15 very strict and will
notice 1f I do not fulfil my obligations.

I do not find supervision difficult.
My life circumstances have changed.

I find visiting my probation officer pleasant.

I believe that fulfilling the obligations 1s my
personal success.

I do not have a choice.
I will not re-offend.
I find supervision helpful.

I am afraid of legal consequences

000 030 1.00 130 200 230 300 330 400

Figure 2. The Reasons for Fulfilling the Obligations within the Sanction

The Perception of the Relationship with the Probation Officer

The offenders stated that they were under the supervision of their
probation officers for averagely 6.07 months (SD=4.89). The shortest period
lasted for 2 and the longest for 22 months. The majority of them — 15 (68%)
were under the supervision of the same probation officer throughout the
entire period of the sanction enforcement, 5 persons (22%) changed the
probation officer twice and 2 (10%) more than twice. 8 persons (36%) had to
meet their probation officers once a month, 9 (41%) twice a month and 1
once a week. But, 4 offenders (18%) admitted that they had not met their
probation officers in the past month. When it comes to the duration of the
meeting with the probation officer, 7 persons (32%) said that their meetings
usually lasted between 30 and 60 minutes, whereas 68% of them claimed that
their meetings lasted less than 30 minutes. Offenders expressed a high level
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of satisfaction when it comes to their relationship with their probation officers
(AS=4.73, SD=.46, Min=4.00, Max=5.00). They perceive the role of the
probation officer as advisory and supportive (10 persons or 45%) and 5
persons (23%) saw their probation officer as a friend. Some of them (4
persons or 18%) perceived the probation officer as a member of the prison
staff or supervisor (2 persons or 10%). One person said that he perceived his
probation officer as his counselor.

Table 1. Perception of the Role of Probation Officer

My probation officer: M SD
1 Dedicates to me a reasonable amount of time during our meetings.  4.27 .88
2 Works with me to help me to complete the supervision successfully. 423 .97
3 Treats me with respect when we meet. 432 94
4 Is informed. 427 98
5 Listens to me. 4.27 .98
6 Informs me about my progress during supervision. 4.00 1.02
7 Helps me to stay out of trouble. 3.82 1.40
8 Has been working together with me on defining the things I should  4.18 .96
change.
9 Compliments me when | make a good decision. 414 .96
10 Takes care of me. 4.14 1.08
11 Understands me. 4.22 1.07
12 Is a person one can trust to. 432 94
13 Is optimistic about my future. 441 1.18
14 Greets me in a kind and professional manner. 436 .95
15 Helps me with finding appropriate services. 432 1.09
16 Does not leave me waiting too long when visiting me. 416 1.34

The perception of the probation officer’s role (Table 1) is more than
encouraging in comparison to the attitudes of prisoners towards prison
staff. It is enough to mention that in Serbian prisons, one educator
sometimes has to work with around 100 prisoners, which limits his or her
possibilities to implement treatment programs in a correct manner. Many
prisoners do not even get the opportunity to meet their educators. In that
context, statements such as: “treats me with respect when we meet”, “is a
person on can trust to”, “is optimistic about my future”, “greets me in a
kind and professional manner” and “helps me with finding appropriate
services” should be seriously considered and used as directions when it
comes to the successful treatment of this category of offenders. A positive,
honest and friendly relationship with the probation officer based on trust
and cooperation should be treated in the same manner (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Relationship with the Probation Officer

Table 2 shows the needs of the offenders and the types of
assistance and help that the probation officers can provide for them: to
search for, find or keep a place to live, a job or a professional training or
education, to avoid troubles, to resolve problems with money or debts, to
obtain or maintain certain benefits such as social welfare service’s help
and deal with legal problems.

Table 2. The help of Probation Officer

Relationship with the Probation Officer has helped me: Foositive %0

1 To search for, find or keep a place to live. 7 318
2 To search for, find or keep a job. 7 318
3 To search for, find or keep professional training or education. 8 364
4 With free time activities that will help me not to get into trouble. 10 455
5 With money or debts related problems. 7 318
6 To obtain or maintain certain benefits such as social welfare service’s help. 7 31.8
7 To deal with legal problems. 10 455
8 To start or continue an appropriate rehabilitation treatment for the abuse of 9 40.9

psychoactive substances (narcotics/alcohol).

9 To start or continue an appropriate psychological treatment. 11 50.0
10 To endure or control anger or other feelings. 10 455
11 To manage the problems with my family/partner/children. 10 455
12 To manage the problems with my friends or associates. 9 409
13 To handle my other personal issues. 11 50.0

Also, they can help with starting or continuing with an appropriate
rehabilitation treatment for the abuse of psychoactive substances (narcotics/
alcohol) or psychological treatment, anger management and resolving some
family and personal issues.

Perception of Current Impact of the Sanction on Various Social Life Aspects

How others perceive the offenders who are serving alternative
sanctions is also of great importance and can affect different aspects of
their social life. Offenders themselves said that, from the beginning of
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serving alternative sanction, family members and close friends perceived
them more positively (Figure 4). Toward their opinion, persons in charge
of law enforcement also showed relatively positive attitudes toward them.
It is very important that they do not know what their employers' and/or
teachers' attitude toward them after committing the crime is and the
beginning of serving alternative sanction - this finding is very important
in the context of their reintegration and social inclusion after serving the
sanction.
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Figure 4. Perception of other people’s attitude towards
the offenders serving alternative sanction (%)

Employers or
teachers

Offenders reported impacts of alternative sanctions on various
aspects of their social life as both - positive and negative (Figure 5). They
stated that relatively positive impact of serving alternative sanctions is on
their future, primarily in improved family relationships and their health
status, whereas more than half of participants (62%) confirmed the
negative effect of serving alternative sanctions in terms of their financial
and economic situation. These findings could be very important in the
context of their reintegration and the potential risk of recidivism, as well
as the organization of serving the alternative sanctions generally.
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DISCUSSION
Why is Probation Necessary?

There are several reasons indicating that alternative sanctions,
including probation, are not only preferable but necessary measures for
crime and recidivism suppression. The reality of Serbian prisons
inappropriate living conditions, overpopulation, lack of professional staff
members, particularly in the services for treatment, education, and
employment diminishes the chances of implementing successful
rehabilitation and treatment programs (BatriCevi¢, 2011, p. 149). This
contributes to a very high recidivism rate (around 60%) that has been
increasing since the 1990’s (Knezi¢, 2017, p. 191). Another factor
contributing to a high percentage of re-offenders is the fact that those who
have committed minor criminal offenses are often kept together with
serious offenders, which increases the risk of so-called “criminal infection”
(Joseph, 2013; Rosenblum, 2008; Voss, 1995).

The overpopulation of prisons is constant and the incarceration of
persons serving short prison sentences only makes the prisons even more
crowded. At the same time, alternative sanctions reduce the number of
imprisoned persons, do not lead to the disintegration of the family, loss of
friends and contacts with the social environment. Another problem
affecting Serbian prisons is the fact that the number of staff members in
charge of enforcing supervision is insufficient due to lack of financial
resources. Furthermore, their competences and professional qualifications
for working with offenders are not always appropriate. Namely, not all of
them are lawyers, psychologists, andragogists or social workers. This pilot
study suggests that probation officers, as well as other persons involved
with the process, should treat offenders with respect, earn their trust,
support and assist them in order to successfully complete the process of
supervision. Without this kind of help, the majority of offenders would be
exposed to the same impacts and circumstances that had led them to
offending. The fact that 10 participants in this pilot study had not
previously been imprisoned and that alternative sanction was their first
sanction is encouraging. Namely, these persons were not and will not be
exposed to “criminal infection”, which, according to many researchers
represent one of the key factors contributing to the increase in crime and
recidivism.

The frequency of meetings between the offenders and their
probation officers and the fact that the offenders are satisfied with their
probation officers’ approaches represent a positive example. It becomes
even more important if compared with the prisoners’ attitudes towards their
educators, who are prison staff members. The prisons are overcrowded and
the number of educators is insufficient, so there is no opportunity for
prisoners to develop such relationships with their educators. The way in
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which the offenders perceive their probation officers is very important for
the success of their re-integration, the change of their free time activities,
their professional training etc. The attitude of other persons towards
alternative sanctioning and offenders who are serving them is also of great
importance and can affect different aspects of their social life. This
especially refers to the stigmatization or labeling of former offenders, who
often face barriers to community reintegration including negative attitudes
of the members of the public (Rade, Desmarais, & Mitchell, 2016). A study
conducted in 2008 showed that male prisoners’ (N = 450) perceived stigma
was correlated with the anticipated withdrawal from society (Winnick &
Bodkin, 2008). Another more recent study confirmed the positive
correlation between the former prisoners’ (N = 229) perceived stigma and
the number of lifetime probation violations and a violent felony conviction
(LeBel, 2012). This suggests that the perceived stigma is linked to the
maladaptive behaviors of offenders (Moore, Stuewig, & Tangney, 2016).

Supporting the offenders to participate in various professional
trainings and taking online courses during the enforcement of alternative
sanction would be a very useful measure and could deter the offenders from
re-offending by enabling them to obtain legal financial incomes. It is
something that should be further improved and implemented in the future
(Knezi¢, 2017, p. 170). Another problem refers to the number of probation
officers and their professional qualifications. Due to the lack of prison staff
and probation officers, some of them are forced to spend one part of their
working hours in the prison and the other outside of the prison, with
offenders under supervision. Although some of the probation officers have
passed preparation training, their education should be extended, with
constant upgrading of their knowledge and skills. It should also include the
exchange of knowledge and experiences between colleagues on national
but also on international level.

In conclusion, even though a limited number of offenders
participated in this pilot study, the results are promising in terms of
alternative sanctions in the criminal justice system in Serbia. The
Eurobarometer is a useful tool which can capture the offenders’ supervision
experience and give insight into the supervision process itself, as well as
provide a greater understanding of the relationship and its importance for
the offenders included in the process of rehabilitation. However, future
studies should try to understand the offenders’ perspective and experience
in the supervision process from a qualitative perspective which will
definitely provide a better understanding of the areas that should be
improved in the supervision process.
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N3 YTJIA IIPECTYIIHUKA:
MUJIOT-CTYAUJA O UCKYCTBY HA/I3OPA
Y KPUBUYHOIIPABHOM CUCTEMY CPBUJE

Amna Batp nhennhl, Jenena KeixeckoB T)opnhz,
1, Bpanucnasa Kuesxuh'
"MHCTHTYT 32 KPHMHHOIOIIKA I COLMOMONIKA HCTPaKHBamba, Beorpaz, Cpouja
2 AyCTpamHjCK KOJIel 3a IPHMeReHy TICHXoTIorHjy, CiaHej, Aycrpanja

Pe3ume

TIpoGarmja npencraBiba aNTepHATHBY Ka3HHU 3aTBOPa, Koja je HaMemeHa caMo ocylje-
HHIIMMA 32 KOje je MPOIEeHeHo /1a he ce cBpXa KaKmbhaBamba Y CMUCITY CIeLHjaTHe ¥ I'eHe-
paJIHEe MPEBEHLIHjE CIIPOBECTH U O€3 JIMIIea c1000/e. Y TOM CMHCITY, OBH alTepHATHBHU
BHJIOBH Ka)KHbaBarba BUILIECTPYKO Cy KOPHUCHH — JIONPHHOCE CMamery npeontepeherma
MICHATEHIIN] apHUX HHCTUTYIIN]a, YMAHbCEY TPOIIKOBA FBUXOBOT (PYHKIIMOHHCAA, CIIpeya-
Bakby HCKJbYUeHha 0CyeHNX JIMIIA U3 CBAKOHEBHUX KUBOTHUX TOKOBA M CMAHBAbY HU-
XOBE coLjaHe cTurMaru3anyje. OBe adTepHaTHBHE CaHKIH]jE M0 TPABIIITY MOApa3yMeBa-
Jy BpIIEHE HEKOT 00JMKa Haa30pa HaJl MPECTYIHHKOM, OWIIO Y3 YIOTpeOy eNeKTPOHCKE
omnpeme, 6o 6e3 we, 1 oipe)eHN KOHTAKT ca ITOBEPSHHKOM Kao JIMIEM 33/Iy’KeHHM J1a
NPaTH KEroBO TIOHAIIAKE M HAIPEIaK Ha IT0JbY PECOLHjalu3alije CoLjalHe peHHTerpa-
muje. OcuM MHIDbEma eKCIiepata M 3ajelHULE, Y Pa3IMIUTHM IPAaBHUM CHCTEMHMaA Y
EBponu nctpaxuBama cy ykasala Ha 3Ha4yaj IIocMaTpamka HaJj30pa 13 IepcreKTiBe ocyhe-
Huka. To ce OZHOCH Ha Pa3iMyUTe aclieKTe HaI30pa, YKIbYdyjyhu: OHOC ca IMOBEpEeHHU-
KOM, MHUIIUBEH:E O MOBEPEHHKY, OTHOC MpeMa obaBe3ama Koje ¢y ocyheHOM JIMITy HaMeT-
HyTE y OKBHpY Ha/130pa, OJJHOC IIPeMa COIICTBEHOM ~ KPUBUYHOM JICITY, aJIH U OUCKHBAba
1 11aHoBe 3a OymyhHoct. Mehytum, Tpeba rcrahu na nonpuHOC pa3ymMeBamka HadlHA Ha
KOjH OCYheHHIM MepLynupajy HaI30p U OJHOC Ca CBOjUM IMOBEPEHHKOM jOII yBEK HHje
CacBUM jacaH HHTHU JIOBOJGHO HCTPaXEH. Y OBOj CTY[MjH MCTPKEHO je Ha KOjH Ha4WH
MPECTYITHMIN JOXKHBJbaBajy MPOLEC HaJ30pa, M TO Ha OCHOBY MCKYyCTBa 22 ocyleHHKa.
Kako 6u ce pa3symesio Ha KOju HAYMH OHHM JIOKHBJBbABAjy Pa3iIMUUTe acIeKTe Haa30pa, Ko-
puiheH je HOBOOCMMIIUBEHH HHCTpYMeHT — EypoGapomerap, Koju Mepr ocaM KJbYy4YHHX
JIOMEHa Ha/130pa mpectynHuka. [TunoT-crymuja crposezieHa je y beorpaay u npesncTasiba
neo EBporicke mHUIIMjaTHBE 3a capaamy y Haynu u TexHonoruju (LIOCT), xoja je npume-
BEHA y 0CaM €BPOIICKHX TPABOCYIHUX CHCTeMa. Pe3ynTary HCTpaKHBarba MOTBPAIIH CY
Jla Ha4MH Ha KOj! MIPECTYITHULY TIEPIUITUPAjy HaJ30p MOXKEe OWTH 3Ha4YajaH Y Pa3IHIUTHM
JIOMEHMMa HHXOBOT JKMBOTA, Kao M Ja EypoGapoMerap Moxe JTONPHHETH OCTBAPUBAY
YBHUJIA y TO FBHXOBO UCKYCTBO.



