
 
 

Effects of custodial vs. non-custodial sentences on re -offending 
 

September 30, 2002 

(revised Februar 12, 2003) 

 

 

Abstract 

 
Reviewer: Martin Killias and Patrice Villettaz, School of Forensic Science and Criminology, University of 
Lausanne, CH-1015 Lausanne, Switzerland. E-mail: Martin.Killias@ipsc.unil.ch. Phone: (0041-21) 692 46 40, 
Fax (0041-21) 692 46 05 
 
Objective: To assess the relative effects of imprisonment and non custodial ("alternative" or 
"community") sanctions on reoffending. 
 
Background: Throughout the western world, community-based sanctions have become a popular and 
widely used   alternative  to custodial sentences. There have been many comparisons of rates of 
reconviction among former prisoners and those who have served any kind of community sanction. So far, 
the comparative effects on reoffending of custodial and non custodial sanctions is unresolved, due to 
many uncontrolled variables.  
 
Search Strategy: Relevant studies which meet the eligibility criteria (see below) will be identified through 
multiple sources, including abstracts, bibliographies, and contacts with experts in all possible countries.  
 
Eligibility Criteria: Randomized or quasi-randomized experiments, as well as non exp erimental 
comparisons between former prison inmates and those who served community sanctions will be included, 
provided that variables in addition to those found in registers have been controlled for (attitudes, 
personal or employment history etc.). Studies published in any language after 1960 will be considered for 
inclusion.  
 
Data Collection and Analysis: A coding protocol will be prepared along the guidelines of the Campbell 
Collaboration. 
 
Sources of Support: An application for funding of this review has been filed at the National Science 
Foundation of Switzerland. The decision is expected to arrive by March, 2003. Financial support by the 
National Science Foundation of Switzerland does not affect the independence of the reviewers. 

 



 

Background  

In the late 19th century, leading criminal law teachers (such as Franz von Listz in Germany, Adolphe Prinse 

in Belgium, Bonneville de Marsangy in France, and van Hamel in the Netherlands)   promoted the idea that 

short-term imprisonment is damaging, since inmates are in custody for too short a period to allow any 

treatment to be effective, and for too long to avoid contamination with more severe criminal propensities 

through the contacts with other prisoners. The basis for this theory was the idea that crime is like a 

disease which, if not thoroughly treated, will worsen and, ultimately, contaminate others (for a review of 

the origins of this theory, see Killias 2002, 2001).  This   led to the call for the substitution of short-term 

imprisonment by either long sentences, or by "alternative" sanctions such as fines, suspended sentences, 

or probation (Franz von Listz, 1882). Later, more "modern" alternatives were "invented", such as 

community service or electronic monitoring. 

 

Over the decades and throughout the western world, community-based sanctions have become a popular 

and widely used alternative to custodial sentences. There have been many comparisons of rates of 

reconviction among former prisoners and those who have served any kind of community sanction. So far, 

the comparability of these rates is questionable due to  many uncontrolled variables.  

 

Eligibility Criteria  

There are probably several thousand studies across western countries in which reoffending (mostly 

reconvictions) has been compared between former prisoners and those who served any type of 

"alternative" or non custodial sentence. On the scale developed by Sherman et al. (1997), many studies of 

this kind would be classified at level 3. Usually, the controls were limited to the variables available in 

official files, such as number and type of previous convictions, sex and age. However, offenders who 

receive different types of sanctions tend to differ in many other ways which are likely to be related to risks 

of reoffending, such as attitudes, employment record, drug or alcohol abuse history, etc. Therefore, for 

this reason, any conclusions about "superiority" (in terms of special deterrence) of "alternative" over 

custodial sanction are questionable. Since the bias is systematic in all studies of this kind, including them 

and computing any mean effects would, at best,  be misleading. Given the huge number of studies of this 

kind, including all of them would also  considerably increase the investment in time and funds without any 

significant benefits. 

 

In order to produce a review within acceptable time limits and with feasible resources, only studies that 

meet the higher methodological standards will be included in the review. However, we shall establish a list 

of all identifiable studies  which  compared reoffending after imprisonment and any alternative sanction. 

On the basis of such an inventory, our decisions concerning eligibility should be transparent. It will also 

be possible to extend the review to studies of lower methodological standards in a later stage. The 

inventory will allow us to make an estimate of the required investment in time and human ressources.  

 



Types of studies 

(1) Randomized experiments where reoffending rates among former prisoners and those who served any 

form of community-based sanction have been compared ; 

(2) Quasi-experimental comparisons, for exemple, those based on studies where groups of convicts who 

were eligible for an "alternative" sanction as part of an amnesty package were compared with others who 

were not (and who had served their time in prison). In studies of this kind, the criterion for eligibility for an 

"alternative" sanction was usually a certain date at which the offence had occurred (and which coincided 

with a significant royal or strate event in the country). In such cases, eligibility for an "alternative" 

sanction was presumably independent of offender characteristics ; 

(3) Quasi-experimental studies where the comparison included variables which went beyond information 

which is routinely found in criminal registers (such as prior convictions). In particular, studies using 

(interview) data on employment or drug/alcohol abuse history, or on attitudes, will qualify for inclusion.  

 

Types of sanctions 

All studies meeting these criteria where "alternative" or community-based sanctions have been compared 

with custodial sanctions will be considered. To qualify for the review, a study would, however, need to 

have compared imprisonment with any of these "alternative" sanctions; comparisons between several 

community sanctions (e.g. community work vs. electronic monitoring) will not be included.  

 

Studies will be considered for inclusion regardless of the length of custodial sentences. Some studies 

have indeed compared prisoners who, after a considerable time in custody, have been paroled (and 

transferred to a program of electronic monitoring), and those who had to serve their entire sentence.  

 

Only sanctions (as part of a formal sentence) will be considered. Thus, studies on police cautioning will 

not be included, since this is not a judicial sentence, nor will be studies on "alternatives" to pretrial 

detention. Studies comparing immediate detention before any judicial hearing (such as in cases of 

domestic violence in the United States and many other countries) will not be included.  

 

Types of outcome measures 

Most studies concentrate on reconviction. This is certainly a key variable, but efforts will be made to find 

more differentiated indicators of reoffending. For example, some studies have shown that the frequency of 

new convictions is far lower after any type of intervention (compared with a pre-conviction period of same 

length), and that arrest data may differentiate better between groups of offenders who were treated in 

different ways. This may be particularly true in countries where re-incarceration (for parole violations) is 

more common than reconviction for a new offence. Some studies have also used self-report data in order 

to assess the outcome of different interventions.  

 

In smaller experiments, the experimental and the control group may differ in outcome because they differed 

from the beginning. We shall, therefore, give priority to relative improvement rather than to absolute 

levels.  



 

In order to assess improvement, we shall look not only at prevalence of reconvictions (or percentage of 

those who re-offend), but also at "incidence" rates (or rates of new offences per unit time). Relative 

improvement can be computed as the standardized mean difference.  

 

Search Strategy  

Relevant studies which meet the eligibility criteria will be identified through multiple sources, including 

abstracts, bibliographies (in any language), databases (such as those listed under the Campbell Crime and 

Justice Group website, as well as the National Criminal Justice Reference Service NCJRS and C2-SPECTR 

that includes more than 10,000 citations of randomised and possibly randomised studies), and contacts 

with experts in all possible countries. The staff of the School of Forensic Science and Criminology of 

Lausanne University is multi-lingual. It includes researchers fluent in English, French, German, Italian, 

Spanish, Dutch, Serbo-Croatian, and Russian. This should allow coverage of all but a few studies without 

the need for external translators. Through international channels, such as the European Sourcebook of 

Crime and Criminal Justice Statistics (with its network of correspondents in 40 countries), the European 

Society of Criminology and the International Society of Criminology, contacts could be established with 

countries not routinely covered in international reviews of research. This may be helpful since some 

research might have been conducted outside the English-speaking world. Given that some very relevant 

quasi-experimental studies were published during the 1960s, we propose to include studies from 1960 

onwards on the assumption that not many older studies would be relevant for this review. In case the 

number of level-3 studies is overwhelming, we may apply a more recent time limit (e.g. 1990) in establishing 

an inventory of such studies. Despite the risk of overlap with another current review (Tammy White & 

Neil Weiner), studies on juveniles will be included, given the significant number of experiments conducted 

on this age-group which might be relevant for the present review. 

 

Data Collection and Analysis  

A coding protocol will be prepared along the guidelines of the Campbell Collaboration. The main purpose 

of the review will be to identify comparisons of reoffending rates among prisoners and those serving 

community-based sentences. The data analysis will be in line with current standards of meta-analyses 

(e.g. as specified in Practical Meta-Analysis by Lipsey & Wilson). However, the techniques to be used 

will be decided upon once the number of studies meeting the eligibility criteria is known. It is indeed not 

certain whether sufficient data will be available to justify more complex data analyses. If feasible given the 

number of studies identified, we shall look also at potentially important moderator variables, such as the 

profile (gender, age, SES, ethnic background) of persons sentenced to different sanctions, the nature of 

alternatives and the length and type of imprisonment. In this context, we also would like looking at 

potential effects of local environments (urban vs. rural, or different cultural orientations of countries).  

  



Methods of the review 

Both reviewers will identify potentially eligible studies. In case of disagreement about whether or not a 

study should be included, Professor Ulla Bondesson will act as arbitrator. Each study will be rated 

according to its methodological quality: 

(1) In the case of randomized experiments, deviations from the randomization process, or high 

attrition rates, will be noted. 

(2) In the case of quasi-randomized experiments, special attention will be given to the independence 

of the selection criteria from offender characteristics. 

(3) In case of non-randomized studies, the theoretical and/or practical relevance of the control 

variables will be considered. 

In case of disagreement between the reviewers, aribtration will be sought. 

 

Meta-analytic data analysis techniques will be proposed once the number and quality of studies to be 

included is known. At the moment, it is difficult to guess how many studies will be identified.  

 

 

Timeline 

The review should be completed within one year, in line with the guidelines of the funding agency 

(National Science Foundation of Switzerland). Updating of the review will be done regularly (every five 

years, or more frequently, according to the expected number of future research reports). 
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Both have published work which is supportive as well as critical of alternatives to imprisonment. Financial 

support by the National Science Foundation of Switzerland does not affect the independence of the 

reviewers. 

 

 

References 

(concerning "alternatives" to custodial sanctions, and problems related to such evaluations) 
 
ALBRECHT H.-J., Legalbewährung bei zu Geldstrafe und Freiheitsstrafe Verurteilen, Freiburg (RFA) 
1982 
 
ALBRECHT H.-J., DÜNKEL F., SPIESS G., “Empirische Sanktionsforschung und die Begründbarkeit von 
Kriminalpolitik”, Monatsschrift für Kriminologie und Strafrechtsreform 64/5 (1981), 310–326 
 
BOEHLEN M., “Das Jugenderziehungsheim als Faktor der sozialen Integration”, Bulletin de criminologie 
8/2 (1982), 3–22 
 
BOL M. W., Gedrags-beïnvloeding door strafrechtelijk ingrijpen, Arnhem/La Haye: Gouda Quint et 
WODC 1995 
 
BONDESON U.V., Prisoners in Prison Societies, New Brunswick (N.J.)/Oxford: Transaction Publishers, 
1989 



 
BONTA J., WALLACE-CAPRETTA S., ROONEY J., "Can Electronic Monitoring Make a Difference ? An 
Evaluation of Three Canadian Programs", Crime & Delinquency 46/1 (2000), 61-75 
 
BORUSH R. F., Randomized Experiments for Planning and Evaluation: A Practical Guide, Thousand 
Oaks (Ca.): Sage 1997 
 
CORNISH D., “Evaluating Residential Treatments for Delinquents: A Cautionary Tale”, in K. Hurrelmann, 
F.-X. Kaufmann, F. Lösel (éds.), Social Intervention: Potential and Constraints, New York/Berlin: de 
Gruyter 1987, 333–345 
 
CUSSON M., Pourquoi punir?, Paris: Dalloz, 1987 
 
DEJONG C., "Survival Analysis and Specific Deterrence: Integrating Theoretical and Empirical Models of 
Recidivism", Criminology 35/4 (1997), 561-575 
 
DODGSON K., MORTIMER E., Home Detention Curfew - The First Year of Operation, London: Home 
Office 2000 (Research Findings N° 110) 
 
VAN DUSEN K.S., MEDNICK S.A., “Specific Deterrence: a Quasi-Experiment”, in W. Buikhuisen (éd.), 
Explaining Criminal Behavior, Leiden (NL): Brill, 1988, 197–211 
 
ELLIOTT R., AIRS J., WEBB S., Community Penalites for Fine Default and Persistent Petty Offending, 
London: Home Office 1999 (Research Findings N° 98) 
 
EREZ E., “Random Assignment. The Least Fair of Them All: Prisoners, Attitudes Toward Various Criteria 
of Selection”, Criminology 23/2 (1985), 365–379 
 
FARRINGTON D.P., “Randomized Experiments on Crime and Justice”, in M. Tonry, N. Morris (éds.), 
Crime and Justice, vol. 4, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1983, 257–308 
 
FARRINGTON D., HANCOCK G., LIVINGSTON M., PAINTER K., TOWL G., "Evaluation of Intensive 
Regimes for Young Offenders", Research Findings N° 121 (London: Home Office 2000) 
 
FARRINGTON D.P., PETROSINO A., "The Campbell Collaboration Crime and Justice Group", Annals 
AAPSS 578 (2001), 35-49 
 
GATTI U., "Récidive et réhabilitation: Nouvelles formes d'interventions face à des délinquants mineurs ?", 
in M. Killias (éd.), Récidive et réhabilitation, Zurich: Rüegger 1992, 115-130 
 
GLASER D., The Effectiveness of a Prison and Parole System, Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1969 
 
GLASER D., EREZ E., Evaluation Research and Decision Guidance, New Brunswick (N.J.)/Oxford: 
Transaction Books, 1988 
 
HEINE G., LOCHER J., Jungendstrafrechtspflege in der Schweiz: Eine Untersuchung des 
Sanktionensystems mit Dokumentation, Freiburg (RFA) 1985 
 
HEINZ W., HÜGEL C., Erzieherische Massnahmen im deutschen Jugendstrafrecht, Bonn 1986 
 
HERING E., SESSAR K., Praktizierte Diversion. Das “Modell Lübeck” sowie die Diversionsprogramme 
in Köln, Braunschweig und Hamburg, Pfaffenweiler (RFA) 1990 
 
HOOD R., SHUTE S., Parole Decision-Making: Weighing the Risk to the Public, London: Home Office 
2000 (Research Findings N° 114) 
 
HÜSLER G., LOCHER J., Kurze Freiheitsstrafen und Alternativen. Analyse der Sanktionspraxis und 
Rückfall-Vergleichsuntersuchung, Bern: Haupt 1991 
 
JANSSEN H., Die Praxis der Geldstrafenvollstreckung. Eine empirische Studie zur Implementation 
kriminalpolitischer Programme, Francfort: Peter Lang 1994 
 
JUNGER-TAS J., Alternatives to Prison Sentences: Experiences and Developments, Den Haag: WODC, 
Amsterdam: Kugler 1994 



 
KAENEL P., Die kriminalpolitische Konzeption von Carl Stooss im Rahmen der geschichtlichen 
Entwicklung von Kriminalpolitik und Straftheorien, Berne 1981 
 
KARSTEDT S., "Determinants of Patterns of Recidivism: Some Results of Survival Analysis Based on 
Official Crime Records of the Swiss Canton Jura", in E. Weitekamp & H.-J. Kerner (éds.), Cross-National 
Longitudinal Research on Human Development and Criminal Behavior, Doordrecht (NL): Kluwer 1994, 
131-148 
 
KELLENS G., Punir: Pénologie et de droit des sanctions pénales, Liège (B): Editions juridiques de 
l'Université de Liège 2000 
 
KEMPE D.T., “Franz von Liszt und die Kriminologie”, in Franz von Liszt zum Gedächtnis: zur 50. 
Wiederkehr seines Todestages am 21. Juni 1919, Berlin 1969, 260–280 
 
KERSHAW C., GOODMAN J., WHITE S., Reconviction of offenders sentenced or released from prison in 
1995, London: Home Office (Research Findings N° 101) 
 
KILLIAS M., "Learning Through Controlled Experiments: Community Service and Heroin Prescription in 
Switzerland", Crime and Delinquency 46/2 (2000), 233-251 
 
KILLIAS M., Précis de droit pénal général, 2. Auflage, Berne: Staempfli 2001 
 
KILLIAS M., Grundriss der Kriminologie - eine europäische Perspektive, Bern: Stämpfli 2002 
 
KILLIAS M., AEBI M. F., RIBEAUD D., "Does Community Service Rehabilitate better than Short-term 
Imprisonment ? Results of a Controlled Experiment", The Howard Journal of Criminal Justice 39/ (2000), 
40-57 
 
KLEIN M.W., “Labeling Theory and Delinquency Policy: An Experimental Test”, Criminal Justice and 
Behavior 13 (1986), 47–79 
 
KRISBERG B., SCHUMANN K. F., "Introduction" (Advising Criminal Justice Policy Through Experimental 
Evaluations: International Views), Crime & Delinquency 46/4 (2000), 147-155 
 
KUHN A., "Les Boot Camps", Bulletin de criminologie 23/2 (1997), 21-40 
 
KUHN A., VILLETTAZ P., Gemeinnützige Arbeit 1996-1998 / Le travail général 1996-1998, Neuchâtel: 
Office Fédéral de la Statistique 2000 
 
KUNZ K.-L.., “Die kurzfristige Freiheitsstrafe und die Möglichkeit ihres Ersatzes”, Revue pénale suisse 
103 (1986), 182–214 
 
KUNZ K.-L., “Der kurzfristige Freiheitsentzug in der Schweiz”, in J. Schuh (éd.), Aktuelle Probleme des 
Straf- und Massnahmenvollzugs, Grüsch, 1987, 49–60 
 
LEUW E., Recidive na de tbs, La Haye: WODC 1999 
 
LIEBSCHER V., Aus der Geschichte der Internationalen Kriminalistischen Vereinigung als Vorgängerin 
der Internationalen Strafrechtsgesellschaft (AIDP), s. 1., s. a. (14ème Congrès international de droit pénal, 
Vienne 1989) 
 
LIPSEY M.W., "The Effect of Treatment on Juvenile Delinquents", in F. Lösel, D. Bender et T. Bliesener 
(éds.), Psychology and Law. International Perspectives, Berlin/New York: de Gruyter 1992, 131-143 
 
LIPTON D., MARTINSON R., WILKS J., The Effectiveness of Correctional Treatment, New York: Praeger, 
1975 
 
VON LISZT F., “Der Zweckgedanke im Strafrecht”, Zeitschrift für die gesamte Strafrechtswissenschaft  3 
(1883), 1–47 
 
LLOYD C., MAIR G., HOUGH M., Explaining reconviction rates: a critical analysis, London: Home 
Office 1994 (Research Findings N° 12) 
 



LÖSEL F., "Evaluating psychosocial interventions in prison and other penal contexts", conférence 
présentée au 20e colloque criminologique du Conseil de l'Europe, Strasbourg 1993 
 
LÖSEL F., "Working with young offenders: the impact of meta-analyses, in C. R. Hollin & K. Howells 
(Eds.), Clinical Approaches to Wirkong with Young Offenders, Chichester (UK): Wiley 1996, 57-82 
 
LÖSEL F., KÖFERL P., WEBER F., Meta-Evaluation der Sozialtherapie, Stuttgart 1987 
 
LOGAN C. H., GAES G. G., "Meta-Analysis and the Rehabilitation of Punishment", Justice Quaterly 10/2 
(1993), 245-263 
 
MACKENZIE D. L., BRAME R., MCDOWALL, SOURYAL C., "Boot Camp Prisons and Recidivism in Eight 
States", Criminology 33/3 (1995), 327-357 
 
MANNHEIM  H., WILKINS L.T., Prediction Methods in Relation to Borstal Training, London: HMSO, 
1955 
 
MARSHALL W. L., PITHERS W. D., "A Reconsideration of Treatment Outcome with Sex Offenders", 
Criminal Justice and Behavior 21/1 (1994), 10-27 
 
MARTINSON R., "What works ? Questions and anwers about prison reform", The Public Interest 35 
(1974), 22-54 
 
MAY C., The Role of Social Factors in Predicting Reconvition for Offenders on Community Penalites. 
London: Home Office 1999 (Research Findings N° 97) 
 
MCCORD J., “Deterrence and the Light Touch of the Law”, in D. P. Farrington, J. Gunn (éds.), Reactions 
to Crime: The Public. the Police, Courts, and Prisons, Chichester: Wiley 1985, 73–85 
 
OFFICE FEDERAL DE LA STATISTIQUE, Exécution des peines 1987. Statistique de la criminalité no. 6, 
Berne 1988 
 
OFFICE FEDERAL DE LA STATISTIQUE, Le travail d'intérêt général - 1997, Bern 1998 
 
ORTMANN R., "Zur Evaluation der Sozialtherapie anhand einer experimentellen Längsschnittstudie. 
Darstellung und Begründung des Untersuchungskonzeptes sowie erste Ergebnisse der Untersuchung in 
Nordrhein-Westfalen", in M. Killias (éd.), Récidive et réhabilitation, Zurich: Rüegger 1992, 81-106 
 
ORTMANN R., "The Effectiveness of Social Therapy in Prison - A Randomized Experiment", Crime & 
Delinquency 46/2 (2000), 214-232 
 
PATERNOSTER R., BACHMAN R., BRAME R., SHERMAN L. W., "Do fair procedures matter ? The effect 
of procedural justice on spouse assault", Law & Society Review 31 (1997), 163-204 
 
PAWSON R., "Evaluation methodology: back to basics", in G. Mair (éd.), Evaluation the Effectiveness of 
Community Penalites,  Aldrshot (UK): Avebury 1997, 151-173 
 
PEASE K., "Community Service Orders", Crime and Justice 6 (1985), 51-94 
 
PETERSILIA J., "Probation in the United States", Crime and Justice 22 (1997), 149-200 
 
PETERSILIA J., TURNER G., "Intensive Probation and Parole", Crime and Justice 17 (1993), 281-335 
 
PILGRAM  A:, "Die erste östereichische Rückfallstatistik - ein Mittel zur Evaluation regionaler 
Strafenpolitik", Oesterreichische Juristen-Zeitung 46/17 (1991), 577-586 
 
PILGRAM  A., "Wandel und regionale Varianten der Jugendgerichtspraxis auf dem Prüfstand der 
österreichischen Rückfallstatistik", Oesterreichische Juristenzeitung 49/4 (1994), 121-126 
 
PRINS A., La défense sociale et les transformations du droit pénal, Genève: Médecine et Hygiène, 1986 
 
RUSCA M., La destinée de la politique criminelle de Carl Stooss, Fribourg 1981 
 



SABOL W. J., ADAMS W. P., PARTHASARATHY B., YUAN Y., Offenders Returning to Federal Prison, 
1986-1997, Washington DC: Department of Justice (Bureau of Justice Statistics Special Report), 2000 
 
SCHMID H., MATHEY M.-C., FAHRENKRUG H., "Wiederholt angetrunkene Fahrzeuglenker im 
Strafvollzug im Kanton Zürich - Modellversuch zur Verminderung ihrer Rückfallhäufigkeit", in: 
Bundesanstalt für Strassenwesen (éd.), Driver Improvement - 6. Internationaler Workshop, Bremerhaven: 
Verlag für Neue Wissenschaft 1998, 284-293. 
 
SCHUH J., Zur Behandlung des Rechtsbrechers in Unfreiheit. Möglichkeiten und Grenzen der Therapie 
in geschlossenem Milieu, Diessenhofen 1980 
 
SCHULTZ H., Bericht und Vorentwurfzur Revision des Allgemeinen Teils und des Dritten Buches 
“Einführung und Anwendung des Gesetzes” des Schweizerischen Strafgesetzbuches, Bern 1987 
 
SESSAR K., “Substituts aux peines d'emprisonnement en République fédérale d'Allemagne”, Revue de 
science criminelle et de droit pénal comparé 4 (1989), 699–709 
 
SHERMAN L., Policing Domestic Violence: Experiments and Dilemmas, New York: Free Press 1992 
 
SHERMAN L. W., GOTTFREDSON D., MACKENZIE D., ECK J., REUTER P., BUSHWAY S., What Works, 
What Doesn't, What's Promising ? A Report to the United States Congress, University of Maryland: 
Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice 1997 
 
SHOHAM  S., SANDBERG M., “Suspended Sentences in Israel. An Evaluation of the Preventive Efficacy 
of Prospective Imprisonment”, Crime and Delinquency 10 (1964), 74–83 
 
SNACKEN  S., “Les courtes peines de prison”, Déviance et société 10/4 (1986), 363–387 
 
VAN SPAANS E. C., "Community Service in the Netherlands: Its Effetcs on Recidivism and Net-
Widening", International Crminal Justice Review 8(1996), 1-14  
 
VAN SPAANS E. C., VERWERS C., Electronisch toezicht in Nederland. Uitkomsten van het experiment, 
La Haye: WODC 1997 
 
STEMMER B., KILLIAS M., “Récidive après une peine ferme et après une peine non-ferme: La fin d'une 
légende?”, Revue internationale de criminologie et de police technique 43/1 (1990), 41–58 
 
STORZ  R., Condamnations pénales et taux de récidive, Bern: Office fédéral de la statistique 1997 
 
TANNER H., "Inside oder Offside: Ergebnisse der Nachuntersuchung von Klienten des 
Massnahmenvollzugs für besonders erziehungsschwierige Jungedliche (Art. 93ter StGB) anlässlich einer 
Längsschnittuntersuchung", in M. Killias (éd.), Récidive et réhabilitation, Zurich: Rüegger 1992, 149-170 
 
TAYLOR R., "Predicting reconvictions for sexual and violent offences using the revised Offender Group 
Reconviction Scale", Reserach Findings N° 104, London: Home Office 1999 
 
TAYLOR R., "A Seven-Year Reconviction Study of HMP Grendon Therapeutic Community", Research 
Findings N° 115 (London: Home Office 2000) 
 
TILLY N., "Experimentation and Criminal Justice Policies in the United Kingdom", Crime & Delinquency 
46/2 (2000), 194-213 
 
TOCH H., Living in Prison. The Ecology of Survival, New York/London: Free Press, 1977 
 
TOURNIER P., MARY F.-L., PORTAS C., Au-delà de la libération. Observation suivie d'une cohorte 
d'entrants en prison, Paris: CESDIP 1997 
 
VENNARDD J., HEDDERMAN C., SUGG D., Changing Offenders' Attitudes and Behaviour: What 
Works? , London: Home Office 1997 (Research Findings N° 61) 
 
VILLETTAZ P., "L'assignation à domicile sous surveillance électronique: une alternative viable ? Les 
expériences américaines comme élément de réponse", Bulletin de criminologie 24/2 (1998), 35-56 
 



VITARO F., TREMBLAY R. E., CHARLEBOIS P., "Nothing Works....vraiment ? Intervention préventive 
auprès de garçons à risque de délinquance", in M. Killias (éd.), Récidive et réhabilitation, Zurich: 
Rüegger 1992, 171-199 
 
WALGRAVE L., GEUDENS H., "Restorative Community Service in Belgium", Overcrowded Times 8/5 
(1997), 3-15 
 
WEIGEND T., “Die Kurze Freiheitsstrafe – eine Sanktion mit Zukunft?”, Juristenzeitung 41 (1986), 260–
269 
 
WEISBURD D., WARING E., CHAYET E., "Specific Deterrence in a Sample of Offenders Convicted of 
White-Collar Crimes", Criminology 33/4 (1995), 587-607 
 
VAN DER WERFF C., Speciale preventie, Den Haag: Staatsuitgeverij 1979 
 
VAN DER WERFF C., BLOCK C. R., "Initiation et continuation d'une carrière criminelle: résultats d'une 
recherche hollandaise", in M. Killias (éd.), Récidive et réhabilitation, Zurich: Rüegger 1992, 279-292 
 
WILKINS L.T., Evaluation of Penal Measures, New York: Random House, 1969 
 
VON WITZLEBEN T., Travail d'intérêt général - 1996, Berne: Office fédéral de la statistique 1998 
 
ZAMBLE E., PORPORINO F.J., Coping, Behavior, and Adaptation in Prison Inmates, New York/Berlin: 
Springer, 1988 
 
 

 

 


