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Let’s imagine that …. 

VV is a citizen on Roritania and was sentenced in Auritania for theft. VV is a university graduate, is
married in Roritania and has two kids. His prison sentence was suspended and some obligations were
attached to it: to deliver 200 days of community service, to undertake an offending behavior program
and to meet the probation officer when required.

He started the supervision in Auritania. The probation officer in Auritania met him, explained what he
can expect from the supervision and discussed with him when the supervision sessions could be
scheduled. He also offered practical help in terms of accommodation and employment. Based on his
interests and skills, he was assigned to a community workshop where he was asked to create paper bags
made of wasted maps. He was also included in groupwork program on offending behavior that took
place every Wednesday from 19.00.

After 2 months, VV wanted to return to Roritania when his family was. He made a request as advised by
the PO. After three months he received the court decision that he was transferred to Roritania. During
the proceedings he was never asked by anybody anything and knew nothing about how long the
procedure will take and what it is expected of him. However, after six month of his sentence, VV met his
Roritanian PO. From the first meeting, VV was instructed to visit the PO every last Friday of the month at
10.00. He was assigned to the local authorities for them to decide what activity he needs to perform. He
was assigned to clean the streets. When he asked the PO for some help to get employment he was sent
to the local employment office where he was placed on a waiting list.



Now ….

• VV has some questions in mind:

– Why nobody has told him anything about how supervision is
organized in Roritania?

– How is it possible to have so large differences between
jurisdictions in the way supervision is configured?

– Who could provide him with some advice and practical help in
Roritania?

– Why during the procedure of transfer nobody has asked him
anything? Why it took so long?

• VV is confused, does not trust his new PO, feels like he was
trapped, feels humiliated by the CS he has to provide.



The Experiencing Supervision 
Eurobarometer

 COST Action IS1106: Offender Supervision in Europe
 Pan-European quantitative survey
 Aim – to address the lacuna in current literature regarding the experience of the 

offender under supervision, specifically at a comparative level (Durnescu et al, 
2013)

 Objectives:

1. To capture a description of supervision from the perspective of the individual 
service user

2. To gain a broader view of the collective experience of supervisees across eight 
European jurisdictions: Croatia, England, Ireland, Lithuania Norway, Romania, 
Serbia and Spain* 

• The following people took part in this exercise: Anette Stogaard (Denmark), Anja Wertag (Croatia), Berit Johnsen (Switzerland), Boban Petrović
(Serbia), Helena Cristina Ferreira Machado (Portugal), Jachen Nett (Switzerland), Jelena Zeleskov (Serbia), Karin Bruckmueller (Austria), Lawrence
Burke (UK), Louise Kennefick (Ireland), Luciana Caenazzo (Italy), Luisa Ravagnani (Italy), Gabriel Oancea (Romania), Rafaela Granja (Portugal) and
Renata Glavak Tkalić (Croatia), Ines SUČIĆ (Croatia), IOAN Durnescu (Bucharest).

• The research originates from COST Action IS1106: Offender Supersvision in Euorpe. See www.offendersupervision.eu.



ESE – Background literature 

 Desistance and human rights literature
 Positive engagement with respect (Maruna and Farrall, 2004; Rex, 

1999; Weaver and Barry, 2014)
 Facilitate the subjective transformation of self (Maruna, 2001)
 Utilise the potentioal of a ‘good relationship’ (Burnett and McNeill, 

2005)
 Practical help where needed (Farrall, 2002)
 Participation and Co-production (McCulloch, 2013)

 Compliance literature
 Long term vs short term compliance (Bottoms, 2001; Robinson and 

McNeill, 2008; McCulloch, 2013)
 Active and meaningful engagement with the criminal law
 Staff behaviour as positive, respectful and fair (Ugwudike, 2010; 

Philips, 2011)
 Legitimacy of state authority – fair, just and reasonable (Bottoms, 

2001; McIvor, 2009; Robinson and McNeill, 2008)



ESE – The main dimensions

 Eight themes relating to ESE:
– supervision – general aspects

– supervision and supervisor

– the relationship with supervisor

– supervision and practical help 

– supervision and compliance

– supervision and breach

– supervision and rehabilitation

– supervision and involvement



ESE - Example



Some results – pilot !!!
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Some results

• Understanding the role of the PO



Some results

• Impact of supervision on:



Some results:

• Relationship with the supervisor:
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Supervisor’s reaction to breach –
John’s story



Conclusions 

• Only a pilot in 11 jurisdictions – not representative !!!
• ESE – very powerful tool for capturing the aggregate

experience of supervision in a comparative fashion
• Generous with information for those who wish to know

more about the lived experience of supervision in
another jurisdiction:
– In our case, VV would learn that supervision in Roritania is

quite strict and focused on control, no much practical help
is expected, the client cannot participate in the decision
making, the role of the PO is much as a supervisor, the
breaching procedure is strict – on the second absence –
back to court

– Informed decision !!!!



Thanks!
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