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Ryabchinskaya E. Evaluating the Effectiveness of Punishment in the Course of its
Execution, and Serving in the Period Postpenalny

The importance of the problem raised in the article conditioned in particular by the fact that
questions about how the conditions of the execution and enduring of different punishment types
affecting the convicted persons’ consciousness, behavior and recidivism level are very complex and
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not fully developed in the theory of criminal and criminal-executive law. Not least of all reasons is
the fact that scholars-penitentiarists evaluate in a different ways effectiveness of punishment-
execution institutions’ activity, which are connected or not with a freedom deprivation.

In order to evaluate the punishment effectiveness in the process of its execution, of enduring
and in the postpenal period, we consider as rational to define the conditional effectiveness of
punishment-execution institutions’ work, to explain the attitude of the convicted persons to the
punishment within its enduring, to point at the positive and negative results, which are expected
after the punishments enduring, and rise a question about the necessity to consider the recidivism
in the adaptation period of releases after the enduring the punishment or its part.

Analysis of law struggle against crime and practice of punishment imposition is oriented to keep
harder approach to persons committed a crime, because at the sentence imposition courts are
internal oriented to the punishment application as a freedom deprivation and increase of
punishment terms for the committing of some crimes. At that the quality of these punishments
execution is not effective enough, and a high level of recidivism (according to official  figures of
State Judicial Administration of Ukraine, recidivism is between 21–24%) speaks for that. In its turn
the punishment effectiveness is depending first at how correctly and fairly it is imposed and
corresponds to committed crime gravity. Even less effective turns to be the activity of state bodies,
special institutions and particular persons which are according to the law execute some types of
criminal punishment under court’s sentence. However, the punishment is still the most common
tool in a crime control, and a state assigns to punishment execution bodies special tasks – to
accomplish goals, set by a criminal law: to punish a criminal, to induce the person to the
reformation, to prevent crimes. The question, how effective is some punishment’s type, is closely
connected to the activity of punishment-execution bodies and institutions. Scientists always try to
illuminate evaluation’s criteria of penitentiary service’s activity effectiveness, because they have to
contribute to reformation, rehabilitation of convicted persons and to prevent them to commit new
crimes.

The article is paying attention to the fact that in international acts it’s also specified on which
criteria the evaluation of effectiveness of punishment-execution bodies and institutions’ activity
should be based. The article determined that in the execution-punishment system the educational
(morale building) work is the rather low level, individual prophylaxy is nearly absent, and unfavor-
able environment of socially dangerous persons, is often causes rudeness, cruelty, violence and
determinates criminality. At the same time from the staff side we can see indifference, unproven
use of special means of punishment and so on.

In the context of the problem it is emphasized that for a society it’s important not only to cure a
person from antisocial beliefs, but to form with convicted persons respect for existing norms of
behavior. Along with that a state has to create the restrictive mechanism with which committing of
some crime would be unprofitable for a person: in moral, economic or physical plane.

The conclusion is made that evaluation of the punishment effectiveness in the process of its
execution, enduring and in the postpenal period consists of effectiveness of punishment-execution
institutions’ work, which indicator is reformation and reserialization of convicted persons, namely if
the convicted persons after the duration of given punishment’s period and after the return to the
normal life, due to change of opinions and beliefs refuse to commit a crime in future.

Key words: the effectiveness of punishment, performance evaluation, convicted, purpose of
punishment, correction, execution and imprisonment.


