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Abstract
The United Nations Asia and Far East Institute for the Prevention of Crime and the
Treatment of Offenders (UNAFEI) promotes community corrections through technical
assistance for developing countries based on the United Nations policies related to
offender treatment policy, particularly the United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for
Non-Custodial Measures and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. Still, many
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) countries suffer from prison
overcrowding and some of them largely rely on “imprisonment” as a single solution.
This is due, in part, to the underdeveloped state of community corrections in many of
these countries. Therefore, this paper considers the sustainable development of offender
treatment for the effective prevention of recidivism through the analysis of the
relationship between social conditions and the status of imprisonment in Asia.

Keywords United Nations Asia and Far East Institute for the Prevention of Crime and the Treatment of
Offenders (UNAFEI); United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for Non-Custodial Measures (The Tokyo
Rules); Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN); community corrections; social inclusion

INTRODUCTION

Prison reform efforts in developing countries are drawing attention to the improve-
ment of offender treatment.1 The topics related to prison reform have been often
discussed in terms of offenders’ human rights, the environment of penal institutions

© 2018 International Society of Criminology.

1Topics related to prison reform were discussed in every thematic workshop throughout the 18th
Annual Conference of the International Corrections and Prisons Association, whose main theme was
“Correctional Leadership: Engaging Hearts and Minds”, 23 to 28 October 2016, Bucharest, Romania (for
the programme of the conference, see International Corrections and Prison Association 2016).
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and effective treatment of offenders. However, in addition to prison reform, it is
important to consider the development and promotion of effective community
corrections in the context of sustainable development of offender treatment. Building
new penal institutions is not appropriate for sustainable development due to the
negative influence and stigmatization of incarceration, including the negative impact
on offenders’ life circumstances, its costs, the human rights of offenders and effec-
tiveness for the prevention of recidivism (Someda 2006:16–27). To some extent,
building new penal institutions could, of course, be a solution to the overcrowding of
penal institutions. However, when the prevention of recidivism is taken into account,
recent research demonstrates the effectiveness of systematic cooperation between
institutional and community corrections (Someda 2006:10; Yoshida 2014:118–19).
In this context, the advantages of community corrections are emphasized.

Community corrections are the treatment of offenders outside jail or prison using
various non-custodial measures in the community, and aim to reintegrate offenders
into the community through various community resources and multi-agency
cooperation. These offenders are serving court-imposed sentences either as an
alternative to imprisonment (probation) or as conditional release from prison
(parole). Some countries have parole authorities, such as the regional parole board in
Japan, instead of the courts for the determination of conditional release from prison.
The offenders must report regularly to their probation/parole officer and may have to
participate in unpaid community work and rehabilitation programmes according to
their probation/parole conditions. Consequently, the role of community corrections
is to protect the safety of citizens in communities by providing viable alternatives to
imprisonment and meaningful community supervision to offenders on probation,
parole, or other forms of non-custodial supervision. For the sustainable development
of society, it is important to focus on the positive impact that community corrections
have on offenders by maintaining their connections to society.

Thus, it is important to add the concept of the development and promotion of
community corrections to prison reform, and this concept will largely contribute to
the United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for Non-Custodial Measures
(The Tokyo Rules), the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals in the 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development and other United Nations resolutions related to
offender treatment policy.

The United Nations Asia and Far East Institute for the Prevention of Crime and
the Treatment of Offenders (UNAFEI)2 has been supporting the development of
criminal justice systems in developing countries for more than 50 years. In the field
of community corrections, in particular, since February 2015, UNAFEI, in con-
junction with the Department of Probation of the Ministry of Justice of Thailand and
the Thailand Institute of Justice, has held the Seminar on Promoting Community-
based Treatment in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) Region for

2The United Nations Asia and Far East Institute for the Prevention of Crime and the Treatment of
Offenders (UNAFEI) is a United Nations regional institute, established in 1962 by agreement between the
United Nations and the Government of Japan. Following the United Nations policies and efforts
concerning criminal justice, UNAFEI contributes to promoting the sound development of criminal justice
systems and mutual cooperation among United Nations member states, especially developing countries in
Asia. UNAFEI’s activities are fully funded by the Government of Japan through the Japan International
Cooperation Agency (JICA) as part of Japan’s contributions to the international community.
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the 10 ASEAN member countries. These efforts continued through the Japan
International Cooperation Agency (JICA)’s Third Country Training Programme for
the Development of Effective Community-Based Treatment of Offenders in the
CLMV Countries Cambodia, Lao PDR, Myanmar and Vietnam (the CLMV
countries), which was held in Thailand in February 2017.3

The present article discusses the development of community corrections in the
ASEAN countries from the perspective of UNAFEI’s technical assistance and analyses
the status of imprisonment and community corrections in the region, particularly in
terms of the sustainable development of offender treatment in this region.

CURRENT STATUS AND CHALLENGES OF OFFENDER TREATMENT IN THE ASEAN
REGION AS AN EXAMPLE OF IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 2030 AGENDA FOR
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Overview of ASEAN

ASEAN, a regional organization established in 1976, consists of 10 countries in
Southeast Asia: Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR, Malaysia,
Myanmar, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and Vietnam. As of 2015, ASEAN’s
population is the third largest in the world, and its average annual economic growth
rate of 5.2% between 2007 and 2015 is the sixth largest in the world (ASEAN 2016).

Mobility of persons has been quite active based on the formal establishment of the
ASEAN Economic Community in December 2015. Although its economic growth is
astonishing, the region faces challenges resulting from globalization, urbanization
and development. Almost all problems indicated in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development are applicable in ASEAN, and problems in criminal justice systems,
such as high prison population rates, drug crime, and so on, are inseparable from the
sustainable development of ASEAN.

Current Status and Challenges of Offender Treatment in the ASEAN Region

Prisons have been widely used as the traditional form of punishment all over
the world. Prison populations around the world are increasing,4 which has led to
prison overcrowding. This is a common problem in many countries (Institute for
Criminal Policy Research 2016a). While Japan, for the time, has overcome the
problem of prison overcrowding, most ASEAN countries still suffer from prison
overcrowding and a high prison population rate. On the other hand, community
corrections and non-custodial measures are widely implemented as effective mea-
sures for offender rehabilitation in developed countries. They have long been
recognized as more advantageous than imprisonment in terms of cost-effectiveness,
humanitarianism and effective reintegration of offenders into society. In the ASEAN

3This programme is sponsored by JICA as one of JICA’s technical cooperation projects (see JICA’s
website for the technical cooperation projects at http://www.jica.go.jp/project/english/index.html).
UNAFEI professors contribute to this programme as JICA experts. The programme is a three-year project
led by the Department of Probation of the Ministry of Justice of Thailand and UNAFEI.

4According to the World Prison Brief by the Institute for Criminal Policy Research (Institute for
Criminal Policy Research 2016a), “Since about the year 2000 the world prison population total has grown
by almost 20%, which is slightly above the estimated 18% increase in the world’s general population over
the same period” (Institute for Criminal Policy Research 2016b).
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region, some countries such as Thailand, the Philippines and Singapore have already
utilized community corrections as a part of measures for offender treatment,
although the Philippines and Thailand are still suffering from high prison population
rates and prison overcrowding. However, other countries, namely Cambodia, Lao
PDR, Myanmar and Vietnam (the CLMV countries), are still attempting to establish
community corrections as a part of their criminal justice systems. Although these
countries have legislation on community corrections, they have not yet implemented
efficient community corrections and non-custodial measures, and some may lack a
national organization to implement the system.

Lack of implementation of community corrections implies that states heavily rely
on imprisonment as the principal punishment, which is costly and causes stigma and
other negative impacts on offenders. Meanwhile, community corrections offer a more
humanitarian approach and individual treatment for offenders, especially for those
who have not committed serious crimes. Offenders under community corrections
can be rehabilitated while they are in the community with their families and are able
to work to earn their own livings. When community corrections are applied, states
can gain greater benefits from their own people and spend less than they would
confining people in prisons.

Since UNAFEI and the Thai government jointly implemented the ASEAN
Seminars for the Promotion of Community-Based Treatment of Offenders in 2015,
the member countries have discussed how to promote and develop community
corrections and have identified the issues that are preventing the implementation of
community-based treatment of offenders. The member countries confirmed at the
ASEAN seminars that some countries such as the Philippines, Singapore and
Thailand have established and are implementing community corrections while the
CLMV countries have not yet implemented it effectively. This situation is in line with
the Roadmap for ASEAN Plus Three Probation and Non-Custodial Measures
Cooperation (Table 1), which was agreed during the Second ASEAN Plus Three
Conference on Probation and Non-Custodial Measures held in Thailand in August
2014. The Roadmap aims to accelerate the promotion of community corrections and
to help member countries to reduce the disparity in the application of community
corrections in the region.

Hence, the development of community corrections is needed in the CLMV
countries. This will enhance the economic and social growth of the ASEAN com-
munity and promote regional sustainable development through fair and just systems
of offender treatment.

Status of Imprisonment and Community Corrections in the ASEAN Region
UNAFEI’s mission is to provide technical assistance based on studies and research
in targeting countries and regions. UNAFEI faculty members have collected infor-
mation to enhance the effectiveness of technical assistance through country
presentations at UNAFEI’s international training courses, seminars, international
conferences, and so on. At the same time, they use open resources such as criminal
justice statistics. For example, crime trends, data on prison overcrowding, prison
population rates, etc. are very useful sources for understanding the status of targeted
countries and regions.

When UNAFEI considered offering technical assistance for the promotion of
community corrections in the ASEAN countries, it was important to analyse the
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Table 1. Roadmap for the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) Plus Three Probation and Non-Custodial Measures Cooperation

Phase I: Preparing
Phase II: Collaboratively

planning Phase III: Implementing
Phase IV: Sustaining and

upgrading

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Key areas of actions Proposed actions

1. Knowledge
sharing

∙ Examining the possibilities
to develop probation and
other non-custodial
measures in countries

∙ Developing best practices
∙ Conducting knowledge
management within
organizations

∙ Co-designing research
projects

∙ Planning regional, bilateral
and multilateral
workshops/conferences
and technical support
activities

∙ Rotating the hosting of ASEAN Plus Three
Conference

∙ Holding working group meetings
∙ Conducting joint research projects
∙ Conducting study visits
∙ Developing knowledge material and website
for sharing

∙ Establishing the ASEAN
Plus Three Probation
Association

2. Capacity building ∙ Assessing training needs
∙ Developing human resource
development plan

∙ Developing exchange
programme and joint
training courses

∙ Conducting exchange programmes
and joint training courses

∙ Establishing ASEAN Plus
Three Probation Training
Institute

3. Developing
international
cooperation on
treatment of
offenders

∙ Analysing needs for
international cooperation,
such as transfer of
offenders, sharing case
information

∙ Reviewing relevant
legislation

∙ Conducting expert group
meetings to determine the
possibilities and necessary
areas of cooperation

∙ Determining channels to
propose key issues to
relevant ASEAN bodies

∙ Making a proposal for international
cooperation for the treatment of offenders to
relevant ASEAN bodies

∙ Establishing channels for sharing information
between relevant authorities

∙ Developing shared fundamental standards/
principles on probation and non-custodial
measures

∙ Proposing international
cooperation for the
treatment of offenders to
relevant ASEAN bodies

∙ Proposing the ASEAN
standards or principles
on probation and non-
custodial measures for
adoption

International
A
nnals

of
C
rim

inology
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status of offender treatment in the region. Many ASEAN countries are suffering from
prison overcrowding5 and high prison population rates. Table 2 shows those data on
the status of incarceration and social conditions in the ASEAN Plus Three countries.6

Regarding prison occupancy, all countries except Malaysia exceed 100% capacity. Lao
PDR and Vietnam do not have sufficient data on this issue. Many ASEAN countries
record relatively high prison population rates.

Table 2. Status of Incarceration and Social Conditions in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN) Plus Three Countries

Country

Prison
occupancy
level (%)

Prison
population
rates per

100,000 (2012)

Prison
population
rates per

100,000 (2014) Gini (%)

Health and medical
expenditure/total

government
expenditure (%)

(2014)

Brunei
Darussalam

132.8 (2007) 119 142 – 6.5

Cambodia 206.1 (2015) 103 98 30.8 (WB 2012) 6.1

Indonesia 168.5 (2016) 61 64 39.5 (WB 2013) 5.7

Lao PDR – – 119 (2016) 37.9 (WB 2012) 3.4

Malaysia 99.6 (2015) 126 160 46.3 (WB 2009) 6.4

Myanmar 144.3 (2002) 126 (2011) 126 (2011) 29.0 (WB 2010) 3.6

Philippines 316.0 (2012) 111 140 (2016) 43.0 (WB 2012) 10.0

Singapore 79.2 (2013) 234 227 47.8 (CIA 2012) 14.1

Thailand 144.8 (2015) 351 471 39.3 (WB 2012) 23.2

Vietnam – 143 154 38.7 (WB 2012) 14.2

People’s
Republic of
China

– 120 119 42.2 (WB 2012) 10.4

Japan 66.8 (2014) 53 48 32.1 (WB 2008) 20.3

South Korea 110.0 (2014) 92 101 30.8 (CIA 2011) 12.3

WB, World Bank; CIA, Central Intelligence Agency.
Source: The World Prison Brief (Institute for Criminal Policy Research 2016a), The World Development Indicators (World
Bank 2016a, 2016b) and The World Factbook (CIA 2016).

5Prison overcrowding is represented by the prison occupancy level, which shows the official capacity of
the prison system and presents the prison population total as a percentage of the capacity figure. Although
the occupancy level is not the same as the level of overcrowding, it is one of the best proxy measures of
prison overcrowding (Allen 2010).

6ASEAN Plus Three includes the 10 ASEAN member states and the People’s Republic of China, Japan
and South Korea. The Plus Three countries are added to compare the status of imprisonment and social
conditions with developed countries in the region.
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When the status of community corrections is considered at the same time as the
status of incarceration, the situation in the region is clearer. Figure 1 shows the status
of the implementation of non-custodial measures and community corrections in
ASEAN. In Figure 1, it seems that many ASEAN countries widely implement the
non-custodial measures. However, the CLMV countries and some others reported
that they do not actually implement those measures in practice despite having
legislation on non-custodial measures. In addition, multi-agency and inter-agency
approaches among criminal justice agencies, social welfare services, medical insti-
tutions, and so on do not function in those countries because there are few practical
opportunities to cooperate in the field of offender treatment.

The main reasons why many of the ASEAN countries suffer from high prison
population rates and high prison occupancy levels are not only lack of imple-
mentation of community corrections but also lack of appropriate assessment of
offenders, particularly for vulnerable offenders who need to rely on welfare
services instead of incarceration. In addition, the capacity of social welfare services
is probably insufficient compared with the number of offenders. This problem is
illustrated by the high prison population rate of drug-dependent offenders, who
should be treated in community-based settings but cannot be treated there
because of lack of resources in the community. It is a serious issue among several
Southeast Asian countries where drug-related offences continue to rise and account
for about 60% of the prison population, resulting in prison overcrowding and bur-
dens on the criminal justice system. For example, this is the case in Lao PDR

Figure 1. Status of the implementation of non-custodial measures and community corrections in the Association
of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) Plus Three countries. For a colour figure, see the online version of the article
Source: Based on the research for the Second Seminar on Promoting Community-Based Treatment in the ASEAN
Region, which was held by the United Nations Asia and Far East Institute for the Prevention and Crime and the
Treatment of Offenders (UNAFEI), the Department of Probation of the Ministry of Justice of Thailand, and the
Thailand Institute of Justice from 2 to 4 March 2016 in Thailand.
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(Thailand Institute of Justice 2016:47–51). Those who suffer from drug dependence
are often treated in the criminal justice system, but it should be a health issue
rather than a criminal justice issue. Scientific research has also shown that effective
treatment for drug use has helped drug-dependent individuals to halt their
consumption, prevent relapse, reduce their involvement in crime and make a positive
contribution to their family and community, thus reducing recidivism for drug-
related offences and the burden on overcrowded prisons (United Nations Office on
Drugs and Crime 2015:33). In terms of reducing the number of incarcerated drug
offenders, it is necessary to focus on their community-based treatment in
cooperation with medical and welfare services. Of course, it should not be ignored
that one of the causes of the high population of drug offenders in prisons in
Southeast Asia is that they often commit other crimes, such as murder,
violence, burglary, theft, and so on, when under the influence of drugs (Penal Reform
International 2015:14). Since the recidivism rate for drug-related offences is
high and drug use and dependence affect offenders’mental and physical health, long-
term and sustained medical care and other necessary interventions by multiple
agencies are required (National Institute of Drug Abuse 2014). Therefore, the
ASEAN countries require technical assistance which focuses on effective community
corrections.

As a result of the establishment of the ASEAN Economic Community at the end
of 2015, the movement of persons and economic activity in the region have been
facilitated. At the same time, it must be noted that the movement of persons also
includes offenders involved in community corrections (Burdeos 2015; Ong 2015).
While the European Union (EU) countries have already established a system to
supervise offenders in the community wherever they come from in the region, each
country in the ASEAN region implements neither the common concepts of com-
munity corrections nor the same or similar legislation on community corrections.
The Philippines, which sees many of its workers emigrate to other countries, pays
particular attention to effective international cooperation in community corrections
(Burdeos 2015). Therefore, the Philippines, at the Third ASEAN Plus Three Forum
on Probation and Community-Based Rehabilitation, proposed the establishment of
the ASEAN Plus Three Probation Association. Based on the discussion above
mentioned, UNAFEI has continued to provide technical assistance in the field of
community corrections to developing countries.

Imprisonment and Social Condition in the ASEAN Region
In the process of considering the contents of technical assistance for the ASEAN
countries, UNAFEI and participating ASEAN countries shared good practices and
statistical information, and analysed existing criminological and penological studies.
For example, the study considering the relationship between social conditions and
incarceration conducted by Tapio Lappi-Seppälä of the National Research Institute of
Legal Policy in Finland7 provides important perspectives which apply to the ASEAN
countries’ consideration of effective offender treatment systems (Lappi-Seppälä

7Lappi-Seppälä (2008) considers the relationship between social conditions and incarceration and shows
a European trend of a positive correlation between income inequality and prisoner rates and a clear inverse
relation between the commitment to welfare and the scale of imprisonment in his Japanese Journal of
Sociological Criminology article titled “Explaining National Differences in the Use of Imprisonment”.
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2008:93–120). According to his study in Europe, there is a correlation between
incarceration and social fairness and between incarceration and social welfare
services. Those correlations are analysed by the relationship between a country’s
prison population rate and its Gini index, which indicates an aspect of social fairness
in a country, and the relationship between the prison population rate and the
proportion of the health and medical expenditure to the total government expen-
diture. Social fairness is significantly related to the level of social welfare services in
each country. In addition, if such services are substantial, the risk of crime will be
reduced by social welfare policies. For example, it may be better to connect offenders
who are disabled or elderly with welfare services instead of forcing them to go to
prisons for their treatment.

Those views are significantly related to the United Nations’ 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development and its Goals. For example, Goal 10 requires reducing
inequality within and among countries while Goal 16 aims to promote peaceful and
inclusive societies for sustainable development, provide access to justice for all
and build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all levels. It is important
and helpful for understanding social conditions and incarceration to consider the
relationship between social fairness and offender treatment in terms of the sus-
tainable development of the region.

Figure 2 shows the correlation between Gini index rates and prison population
rates in the ASEAN Plus Three countries. As seen in Figure 3 for Europe, which was
created by Lappi-Seppälä (2008:102), the regression line in this graph indicates that
the countries with less social fairness tend to have higher prison population rates in
Asian countries.

On the other hand, Figure 4 shows the relationship between the prison population
rate and social welfare services in the ASEAN Plus Three countries. In this graph, the
trend line is upward sloping, which suggests a counterintuitive result from the study
in Europe and Canada as seen in Figure 5; that is, spending more money on social
welfare services will actually increase the prison population rate. In order to

Figure 2. Correlation between incarceration and social fairness in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN) Plus Three countries. For a colour figure, see the online version of the article
Source: Based on the World Prison Brief (Institute for Criminal Policy Research 2016a), the World Bank (2016b) and
the CIA (2016).
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understand this result, we must draw attention to the differences of proportion of
health and medical expenditures to the total government expenditures between EU
and ASEAN countries. While the proportion in the EU is about 16% in 2014, the
proportion in ASEAN countries is lower: Brunei Darussalam 6.5%, Indonesia 5.7%,

Figure 3. Gini index and prisoner rates 2000 in Europe. This figure refers to the Scandinavian (Scand) countries
(three countries; Denmark, Finland and Sweden), the Western European (West) countries (eight countries;
Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal and Spain) and the Anglo-Saxon (Anglo)
countries (two countries; the UK and Republic of Ireland)
Source: Lappi-Seppälä (2008:102).

Figure 4. Correlation between incarceration and social welfare services in the Association of Southeast Asian
Nations (ASEAN) Plus Three countries. For a colour figure, see the online version of the article
Source: Based on the World Prison Brief (Institute for Criminal Policy Research 2016a), the World Bank (2016a) and
the CIA (2016).
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Cambodia 6.1%, Lao PDR 3.4%, Myanmar 3.5%, Malaysia 6.4%, Philippines 10%,
Singapore 14%, and Vietnam 14.2%. Only Thailand had a higher proportion at 23.2%
(World Bank 2016a). It seems that the social welfare services in many ASEAN
countries are not yet prepared to provide treatment to offenders in cooperation with
criminal justice agencies.

Implications from Japanese Experience

Japan, for the time being, has overcome the problem of prison overcrowding by
implementing various non-custodial measures as well as effective crime prevention
efforts. Although it is difficult to determine that non-custodial measures are a single
solution to reduce the prison population, much research has cited the benefits of
non-custodial measures (Someda 2006:16–27; Lappi-Seppälä 2008:101–4). In fact,
Japan has been reducing the prison population rate for 10 years since 2006 (Figure 6).
Although this reduction is significant because of the reduction in the number of
crimes reported to the police, it seems that implementing non-custodial measures has
also contributed to the reduction of the prison population. For example, the parole
rate has increased gradually since 2010 (Figure 7), and it correlates with the reduction
of the prison population rate.

One of the reasons why it is possible for Japan to implement non-custodial
measures such as parole supervision is that a networking system between criminal
justice agencies and social welfare agencies is working effectively at the community
level. In addition, Japan spends more money on social welfare compared with the
ASEAN countries.8

In fact, various measures to promote vulnerable offenders’ reintegration into
society have been implemented in Japan. One of the significant measures to reduce
imprisonment of low-risk vulnerable offenders is the Japanese practice of “special

Figure 5. Social expenditures and prisoner rates in Europe and Canada. These figures refer to the Scandinavian
(Scand) countries (four countries; Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden), the Western European (West)
countries (nine countries; Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and
Switzerland), the Anglo-Saxon (Anglo) countries (three countries; Canada, the UK and Republic of Ireland) and
the East European (East) Countries (five countries; Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania and Poland)
Source: Lappi-Seppälä (2008:102).

8See Figure 4.
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coordination of social circumstances” for elderly and disabled offenders (hereinafter
referred to as “Special Coordination”), which was established in 2009.9 Coordination
of social circumstances for inmates usually is conducted by volunteer probation
officers in the community under the direction of probation officers. This practice,
which is a part of the coordination of social circumstances for inmates, aims to
encourage released inmates who suffer difficulties in self-reliance due to old age or
disability to achieve smoother reintegration into society. This is an example of the

Figure 6. Year-end inmate population of penal institutions and rate per 100,000 population. For a colour figure,
see the online version of the article
Source: Research and Training Institute, Ministry of Justice, Japan (2016:48).

Figure 7. Parole rate. For a colour figure, see the online version of the article
Source: Research and Training Institute, Ministry of Justice, Japan (2016:65).

9An increasing number of inmates suffer from dependence on alcohol and drugs, mental illness and
developmental disorders. Furthermore, as Japanese society ages, an increasing percentage of inmates are
elderly (over 65 years old), reaching 10.7 % of the total number of inmates (Research and Training
Institute, Ministry of Justice, Japan 2016:185).
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effective implementation of parole as a non-custodial measure within the framework
of urgent aftercare of discharged offenders. Under this system, probation officers and
volunteer probation officers work with correctional institutions or prefectural
Community Settlement Support Centres established by the Ministry of Health,
Labour and Welfare to provide inmates with the necessary coordination services so
that they will be able to make use of welfare services available from local governments
or social welfare corporations immediately after release from a correctional
institution. In this process, multi-agency coordination often utilizes the official
networks of public agencies and information and networks brought by volunteer
probation officers.

Since the Community Settlement Support Centres are familiar with welfare
assistance and its procedure, they can make arrangements to solve the inmates’
problems and maintain the necessary assistance. Actually, before Special Coordina-
tion was established, the inmates had been released from correctional institutions
without welfare assistance after the termination of sentence, even if they were elderly
or disabled and without housing. However, after Special Coordination was estab-
lished, housing and welfare services – which are important factors for the prevention
of recidivism – have been provided for these offenders after release.

This new policy is a typical example of multi-agency cooperation, which sig-
nificantly contributes to the reduction of the prison population and effectively
functions as a measure for the prevention of recidivism in Japan.10 By encouraging
multi-agency cooperation at the community level, the government of Japan provides
volunteer probation officers with the tools they need to successfully coordinate
offenders’ return to the community.

A Model of Offender Treatment Considering Social and Cultural Context

Most ASEAN countries have relatively higher prison population rates than in the
ASEAN Plus Three countries and lack the necessary social welfare policies for
vulnerable offenders. The exception is Thailand, which has higher social welfare
expenditures. However, it also has a high prison population rate due to drug-related
offenders that exceed the capacity of the social welfare system. This is despite the fact
that Thailand spends more than 20% of its total government expenditure on health
and medical care. Thus, the situation in Thailand indicates that its health and
medical care policies still have not caught up with the growth in the number of drug
offenders generated by the “war on drugs” conducted by the former Prime Minister
Thaksin’s administration since 2003 (Fernquest 2016).11

ASEAN countries are relatively similar to Japan12 in terms of culture, and
therefore, the local communities in the region might have the potential to prevent

10The cumulative percentage of re-imprisonment within 2 years after release of inmates aged over
65 years has gradually decreased since 2008, when the rate was recorded at 29.7%. The year 2013 was an
exception, as the rate increased slightly by 2.1 points to 24.9% over the previous year. In 2014, the rate
dropped to 20.4% (Research and Training Institute, Ministry of Justice, Japan 2016).

11See the next section about the crime trend in Thailand.
12In the ASEAN Plus Three countries, empowerment of the community is still influential. In Japan,

community corrections were rooted in informal voluntary activities of the private sector in the community
before the Second World War. In the post-war period, the government formalized the system as a part of
the offender treatment system. However, even in modern Japanese society, local governance of crime
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recidivism by community cohesion, which is represented by community volunteers
or other organizations rooted in the community, through multi-agency cooperation
supported by local authorities.13 Although these societies confront conditions of
rapid modernization, it seems that community empowerment remains an effective
offender treatment measure in those countries, if the government assists and
encourages multi-agency cooperation. This assumption seems to be proven by the
Japanese experience, which underwent rapid modernization decades earlier than the
ASEAN region. In fact, this cultural similarity has contributed to the development of
the Volunteer Probation Officers systems in the Philippines and Thailand, which
were supported by UNAFEI.14 The consideration of the cultural background of each
country is always an important factor for the successful development and imple-
mentation of new policies.

PROMOTION OF SUSTAINABLE OFFENDER TREATMENT THROUGH COMMUNITY
CORRECTIONS

Although the figures shown in the previous section imply that a certain relationship
was found between social fairness, social welfare services and incarceration,
income inequality and social disparity in Asian countries are still larger than
those of European countries and social conditions are still being developed.
However, as the European study indicates, the welfare approach towards
offenders who need assistance increases the effectiveness of non-custodial measures.
Thus, the welfare model is necessary for the treatment of offenders in the ASEAN
countries.

When discussing alternatives to imprisonment, there is always a question of the
net-widening effect, that is, whether the role of non-custodial measures can replace
imprisonment or whether non-custodial measures just function as a penalty for new
groups of offenders (Albrecht 2010:44; Doi 2012:15). Indeed, the Commentary on the
Tokyo Rules, which is one of the most significant references for policy makers and
practitioners of offender treatment, points out that:

Despite the obvious advantage of non-custodial measures, reforms intended to
promote the use of such measures contain potential dangers and may
lead to unintended consequences. For example, the use of non-custodial
measures may be increased, not at the expense of imprisonment but at the
expense of other less onerous penalties. This may lead to an increase in
the total use of penal measures in society, an increase that cannot be justified
by a reference to a worsened crime situation. At the same time, there may
be no reduction in the use of imprisonment. This has been termed the
net-widening effect.

prevention in the community works effectively through community volunteer systems such as the
Volunteer Probation Officers system.

13On the other hand, some of the ASEAN countries maintain informal mediation systems in the
community for offenders. For example, Laos implements the Village Mediation System, which aims to
provide a justice mechanism at the grass-roots level. Although it used to be an informal grass-roots system,
the government has gradually formalized the system of mediation centres in communities (Justice Minister
Decree No. 210; Ministry of Justice, Lao People’s Democratic Republic 2009).

14These technical assistance projects were fully funded by the Government of Japan through JICA.
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Another possible danger is that new non-custodial measures may be introduced
that impose more intensive forms of control. Instead of replacing imprisonment,
they may replace non-custodial penalties that involve less control. More intrusive
control than the circumstances warrant may thus be introduced. Ways of iden-
tifying and avoiding these disadvantages can be found in the Tokyo Rules.

(United Nations 1993:7)

In Japan, the implementation of certain non-custodial measures, as well as the decline
of reported cases, has contributed to the reduction of the prison population since 2006.
However, a tougher approach to crime is still discussed whenever serious crimes are
committed. The policies based on the tough-on-crime approach, often called “penal
populism”, have overemphasized criminal punishment without considering offender
rehabilitation. For example, in Japanese society, it is often difficult to benefit from the
social welfare service once someone becomes involved with the criminal justice system as
a criminal. Once labelled as criminals, these persons tend to be isolated from society.
Consequently, “penal populism” gives rise to social exclusion. In order to remedy this
situation, Japan has implemented various measures to promote vulnerable offenders’
reintegration into society, as mentioned above, although their effect is still limited. Thus,
in Japan, offender treatment is about to shift toward the social inclusion approach
according to the policy adopted by the government (Cabinet Office 2012, 2014).15

Considering the development of community corrections in the ASEAN region,
the discussion of the net-widening effect in offender treatment is important. While
important in all ASEAN countries, which lack sufficient statistical data, this is
particularly true in the CLMV countries, which are all attempting to establish
community corrections systems. Although not a CLMV country, the situation in
Thailand from 2003 to 2014 demonstrates the net-widening effect and “penal
populism”, which resulted from the government’s tough-on-crime approach. The
increase in the number of crimes and the number of offenders treated in the Thai
criminal justice system until 2014 resulted from the government’s policies, which
were represented characterized as the “war on drugs” policy (Fernquest 2016). Since
that policy was imposed, the prison population in Thailand had increased year by
year until 2014, but it has decreased slightly since then.16 Nevertheless, the prison
population remains high. Following the same trend, the number of probation cases17

and the identification of drug users and the drug rehabilitation cases based on the

15In Japan, “The Comprehensive Strategy for Re-offending Prevention”, which was decided at the Ministerial
Meeting Concerning Measures Against Crime in July 2012, set the numerical target to decrease the rate of
inmates re-imprisoned within two years of release by more than 20% by 2021. To achieve this target,
“Declaration: No Return to Crime, No Facilitation of a Return to Crime”, which was decided at the Ministerial
Meeting Concerning Measures Against Crime in December 2014, was declared by the government, and it set
the goal, which aims to “create a social environment where everyone can accept those who committed crimes or
turned to delinquency once again as responsible members of society (RE-ENTRY) in a natural manner, without
rejecting and isolating them”.

16The prison population in Thailand declined from 2002 to 2006, but it increased in 2006 based on the
statistics of the Department of Corrections, Thailand. This change shows that the increase of the prison
population seems to be the result of the policy shift. The three-year delay in the prison population increase
is likely to the result of the time lag between arrest, trial and imprisonment.

17Based on the statistics provided by the Ministry of Justice, Thailand, for this research in June 2017, the
number of probation cases had increased until 2013, when it reached its peak of 202,040 cases. However, it
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Narcotic Addiction Rehabilitation Act 200218 all peaked around 2013 or 2014 and
have subsequently declined. Those data, which show the trend of the treatment of
offenders, follow the same trend as the number of persons arrested,19 as well as the
recidivism rate, which is defined as reoffending within three years after termination
of probation.20 Those trends show that the government crime control policies
significantly affected the scale of offender treatment, although the reasons those
numbers began to decline around 2014 are unclear.

Comparing the trends between imprisonment and community corrections from
2002 to 2016 in Thailand – when the government pursued a tough-on-crime
approach – it seems that the implementation of non-custodial measures contributed
to neither the reduction of the prison population nor the recidivism rate.

After comparison between Japan’s social inclusion approach and Thailand’s
tough-on-crime approach, it seems likely that the social inclusion approach
can be effective through the implementation of community corrections; however,
policies based on the “penal populism” would undermine this crime control strategy.
Although further statistical analysis still needs to be done, based on the discussion of
cultural background in community corrections through the Japanese experience
mentioned above, the combination of criminal justice policies and social welfare
measures might be effective particularly for vulnerable offenders, and might signi-
ficantly contribute to the reduction of prison populations in the ASEAN region.

Thus, it is important to consider how many prisoners need welfare services
instead of imprisonment. To determine this number, the assessment of the offender
and social investigations such as pre-trial investigation and parole examination are
very important. At the same time, criminal justice practitioners are responsible for
public safety. Therefore, it is important that offenders are appropriately placed either
in prisons or in society based on their needs and the risks of recidivism.

CONCLUSION

The present article has discussed the development of community corrections in the
ASEAN region by analysing the socio-economic status of the region and referring to
the technical assistance provided by the Japanese government and UNAFEI. One of the
problems of the net-widening effect in offender treatment is often related to “penal
populism”, which leads to tougher penalties for offenders, and it increases the prison
population in some countries. However, criminal justice practitioners know that impri-
sonment is not a single solution to preventing recidivism and creating safer societies. In
terms of sustainable and effective offender treatment, it is necessary to promote public
understanding of the fact that community corrections play a key role in offender

has decreased since then, and its number in 2016 is 153,336 (Department of Probation, the Ministry of
Justice, Thailand 2017).

18Ibid. In addition, the number of drug-related offences has rapidly increased from 2004 to 2013 based
on the statistics by the Ministry of Justice, Thailand.

19Based on the statistics provided by the Ministry of Justice, Thailand, for the 25th Anniversary Seminar
of the United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for Non-Custodial Measures held at UNAFEI in
September 2015. The police statistics in Thailand are also available on the website of the Royal Thai Police
website (Royal Thai Police 2017).

20Based on the statistics provided by the Ministry of Justice, Thailand, for this research in June 2017,
the trend of the recidivism rate was 10.73% in 2008, 26.79% in 2014, and 22.78% in 2016.
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treatment as a result of the statistical analysis of imprisonment and socio-economic
status. Consequently, it is important that the general public in the ASEAN region, as well
as all stakeholders such as policy makers, practitioners, academics and practitioners, share
the concept of community corrections as a new effective policy to protect society.
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TRANSLATED ABSTRACTS

Sinopsis
UNAFEI promueve purgar la pena dentro de la comunidad (correcion comunitaria) a
través de asistencia técnica para países en desarrollo en base a las políticas de las Naciones
Unidas relacionadas con la política de tratamiento de delincuentes, particularmente las
Reglas Mínimas de las Naciones Unidas para Medidas no Custodiales y la Agenda 2030
para el Desarrollo Sostenible. Sin embargo, muchos países de la ASEAN sufren de
hacinamiento en las cárceles y algunos de ellos dependen en gran medida del
"encarcelamiento" como la solución única. Esto se debe, en parte, al estado
subdesarrollado de las correcciones comunitarias en muchos de estos países. Por lo
tanto, este documento considera el desarrollo sostenible del tratamiento del interno para
la prevención efectiva de la reincidencia a través del análisis de la relación entre las
condiciones sociales y el estado del encarcelamiento en Asia.

Palabras clave: UNAFEI; Reglas mínimas de las Naciones Unidas para medidas no custodiales; Reglas
de Tokio; ASEAN; correcciones comunitarias; inclusión social

Résumé
L'UNAFEI soutient les services correctionnels communautaires à travers une assistance
technique aux pays en développement fondée sur les mesures des Nations Unies relatives
à la politique de traitement des délinquants, notamment les Règles minima des Nations
Unies pour les mesures non privatives de liberté et le Programme de développement
durable 2030. Pourtant, de nombreux pays de l'ANASE (ASEAN) souffrent de la
surpopulation carcérale et certains d'entre eux comptent largement sur «l'emprisonne-
ment» comme l’unique solution pour lutter contre la criminalité. Cela est dû en partie à
l'état sous-développé des services correctionnels communautaires dans plusieurs de ces
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pays. Par conséquent, ce document examine le développement durable du traitement des
délinquants pour la prévention efficace de la récidive à travers l'analyse de la relation entre
les conditions sociales et la situation des prisons en Asie.

Mots clés: UNAFEI; Règles minima des Nations Unies pour l'élaboration de mesures non privatives de
liberté; Règles de Tokyo; ASEAN; services correctionnels communautaires; inclusion sociale

摘要

聯合國難民事務高級專員辦事處根據聯合國有關罪犯待遇政策的政策，特別是“聯
合國關於非監禁措施的最低限度標準規則”和“2030年可持續發展議程”，通過向發

展中國家提供技術援助來促進社區矯正。 不過，許多東盟國家的監獄過度擁擠，
其中一些主要依靠“監禁”作為一個單一的解決方案。 這部分是由於許多這些國家

社區矯正不發達的狀況。因此，本文通過對亞洲社會狀況與監禁現狀之間關係的分

析，考察了罪犯待遇可持續發展對於有效預防再犯的影響。

關鍵詞: 聯合國教科文組織“聯合國非拘禁措施最低限度標準規則”（“東京規則”），東盟，社區矯正，
社會融合
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