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Genesis and formation of juvenile courts in foreign countries

The purpose of this article is to explore the genesis and formation of juvenile courts in foreign countries,
highlighting their historical development, foundational principles, and evolution over time. Utilizing a com-
parative methodology, the research examines legal frameworks, policy changes, and societal influences that
have shaped juvenile justice systems in selected countries. The analysis includes a review of primary legal
documents, historical records, and contemporary research to provide a comprehensive understanding of the
factors contributing to the establishment and growth of juvenile courts. The results of the research reveal dis-
tinct patterns and commonalities in the formation of juvenile courts across different jurisdictions. Key find-
ings indicate that the emergence of juvenile courts was often driven by a combination of social reform
movements, changes in legal philosophy regarding youth crime, and the need to address juvenile delinquency
with a rehabilitative rather than punitive approach. The conclusion underscores the significant contribution of
this research by demonstrating how historical and socio-legal contexts have shaped juvenile justice systems
worldwide. This article contributes to the broader understanding of juvenile justice by providing insights into
the foundational principles that continue to influence contemporary juvenile court practices. Findings of the
study emphasize the importance of historical context in shaping current juvenile justice policies and the ongo-
ing need for reforms that prioritize the well-being and rehabilitation of young offenders.
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Introduction

In recent decades, the institution of juvenile justice has been widely discussed worldwide, namely: what
this institution represents, what are the consequences of its implementation in practice, what are the risks of
such implementation, etc. To answer these and many other questions, it is primarily necessary to focus on ana-
lyzing the genesis of this institution, its development in foreign countries in order to identify the advantages and
disadvantages in those countries where this institution has been functioning for a long period.

In our opinion, a historical-legal analysis of the development of juvenile justice in foreign countries will
help to choose the most acceptable and effective option not only for combating juvenile delinquency but also
for their civil legal protection.

Roman law, later legal acts of the Middle Ages, and especially the legislation of the XV111-XIX centuries
did not leave us any legal evidence that there were attempts to protect minors from harsh punishment for com-
mitted acts. In general, judicial protection of minors historically emerged in civil, not criminal law. In the Di-
gests of Emperor Justinian (6th century AD), in book four, there is title IV “On persons who have not reached
25 years old”. From the text of the edict, it is clear that the protection of persons under the age of 25 was carried
out by their guardians, and it mainly concerned property transactions. Roman law has left us another evidence
of state protection of children — the doctrine of parents patriae. The state was declared the ultimate guardian of
the child. In the history of juvenile justice, it was declared more than once (for example, at the time of the crea-
tion of “children’s courts” at the end of the XIX century and when doubts arose about the high efficiency of
these courts — at the end of the XX century) [1; 29].

The Laws of the Twelve Tables of first formulated the principle of forgiving punishment. It applied main-
ly to minors and in some subsequent works interpreting the content of the mentioned laws, it was formulated as
forgiveness justified by minority.
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The above-mentioned laws prescribed not to impose punishment under the following two conditions: 1)
when the minor did not understand the nature of the criminal act; 2) when the criminal act itself was not com-
pleted. This principle was widespread for a long time in countries that adopted Roman law.

The absence of special legal protection for children and adolescents was characteristic of many legislative
acts, for example, the “Mirror of the Swabians” (a collection of German laws of the 12th century), the “Caroli-
na” (the criminal-procedural code of King Charles V, 16th century). And although they reflected the mentioned
forgiveness of punishment, the laws themselves had reservations allowing to bypass this principle. Thus, in
“Carolina”, article CL-XXIX mentioned criminals who, due to their youth, are “deliberately deprived of mind”.
In relation to such persons, the law prescribed to “seek advice from knowledgeable people on how to act in ac-
cordance with all the circumstances of the case and whether to apply punishment”. Therefore, the “knowledge-
able people” (experts) decided whether to punish a minor or not. The so-called expert-judge played such a role
even in later times, even in the adversarial process.

In the second half of the 18th century, there were already statistical data on the lack of special protection
for children and adolescents in court during the execution of punishment. English lawyer P. King, studying
crime in England for the period 17621782, found that the legal vulnerability of children held in prisons was, in
his words, absolute. A significant portion of the prisoners consisted of boys of the youngest age and girls aged
10-13. They were all held together with adult convicts in one room [2; §].

The absence of special legal protection for minors could be found in the laws of many countries in the ear-
Iy and even in the mid-19th century. Such laws were in force, for example, in the USA. They established equal
criminal liability and punishment for children and adults, the same judicial procedure for all persons appearing
before the court. Only in the mid-19th century in this country and in a number of other countries did laws begin
to appear and special institutions were created, where the task was to provide elementary protection for children
and adolescents at various stages of justice.

The second half of the 19th century marked a gradual but steady change in the traditional approach to ju-
venile offenders. In 1869, in Boston, courts were first organized specifically for juvenile cases, and the first
experience of applying probation (educational supervision) to them was carried out, which subsequently be-
came one of the most common and most effective methods of dealing with juvenile offenders.

Methods and materials

For the purpose of a comprehensive study of the topic, we primarily used the comparative legal and her-
meneutic methods. Undoubtedly, many general scientific methods were also applied in the course of this re-
search, but among the specific scientific methods, the aforementioned methods were mainly used. The compar-
ative legal method involves comparing legal concepts, phenomena, and processes of the same order and identi-
fying similarities and differences between them, provided that the objects are comparable. Hermeneutics is un-
derstood as the method of interpreting legal terms and concepts, in the search for the meaning of legal texts,
along with the study of the problems of multiple meanings.

Results and discussions

Establishment of the First Juvenile Courts.

The fundamental turning point came only at the very end of the 19th century and culminated in the crea-
tion of a special court for juveniles. This court was established on July 2, 1899, in Chicago, as it became clear
that without special justice for juveniles, the fight against child and youth crime is doomed to failure, due to the
unprecedented rise in juvenile crime at the end of the 19th century.

In England and Wales, since 1908, there has been a system of specialized courts for juveniles; however,
the consideration of cases of crimes committed by juveniles was not within the jurisdiction of these courts, in-
stead, they were heard by courts of general jurisdiction — the Royal Courts.

In Scotland, at the beginning of the 20th century, a special system of juvenile justice developed, which has
an administrative rather than judicial character. Special commissions conducted “hearings on children’s cases”.
A board composed of trained public representatives, after discussing the case with the parents, social workers,
teachers, and the child, would make a decision on enforcement measures. This decision could be appealed to
the court [3; 541].

At the very beginning of the existence of courts for juveniles, autonomous juvenile justice was created in
the USA, Canada, Belgium, France, Greece, the Netherlands, Russia, Poland, Hungary, Egypt, Japan, Austral-
ia, New Zealand, and Switzerland.
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In Germany, Austria, Spain, Portugal, and Switzerland, the functions of guardianship courts were com-
bined with the functions of juvenile courts. Some countries opted to create specialized panels of judges for ju-
venile cases. This occurred in Ireland, Italy, Greece, and Japan [1; 48]. The national experiences of countries
where juvenile courts began to function effectively and subsequently became prototypes for modern juvenile
justice systems are of interest. However, it can be argued that the initial juvenile courts achieved their objec-
tives. A significant contribution was made in the area of dealing with juveniles in the judicial process — courts
treated children not as criminals, but as young individuals in need of assistance, approval, and guidance, focus-
ing on the need to expose the antisocial nature of their actions.

In the mid-1970s, turbulent transformations of the classic and customary forms and objectives of juvenile
justice began. Changes in juvenile justice occurred for reasons common to all countries where it existed, as well
as for reasons that can be defined as national. Common factors included the rise and deterioration of juvenile
crime statistics and the insufficient effectiveness in combating it. National reasons depended on the specific
state of the justice system concerning juvenile offenders. Modernizing juvenile justice occurred in two direc-
tions: the family court as an integrated body of judicial protection of the rights and lawful interests of minors,
and an administrative body for juvenile affairs, an alternative to the court.

The concept of the modern family court views it as a court of mixed, comprehensive jurisdiction — crim-
inal, civil, and family. Changes in juvenile justice by replacing juvenile courts with family courts occurred only
in few countries.

The concept of establishing a family court stems from the intention to address all issues related to juvenile
offenders — often defined in relevant laws as requiring “care, control, and protection” — within the jurisdic-
tion of a specialized judicial body. This body should address not only issues related to juvenile offenses but also
those that arise in the judicial process regarding juvenile offenses (guardianship, custody, sanctions against par-
ents, property disputes, etc.).

The listed issues did not comply with the competence of juvenile courts since they related to civil litiga-
tion. Therefore, in the process of modernizing juvenile justice, the question of replacing juvenile courts with
courts of civil jurisdiction became relevant. Proposed projects for the reorganization of juvenile justice empha-
sized that juvenile courts cannot address many issues when it comes not to imposing punishment and other
measures of enforcement on a juvenile offender, but to protecting the rights and lawful interests of children and
adolescents. Thus, the idea of creating a family court emerged. Its model was the already functioning family
courts in Japan and guardianship courts in Austria. In Japan, family courts were established in 1947-1948. Fol-
lowing Japan, transformations occurred in France, England, Belgium, Luxembourg, and the United States.

In general, the competence of the family court covers the following issues:

— crimes and offenses of minors;

— crimes committed by adults causing harm to minors;

— the entire complex of family law issues related to the protection of the rights and interests of minors,
including supervision and guardianship of minors, education of school-age adolescents, improvement of family
atmosphere, etc. [4; 212].

As for the existing family courts in other modern countries, it is possible to mention the dual system in the
United States, where there are courts for juvenile cases and family courts, and experimental family courts in
France.

Further we find it reasonable to conduct a detailed analysis of the models and the history of the develop-
ment of family courts in France, Germany, Japan, and other foreign countries.

Legal Regulation of the Juvenile Courts in France.

The beginning of the formation of juvenile justice in France is considered to be the Criminal Code of
1791, amended in 1810, which led to a revision of views on the child, who had been perceived in law as a
“young adult”. This concerns the appearance of elements of exemption from punishment for juvenile offenders
or mitigation of their punishment within the framework of the general judicial system. The principle of “dis-
cernment”, formulated during debates in the National Assembly in 1791, determined the structure of criminal
justice for minors for the next one and a half centuries. This principle was reflected in the provisions of the
Criminal Code of 1791 in Section V (Articles 1-4) “Influence of the age of convicts on the nature and duration
of punishment”: discernment is a fundamental condition for bringing a minor to criminal responsibility; if it is
established that the defendant, who has not reached the age of 16, acted without discernment, he is acquitted; if
it is established that the defendant, aged between 13 and 16, acted with discernment, the punishment is imposed
in a mitigated form compared to an adult offender (for example, instead of the death penalty, he will be sen-
tenced to 20 years of imprisonment in a in a correctional institution). In case of acquittal, a juvenile offender is
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subjected to an educational measure, which is considered not as punishment but as a compulsory measure ca-
pable of correcting his behavior.

As for the serving of sentences by minors together with adult offenders, at first, separate premises were
created in prisons for containing juvenile offenders, but from the 1830s, the idea of their reeducation rather than
just punishment began to develop [5; 27].

In the second half of the 19th century, a broad international movement began for the creation of special-
ized justice for minors. It was during this time that the widely known “American model” gained popularity, and
its symbol — the first juvenile court, opened in Chicago in 1899.

In 1912, an international congress on childhood issues held in Paris was the first to address juvenile justice
problems. By that time, specialized juvenile courts existed in several countries: in the USA, they were estab-
lished in 26 out of 46 states, in Germany in 1908, and after the creation of the first court, their number reached
approximately 200 within four years (Congres international des tribunaux pour enfants, 1912) [6]. The congress
participants formulated the following principles of juvenile justice in a resolution:

— Juvenile offenders should not be subject to criminal prosecution on general grounds.

— Special requirements should be imposed on juvenile judges (ability to communicate with children, em-
pathy towards them, knowledge in the field of social, pedagogical, and psychological sciences).

— Interaction of judicial bodies with the probation service.

— Conducting investigations into the circumstances of the offense accompanied by the collection and re-
cording of social, psychological, and medical information about the juvenile offender, the confidentiality of
which must be ensured.

— Minimization of the use of coercive measures against minors.

— In the absence of specialized juvenile jurisdiction, joint hearings on cases involving minors should be
avoided.

— Taking necessary measures in the interests of children subjected to abuse (Congrés international des
tribunaux pour enfants, 1912).

By the law of July 22, 1912, France established a court for children for the first time [7]. The “Law on Ju-
venile Courts and Conditional Early Release” established a classification of minors into three age groups (up to
13 years, 13-16 years, and 16-18 years) in order to differentiate the measures applied based on age. A minor
under the age of 13 was considered lacking “understanding” and therefore not subject to liability. Only educa-
tional measures could be taken against them. Henceforth, juvenile offenders began to be subject not only to
punitive measures but also to educational ones.

The Ordinance of February 2, 1945, regulated criminal justice concerning minors for over 70 years
(Ordonnance No. 45-174, 1945) [8]. Significant changes were made to it over time, with scholars and practi-
tioners recognizing the need to modernize the text without questioning its fundamental principles. The first
principle of the above-mentioned Ordinance was the idea of the necessity of specialized justice: criminal cases
where minors are charged with committing a crime or offense are not transferred to general criminal courts but
are only heard in juvenile courts or courts for minors. The second principle emphasized the preference for edu-
cational measures. Article 2 of the Ordinance provided that the juvenile court could take protective, assistance,
supervision, and educational measures at its discretion. The above-mentioned Ordinance defined the sequence
of measures: first, educational measures, then, if necessary, an educational sanction, and finally, punishment as
a last resort. The third principle involved a deep study of the personality of the juvenile offender, as well as
their social and family situation. Another important principle was the mitigation of criminal liability: minors
cannot be punished as severely as adults. For example, a minor older than 13 cannot be sentenced to imprison-
ment exceeding half the sentence imposed on an adult offender (Ordonnance No. 45-174, 1945) [8].

Thus, the juvenile justice system in its modern form was established in France by the Juvenile Delinquen-
cy Ordinance of February 2, 1945, the adoption of which marked the end of a long period of experiments, lead-
ing to the development, recognition, and subsequent legal formalization of the idea of the special social status
of minors and, consequently, the necessity to provide them with special forms of judicial treatment, differing
both in substance and form from treatment of adults [9].

The Ordinance of December 23, 1958, “On the Protection of Children and Adolescents at Risk”, amended
articles 375-382 of the Civil Code of France and empowered the juvenile judge to take any protective and edu-
cational measures concerning minors up to the age of 21 whose “health, safety, morality, or education are in
danger” (Ordonnance No. 58-1301, 1958) [10].
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Regarding the reform of the juvenile justice system in France, the Law of March 23, 2019, No. 2019-222
“On the Development and Reform of the Judicial System for the Period 2018-2022" included an article author-
izing the government to reform criminal legislation applicable to minors. In particular, the following tasks were
set: simplification and acceleration of legal proceedings; strengthening educational impact on minors until a
verdict is sentenced, especially concerning juvenile recidivists; regulation of the procedure for compensating
damage.

The adoption in 2019 and the entry into force on September 30, 2021, of the Code of Juvenile Criminal
Justice marked the end of a lengthy process of modernizing the legal foundations of criminal justice for juve-
nile offenders in France (Code de la justice pénale des mineurs, 2019) [11].

This Code eliminates the category of educational sanctions and now distinguishes only two educational
measures that can be applied by the juvenile judge: judicial warning and judicial educational measure.

The judicial educational measure consists of a set of obligations and prohibitions that the juvenile judge
can modify at any time:

— Integration module (daycare, placement in a boarding school or an educational institution);

— Compensation module (direct compensation obligations (to the victim), indirect compensation for
damage (in the interests of society));

— Health module (providing necessary medical care, placement in a medical institution);

— Placement module (determining the place of residence).

The Code of September 30, 2021 (Code de la justice pénale des mineurs, 2019) [11], replacing the famous
French Ordinance of February 2, 1945 (Ordonnance No. 45-174, 1945) [8], was adopted with a dual aim: to
judge “better” and “faster”. This historic reform has been criticized by some experts who considered it too “re-
pressive”.

Legal Regulation of the Juvenile Courts in Germany.

German legal experience in the field of juvenile justice is particularly interesting for the following rea-
sons:

— The existence of a fairly progressive restorative juvenile justice system in Germany;

— A long historical development of juvenile justice in Germany since 1532 (with the Law on Courts for
Minors adopted in 1923).

— The first specialized courts for minors in Germany emerged in 1907-1908, and by 1910, special juve-
nile courts were established in almost all major cities (Frankfurt, Cologne, Breslau, Berlin, Stuttgart, etc.).

In Germany, as in most continental countries, jurisdiction over cases involving minors was initially as-
signed to specialized courts regardless of the severity of the offense, while in common law countries, such
courts only handled minor and moderate cases, with serious crimes falling under the jurisdiction of general
courts. The concept of juvenile justice was developed in Germany in 1923 and reflected two aspects: reducing
the responsibility of adolescents and selective application of sanctions to them.

Since 1953, Germany has had a law on courts for minors, which defines the main provisions of criminal
proceedings concerning minors, based on international standards for dealing with this category of offenders. In
Germany, minors in terms of criminal law are considered young offenders who were 14 years old at the time of
the offense but have not yet reached the age of 21.

It is correct that differentiation by age criteria is made not only in determining criminal liability for minors
but also in applying procedural measures to them. Juvenile courts in Germany are not separate judicial bodies
but specialized departments within the general criminal courts system. However, they form a system with all
the signs of independence, including a special composition and jurisdiction, their own legal basis, and special
principles of judicial procedure. One of the peculiarities of juvenile justice proceedings in Germany is a deeply
individualized approach to adolescents, which is expressed in specific actions of the judge to establish contact
with the minor, methods of investigating case circumstances, the language of judicial proceedings understanda-
ble to the minor, involvement in studying the personality of non-legal specialized institutions [12; 61]. At all
stages of investigation and trial proceedings, information about the adolescent’s personality, collected by a spe-
cial socio-psychological service, plays an important role, and this service, based on its activities, provides a re-
port to the prosecutor and the police, actively interacts with juvenile courts. Such a symbiosis is regarded as
essential because the primary goal of juvenile justice is the reintegration of young individuals, who may be sub-
ject to punishment, into a crime-free life, while also instilling in them the necessary skills and abilities. [13]. In
other words, the aim is not retribution but preventing recidivism by compensating for deficiencies in the indi-
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vidual’s socialization. Accordingly, criminal and criminal procedural law regarding juveniles provides for aux-
iliary, supportive, and protective measures.

The experience of Germany in refraining from formal sentencing in juvenile cases (at the pre-trial and trial
stages at the initiative of the prosecutor), actively utilizing deferred prosecution in the form of probation, and
the so-called diversion (from Latin diversio — deviation, diversion) seems quite effective. The latter measure is
increasingly applied in juvenile procedural practice and involves terminating proceedings even in cases where
there are sufficient grounds, from the perspective of the prosecution or the court, to bring charges or render a
guilty verdict. Interestingly, Germany has a Forgiveness Day when 95 % of cases involving juveniles are ter-
minated. The effectiveness of diversion has been analyzed in terms of the recidivism rate among those who
received a guilty verdict and those for whom proceedings were terminated. The percentage was roughly the
same [13], confirming the thesis of the interchangeability of measures when it comes to crimes of minors and
moderate severity and suggesting the possibility of foregoing the most punitive and repressive forms of re-
sponding to juvenile crimes [14; 65].

The main principles of the German juvenile justice system include:

— Priority of alternative sanctions (minimal intervention);

— Priority of mediation and restorative justice;

— Priority of educational community sanctions;

— Detention as a last resort (for the shortest possible term from 6 months to 5—10 years);

— Even in the most serious cases, the case cannot be heard in adult courts;

— Juvenile court jurisdiction includes cases involving individuals aged 14 to 17 and those aged 18 to 21,

— Children (up to 14 years), adolescents (from 14 to 17 years), and young adults (from 18 to 21 years)
have the right to support and education, as well as protection of their personal development by social authori-
ties.

The German juvenile justice system incorporates substantive and procedural legal provisions that take into
account the age-specific characteristics of offenders. As for the types of legal consequences for juvenile offend-
ers in Germany, they include educational measures, coercive measures, as well as correctional and safety
measures.

Educational measures include obligations such as: obeying instructions regarding place of residence; liv-
ing with a family or in a social institution; attending school or work; being under the supervision of a designat-
ed person; participating in social training courses; reconciling with the victim; avoiding certain individuals or
places of entertainment; participating in traffic rules education.

Given the open nature of the above-mentioned list, it can be concluded that the legislator grants juvenile
judges broad powers and allows room for the judicial discretion in resolving many issues. Coercive measures,
for which German law does not provide a legal definition, include warnings; obligations such as making restitu-
tion for damage caused by the crime; apologizing to the victim in person; performing community service; pay-
ing a sum of money to a socially useful institution; arrest: during free time (utilizing free time from work and
education); for a short term (2-4 days); for a longer term (1-4 weeks).

Correctional and safety measures include: placement in a psychiatric clinic; placement in a treatment facil-
ity for compulsory treatment for alcoholism or drug addiction; supervision of behavior; revocation of driving
privileges; deprivation of liberty (however, this measure is not a priority in Germany. Deprivation of liberty is
applied only in the most extreme cases when intervention through alternative measures is deemed ineffective)
[15].

Analysis of the list of legal consequences for juvenile offenders makes it possible to conclude that the
German juvenile justice system is quite progressive. Its leading principles include the presence of an “educa-
tional idea”, orientation towards the personality of the offender, and a flexible system of sanctions. Studying the
development of the juvenile justice system in Germany, as well as considering modern conditions, including
economic conditions, provides significant experience for improving legislation and judicial practice in cases
involving juveniles in other countries.

Nevertheless, it is important to understand that the German model, like any other, requires adaptation to
specific conditions and the establishment of appropriate infrastructure. In practice, there are several obstacles
that may be characteristic of certain countries, such as resistance to changes in approaches to juvenile offend-
ers, lack of a unified concept of juvenile justice reform, lack of uniformity in legal regulation, as well as insuf-
ficiently qualified personnel.

Legal Regulation of Juvenile Courts in Japan.
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The Japanese approach to juvenile justice views it as separate from criminal proceedings. The main doc-
uments laying down the legal basis of juvenile justice in Japan are the 1947 Child Welfare Act and the 1948
Juvenile Act, which have been amended numerous times since their adoption. Japan operates a successful sys-
tem of special family courts. For instance, within the family court, there is a section for medical and psychiatric
consultation, with attached social workers. Their status is equivalent to that of probation officers in English and
American justice systems [4]. A notable feature of Japanese family courts is that all cases are handled based on
social investigation rules. This means that the primary focus is not on punishment but on the protection of juve-
niles who have come into conflict with the law or found themselves in challenging life circumstances [16; 60].

Cases involving children may be considered under criminal proceedings only if the child is at least 16
years old or has committed a particularly serious offense that warrants lifelong imprisonment or the death pen-
alty. Children who commit offenses cannot be detained, as this sanction is replaced with educational measures
and rehabilitation. Additionally, when courts handle cases involving children, the principle of transparency
does not apply. Justice in such cases is conducted confidentially, within closed proceedings. However, since
2000, an exception to this rule has been made, allowing victims to attend proceedings.

Before juvenile cases are considered, probation services prepare reports for family courts, detailing all cir-
cumstances of the case. Similar practices exist in the UK, where such reports are prepared by interagency
commissions. As research shows, more than 50 % of juvenile cases in Japan never even reach the hearing stage.
This is because, for achieving the necessary educational effect, pretrial detention is considered sufficient. In
other situations, punishments may include directing children to specialized correctional educational institutions
or various support centers.

As analyzed by researchers from Kyoto University, the number of offenses committed by children in Ja-
pan is increasing rapidly, with their severity also escalating. Consequently, Japanese legislation is trending to-
wards more open judicial proceedings for cases involving juveniles and the use of punitive measures against
such offenders. These changes aim to minimize juvenile delinquency, restore social justice, rehabilitate offend-
ers, and prevent further criminal activity [17; 73].

In 2007, amendments to the Juvenile Act were made, tightening the approach to juveniles: harsher penal-
ties were established for those committing serious crimes; the age of criminal responsibility in exceptional cas-
es for particularly serious crimes was lowered to 12 years old; in case of recidivism, offenders are sent to cor-
rectional institutions rather than specialized educational institutions as before; the police were granted the right
to conduct searches and seize evidence in criminal cases involving children under 14.

However, the basic approaches to overcoming juvenile delinquency remain intact. The Juvenile Act states
that the specificities of responsibility for offenses by juveniles are predetermined by their limited understanding
of law, age-related psychological characteristics, and incomplete socialization. When applying educational
measures or imposing punishments, courts are obliged to investigate the juvenile’s past, personality, environ-
ment, and circumstances of the offense.

As noted by Japanese researcher A. Ogawa, in recent decades, there have been significant changes in the
nature of juvenile offenses, especially in serious cases: offenses have become more violent and serious; aggres-
sion among juveniles has become more common; even when juveniles commit offenses, they may not realize
their criminality; motivations for offenses have changed (from poverty-driven in the post-war period to “be-
cause it’s fun” nowadays); some parents have lost authority in the family, and teachers have lost control over
discipline in schools [18].

Even when a minor commits a crime, Japanese juvenile justice, based on principles of humanism and
compassion, seeks primarily to provide education and rehabilitation and avoids punitive measures, as adoles-
cents are still in the midst of physical and mental development. They retain a flexible character, highly suscep-
tible to influence. It is important not to forget the goal of juvenile justice: upbringing and rehabilitation based
on ensuring the well-being of children. It should not be punitive. However, it is undeniable that there are still a
small number of juveniles for whom the application of conventional educational and protective measures is
impractical, especially in cases of serious crimes. Therefore, while the importance of applying educational and
rehabilitation measures in “ordinary” cases should not be forgotten, in a limited number of serious cases, the
application of stricter measures is inevitable for the protection of society.

Review of Approaches to the Institute of Juvenile Justice in Foreign Countries.

Further we consider it necessary to briefly review the issue regarding approaches to punishing juveniles in
other foreign countries. In the United Kingdom in 1993-1994, a series of legislative acts were introduced that
toughened measures for juvenile offenders and doubled the maximum term of imprisonment in correctional
institutions. The results of such legislation were so negative that they became one of the reasons for subsequent
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reforms carried out by the Labor Party. Under the new system, all juvenile offenders were classified into groups
depending on the severity of the offense, repeat offenses, and the prognosis for the adolescent’s future sociali-
zation.

The main emphasis in the juvenile justice system was placed on crime prevention. The enforcement of the
law was entrusted to interdepartmental commissions for working with juvenile offenders. Currently, there are
156 commissions in England and Wales, indicating the diversity of needs and behavioral models of juveniles.
Those commissions work together with social workers, municipal service teachers, probation inspectors, police
officers, as well as psychiatrists and child psychologists. Judges in the UK have a wide range of sanctions
available for youth: starting from curfews, warnings, and counseling sessions, to imposing community service
(unpaid) and imprisonment in correctional institutions (from age 16-17). It should be acknowledged that the
latter, more stringent measures, have the least rehabilitative effect, with a significantly higher percentage of
recidivism after them.

In 2009, a new law was introduced allowing offenders to compensate victims for the harm caused. Addi-
tionally, judges are now required to justify the decision not to use alternatives to imprisonment if such options
are available. Five years after the start of the reforms, it was noted that the innovations represent a qualitatively
new model of providing state services, work with offenders is now much more effective, and the recidivism
rate has significantly decreased. One of the facts confirming this was the closure of three correctional institu-
tions for juvenile offenders.

In European countries, the juvenile justice system is broadly similar to that in England. An interesting fea-
ture is the possibility of mediation, reconciling the victim with the offender. In the case of reconciliation, it is
possible to withdraw the offense from the criminal justice system and completely terminate criminal proceed-
ings without applying sanctions.

In England, Ireland, and the Netherlands, such a decision is made by the police, while in Germany, it is
made by the public prosecutor. Moreover, the public prosecutor or judge may suspend the proceedings, during
which the adolescent can perform restitution work, after which the case will be closed.

In Scotland, Bulgaria, and Estonia, juvenile offenders may be referred to social services, where decisions
on the application of educational measures are made. Various sanctions may be applied in court, similar to
those in England, with priority given to measures with the greatest educational value. The issue of imposing
fines on juveniles is ambiguous since teenagers usually do not earn money.

In some countries, such as Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Italy, Scotland, Serbia, and Spain, the imposition
of fines is not practiced. In Finland, the amount of the fine is comparable to pocket money that a teenager may
have (Integration of Juvenile Offenders into Society, 2011) [19].

Regarding family court models, the Family Division of the High Court of England is of particular interest
from the perspective of protecting the rights and interests of juvenile individuals. Its competence is extremely
broad in all matters related to family and children. This court can act as both a court of first instance and an ap-
pellate court within its jurisdiction. The cases heard by this court as a court of first instance include divorce,
adoption, guardianship, and custody matters.

In Austria, guardianship courts, adopted as a model of family court, extend their jurisdiction to minors up
to the age of 21. Guardianship courts apply educational measures to offenders and protective measures to indi-
viduals in need of protection. Guardianship courts also address conflicts between parents when they disagree
with recommendations regarding the upbringing of children provided by the Childhood Bureau. Juvenile of-
fenses are within the jurisdiction of existing juvenile courts in Austria. However, in cities like Vienna and Graz,
these courts are combined with guardianship courts, resulting in shared jurisdiction for the merged courts.

The mixed jurisdiction court, whose primary model is the family court, could not fully replace the juvenile
court. Firstly, it was difficult to include the main issues of traditional juvenile court jurisdiction — criminal re-
sponsibility and punishment of minors for crimes — within the competence of the family court. While the ju-
venile court struggled with civil jurisdiction issues, the family court couldn't overcome the barrier of criminal
proceedings, especially for serious crimes. The consequence of these difficulties was the slow spread of family
courts, their inclination towards civil jurisdiction, and the retention of courts for juveniles.

Administrative bodies for juvenile affairs, alternative to the court, have been established in several coun-
tries. Their competence, tasks, and procedural activities are determined by regulatory, predominantly depart-
mental acts. Laws usually specify the cases and categories of cases in which the intervention of administrative
non-judicial bodies instead of judicial intervention in juvenile affairs is possible, who decides on this issue, and
what forms such non-judicial intervention takes.
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Non-judicial bodies alternative to the court owns all the characteristics of a legal institution with corre-
sponding legal nature and functions. The establishment of alternative bodies was associated with dissatisfaction
with the effectiveness of juvenile justice. Alternative intervention consists of the possibility to choose an ad-
ministrative non-judicial body instead of the court, including cases where the court itself may perform such a
function by law. The second option is the possibility of using the function of an administrative body alongside
the functions of the court within the judicial process. In this case, the functions of the administrative body can-
not be considered alternative to judicial activity since they do not replace justice but only complement it. How-
ever, classifying this activity as alternative has its grounds. It should not be forgotten that in some countries,
such alternative has gained legal right to exist within juvenile justice framework and yields the expected results.

The competence of administrative bodies authorized to intervene in juvenile affairs instead of the court
primarily lies in the legal protection of children and adolescents. In some countries, there are special preven-
tive-protection bodies intended for the prevention of juvenile offenses. These bodies include special committees
for juvenile affairs: youth protection committees in Belgium; commissions for the social welfare of children
and adolescents in Scandinavian countries (Denmark, Norway, Sweden) and Finland.

The Scandinavian model of the activity of welfare committees involves not replacing the juvenile court
with such a committee but rather dividing their jurisdiction over the range of cases they consider. In all other
cases, the option always involves the possibility of choosing between judicial and non-judicial intervention for
a given case [4].

The comparison between the functions and tasks of the listed administrative bodies, which are empowered
by law to intervene as an alternative to the court, demonstrates both significant similarities and substantial dif-
ferences.

The similarity in tasks and functions of the listed alternative bodies includes the following:

— They are all legally authorized to intervene, not only to protect the rights and lawful interests of minors,
but also in cases involving juvenile offenses.

— They all carry out common preventive tasks in combating offenses and in eliminating unfavorable liv-
ing and upbringing conditions for adolescents.

— They include individuals whose professions are related to issues of child and adolescent upbringing, as
well as the protection of their rights and interests; representatives of the community.

— Overall, the procedure for handling cases in these bodies, where juvenile offenses or offenses against
them are concerned, is regulated by law or other legal acts.

Conclusions

Thus, it can be concluded that the European juvenile justice system has generally proven to be effective,
attentive to the rights of the child and the value of their personality, and sufficiently flexible in terms of sanc-
tions applied to juvenile offenders. However, the legal space in Europe is characterized by diversity and distinc-
tive features of each specific country.

In our opinion, particular attention should be paid to the preference for educational measures over pun-
ishment, a deep understanding of the psychology and personality of a minor, and the specialization of judges
who deal exclusively with juvenile cases.

Among the principles of juvenile justice, special attention should be paid to education and rehabilitation
since the practice of foreign countries shows that punitive measures do not reduce the number of repeat offens-
es. In our view, punitive measures should only be applied to a limited number of offenses committed by juve-
niles.

Nowadays, the Singaporean judicial system is one of the most progressive and high-tech, which signifi-
cantly contributes to the efficiency of handling various categories of cases, including family matters. The merits
of the Singaporean judicial system include the mandatory use of mediation procedures in resolving family dis-
putes, adherence to the principles of creating proper conditions for children’s upbringing, promoting the protec-
tion and rehabilitation of children and their reintegration into society, and the use of the latest scientific and
technological advancements to simplify and ensure access to justice for every citizen, ultimately aiming to ful-
fill not only the social function of justice, but also the social function of the state as a whole.
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Hlereanepaeri kKamesieTKe TOJIMAFAHIAP/ABIH icTePi KOHIHAEr]
COTTBHIH IreHe3Huci MeH KYPbLTYbI

MakanaHbIH MakcaTbl — IIeTeNIepaeri KoMelleTKe TOJIMaraHAap/AbIH icTepi >KOHIHJeTri COTTapAblH TI'eHe3Hci
MEH KaJIBIITACybIH 3€PTTeY, OJap/bIH TAPUXM JaMyblH, iprelli IPUHIMNTEP] MEH YaKbIT GOMBIHINA 3BOJIOLHS-
CBIH aTan Kepcery. CanbICTRIpMalIbl 9IiCTEMEHI MalaanaHa OTBIPBIIN, aBTOpJap SPTYPIl enfepaeri KoMeneTke
TOJIMaFraHIapFa KaThICTHI O[IUIET JKYHEeCiH KAIBINTACTBIPFAH KYKBIKTHIK 0a3aHbI, casicaTTarbl ©3repiCTepi JKoHe
QIIEYMETTIK ocepiepi 3epTreiini. Tannayaa KkoMeneTke ToJIMaraHIapbIH icTepi OOHBIHIITA COTTapIBIH KYPBLTYbI
MEH JJaMyBIHa BIKTAT €TEeTiH (aKkTopap/pl )KaH-KaKThl TYCIHY YIIiH HETi3Ti KYKBIKTBIK KY’KaTTap, TAapHXH JKa3-
Oayap MeH Ka3ipri 3aMaHFBl 3epTTeyJiep KapacTBIPBUIFaH. 3epTTey HOTIDKENepl apTYpii IOpHCAMKIUSIIApAA
KOMeJIETKE TOJIMaFaH/Iap/IbIH iCTepi XKOHIHIET! COTTapIbIH KaJIBINTACYBIHBIH 9PTYPII 3aHIBUIBIKTaphl MEH OPTaK
Genrinepin kepcereni. Herisri KOpBITBIHABIIA KOMENIETKE TOIMaFaH/ap iCTepi sKOHIH/eT] COTTap/IbIH Maiaa 0o-
Jybl KeOiHece JICYMETTIK pedopMaiap KO3FaIBICHIHBIH, JKacTap apachIHAAFbl KBUIMBICKA KaTBICTH KYKBIKTBIK
(hunocopuAHBIH ©3repyiHiH >KOHE KOMENETKE TOJIMaraHAap apachlHAAFbl KbUIMBICTHI JKa3alayIblH OpHBIHA
OHAJITY TOCLTI apKBUIBI IIEITy KaKETTUIIHIH yiIeciMiMeH OaiylaHBICTHI €KEeHIH aiKbIHAaiabl. KophIThIHbIIA
TAPUXU JKOHE QJICYMETTIK-KYKBIKTBIK KOHTEKCTE IYHHEXKY3IHZCTT KOMENETKEe TOJMAaFraH/lapFa KATBICTHI COT
TOpEiri XKYHeciH Kalall KaJbIITacTBIPFaHBIH KOPCETY apKbUIBI OCHI 3epPTTEYHAiH eJeyil yIieci 3epleleHIeH.
Makana KoMeJleTKe TOJNMaraHIapra KaTBICTBI COT TOPENTiHiH Ka3ipri 3aMaHFbl ToXipuOeciHe acep eryai
JKAIFACTBIPATBIH HETI3T1 Karujaiap Typasbl akmapar Oepy apKbUIbI KoMeJIeTKe TOJIMaraHgapra KaThICTBI COT
TOpEJITriH KeHIpeK TYCIHyTe BIKNal eTe/l. 3epTTey HATIKeNIepiHie KoMeIeTKe TOJIMaFraHapra KaThICThI d/IIeT
caJlaChIHZaFbl Ka3ipri CcascaTThl KAJIBIITACTHIPYJAFbl TAPUXH KOHTEKCTIH MAHBI3IBUIBIFBI JKOHE KaMENeTKe
TOJIMaraH KYKbBIK OY3yIIBUIApABIH 9-ayKaThl MEH OHAITY MocenesepiHe OachIMABIK OepeTiH pedopMaiapabiH
TYPaKTBl K&KETTLIIr CHIIATTAJFaH.

Kinm ce3dep: xomerneTke ToNMMaraHAApIbIH iCTEpi )KOHIHICT] COTTap, MEIHUAINs, FOBEHAIIBI SIIJIET, 0TOACHUIBIK
COT, COT XYifeci, KoMeNeTKe TOIMaraHaap bl KOpray.

. Ocnanosa, C. Mopos, A. HusizoBa

I'ene3uc u popMupoBaHNe IOBEHAIBHBIX CY/10B B 3apYy0e:KHBIX CTPaHAX

Llenbio naHHOM CTaThH SIBISETCS M3YYEHHE reHesnca M (opMHUpOBaHMS IOBEHAJIBHBIX CYHOB B 3apyOeKHBIX
CTpaHax, C aKIIEHTOM Ha MX NCTOPHYECKOE Pa3BUTHE, OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIINE IPHHIIUITBI M BOJIOLMIO C TEUCHHEM
BpeMeHU. Vcrnonb3ys CpaBHUTEIBHYO METOOJIOTHIO, HCCIIEIOBATENH aHATN3UPYIOT IPaBOBOE PETYJIHPOBAHHUE,
W3MEHEHHUs TTONUTHKH M OOLICCTBEHHBIC BIMAHHS, KOTOPBIE c(hOPMHPOBAIN CUCTEMY IOBEHATIBHON IOCTULIMH B
pasHBIX CTpaHaX. AHaIN3 BKJIOYAaeT 0030p OCHOBHBIX FOPUIMYECKHX JAOKYMEHTOB, MCTOPHYECKHX 3aliceil
COBPEMEHHBIX MCCIIEZIOBaHHIA, 00ECIIeYrBasi BCECTOPOHHEE TIOHMMaHNe (PaKTOPOB, CHOCOOCTBYIOIIUX CO3aHHUIO
Y Pa3BUTHIO I0BCHATLHBIX CY/IOB. Pe3yJIbTaThl HCCIIEJOBAHHS BBIABIISIOT PA3IMYHbIE 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH H 00IIIHe
4epThl B ()OPMUPOBAHUY IOBEHAJBHBIX CY/IOB B Pa3INUHBIX IOPHCIUKIHAX. OCHOBHBIC BBIBOJIBI YKa3bIBAIOT HA
TO, YTO BO3HHKHOBCHHE IOBEHAIBHBIX CYIOB 4acTO ObLIO OOYCIIOBICHO COYETAHHEM JIBH)KCHUH 32 COLMAIBHBIS
pedopMbl, H3MEHEHHSIMU B TTPABOBOH (priIoCOPUH B OTHOLICHNH MOJIOJIEKHOIM MPECTYIHOCTH U HEOOXOANMO-
CTBIO PEIICHHE NPOOIEMBI IIPECTYITHOCTH CPEAN HECOBEPILICHHOIETHHX C MOMOIIBIO PEaOUINTALIOHHOTO, a He
KapaTeabHOro Moaxo/a. B 3akimoueHne Mo 4epKUBaeTCs 3HAYNTEbHbII BKIIAJ] JAHHOTO UCCIIEIOBAHMUS, IEMOH-
CTPUPYIOIIEro, KaKk MCTOPUYECKHE U CONMAIBHO-TIPAaBOBBIE KOHTEKCTHI C(HOPMHUPOBAIH CHCTEMY IOBEHAIBHOM
IOCTHIHY BO BCEM MHpe. JTa CTaThsl BHOCUT BKJIAJ B O0Jee MMPOKOe IIOHIMaHUe IOBEHAIBHON IOCTHIINH, TIpe-
JIOCTaBJIs1sl HHPOPMALHIO 00 OCHOBOIONArAOIINX MPHUHIMIAX, KOTOPBIE MPOIOJDKAIOT BIMATH HA COBPEMEHHYIO
MPAKTHUKY FOBCHAIILHBIX CYHOB. Pe3ynbTaThl HCCIe[oBaHMs MOAYEPKUBAIOT B)KHOCTh HCTOPHIECKOTO KOHTEKCTa
B ()OPMHUPOBAHHUHU TEKYILEH MOJIMTHKY IOBEHAIBHON IOCTHIIMU M MOCTOSHHYIO HEOOXOIMMOCTh peopM, OpHUEH-
THPOBAHHBIX Ha OJarornoiyune 1 peabHInTALMIO HECOBEPIICHHOICTHNX MTPABOHAPYILIUTEICH.

Kniouesvle cnosa: 10BEHANbHBIE CYIbl, MEIUALs, I0BEHAIbHAS FOCTULIMS, CEMEHHBIA Cyl, cyaeOHas cucrema,
3allIUTa HECOBEPIICHHOJICTHHX.
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