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The treatment of young offenders within international and European legal 

frameworks is governed by a distinct normative architecture grounded in the 

recognition of children as rights-holders, individuals in development, and subjects 

entitled to special protection within justice systems. This framework reflects the 

evolution of juvenile justice from predominantly punitive and welfare-oriented 

approaches toward rights-based, rehabilitative and reintegrative models of 

intervention (Mincie, 2015; Goldson & Muncie, 2015). Contemporary juvenile justice 

standards are therefore increasingly shaped by principles derived from international 

human rights law, developmental psychology, and desistance-focused criminology, 

emphasizing the capacity of children and young people for change and social 

reintegration rather than punishment alone (Bucklen, 2021).  

At the global level, the international standards are anchored in binding human rights 

instruments, most notably the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) (United 

Nations, 1989) which establishes the obligation of States Parties to ensure that 

children in conflict with the law are treated in a manner consistent with their dignity, 

worth and reintegration into society. The CRC is complemented by other binding 

instruments of broader applicability, including the International Covenant on Civil 

and Political Rights (ICCPR) (United Nations, 1966), and the Convention against 

Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or  

Degrading Treatment or Punishment (CAT) (United Nations, 1984). Although these 

instruments are not specifically focused on children, the rights and safeguards they 

establish, including protections relating to liberty, fair trial rights, humane treatment, 
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and protection from ill-treatment, apply equally to children and constitute an 

important part of the international legal framework governing juvenile justice. 

The normative content of the CRC has been further elaborated through the General 

Comments of the Committee on the Rights of the Child, which provide authoritative 

guidance for States Parties on the implementation of their treaty obligations. Of 

particular relevance is General Comment No. 24 (2019) on children's rights in the 

child justice system, which reaffirms that the primary objectives of juvenile justice 

should be rehabilitation, education, and successful reintegration rather than 

punishment. The Committee calls upon States to prioritize diversion and restorative 

justice mechanisms, including mediation, victim–offender reconciliation, community 

service combined with educational or vocational programmes, and guidance and 

supervision orders implemented by qualified social work professionals, thereby 

reducing children's exposure to formal judicial proceedings and criminal records. 

Where deprivation of liberty is unavoidable, detention facilities must provide 

comprehensive education and vocational training programmes that prepare children 

for their reintegration into the labour market upon release. Such qualifications 

should, whenever possible, be externally certified to avoid stigmatization and 

discrimination in future employment. General Comment No. 24 further emphasizes 

that children deprived of liberty are entitled to a structured daily regime centred on 

education, vocational activities, peer interaction, physical exercise, recreation, 

hobbies, and other meaningful occupational activities, stressing that prolonged 

idleness or the absence of age-appropriate programmes is incompatible with the 

rehabilitative purpose of  

juvenile justice. Work performed by juveniles deprived of liberty must respect their 

dignity, health and developmental needs, should contribute to the acquisition of 

vocational skills, and must not amount to forced labour or economic exploitation. 

These standards place education, social development, and preparation for 

independent adult life at the centre of juvenile justice interventions (Committee on 

the Rights of the Child, 2019).  

Alongside these binding instruments, a soft law further elaborates the principles 

applicable to juvenile justice. These include the United Nations Minimum Rules for 

the Administration of Juvenile Justice (Beijing Rules) (United Nations, 1985), the 

United Nations Guidelines for the Prevention of Juvenile Delinquency (Riyadh 

Guidelines) (United Nations, 1990), and the United Nations Rules for the Protection 

of Juveniles Deprived of their Liberty (Havana Rules) (United Nations, 1990). The 

Havana Rules further emphasize that children deprived of liberty should be provided 
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with structured educational programmes, vocational training, and opportunities to 

pursue work (United Nations, 1990). While not legally binding, these instruments 

have considerable normative authority and are widely used by international 

organisations, courts, and policymakers as interpretative guidance for implementing 

binding treaty obligations (Decker & Marteache, 2017). 

At the European regional level, juvenile justice standards are shaped primarily 

through the framework of the Council of Europe and the jurisprudence of the 

European Court of Human Rights under the European Convention of Human Rights 

(ECHR) (Council of Europe, 1950), which constitutes a binding regional human rights 

instrument (Kilkelly, 2001). The case law of the ECtHR has progressively developed 

specific standards concerning the treatment of children in conflict with the law, 

interpreting Articles 3, 5, 6 and 8 of the Convention in light of children's vulnerability 

and developmental needs. The Court has consistently emphasized that detention 

conditions for juveniles must promote rehabilitation through education, vocational 

training, meaningful daily activities and age-appropriate regimes. In cases such as 

Güveç v. Turkey (Application no. 70337/01, judgement 20 April 2009) and Blokhin v. 

Russia (Application no. 47152/06, judgement 23 March 2016), the Court found that 

prolonged idleness, lack of educational opportunities, and the absence of 

meaningful activities may contribute to violation of Article 3 and Article 5 of the 

Convention. More recently, in Manjani v. Albania (Application no. 32283/23, 

judgement of 10 June 2026), the Court stressed that juvenile offending cannot justify 

lifelong restrictions on employment opportunities and reaffirmed that States have 

positive obligations to facilitate the long-term rehabilitation and social reintegration 

of former juvenile offenders under Article 8 of the Convention. 

The European framework if further developed through non-binding standards 

adopted by the Council of Europe, including Recommendation Rec(2003)20 

concerning new ways of dealing with juvenile delinquency and the role of juvenile 

justice, the Recommendation CM/Rec(2008)11 on the European Rules for juvenile 

offenders subject to sanctions or measures (Council of Europe, 2008), the Guidelines 

of the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe on Child-friendly Justice 

(CM/Del/Dec(2010)1098/10.2abc-app6), and the recent Recommendation 

CM/Rec(2026)5 on education in prison (Council of Europe, 2026). The Child-friendly 

Justice Guidelines reinforce the principle that all responses to juvenile offending 

should be constructive, individualized and proportionate, while guaranteeing 

children's rights to education, vocational training, employment, rehabilitation and 

social reintegration. In particular, Guidelines 82 and 83 stress that sanctions should 

facilitate children's successful return to society and that criminal records should not 
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create unnecessary barriers to education or future employment after reaching 

adulthood, thereby supporting the child's long-term social inclusion and desistance 

from crime. 

These standards place education, vocational development, meaningful daily 

activities, and preparation for independent adult life at the centre of juvenile justice 

interventions. In this respect, General Comment No. 24 closely aligns with the 

Council of Europe's Child-friendly Justice Guidelines, both of which emphasize that 

juvenile justice measures should promote educational achievement, employability, 

social inclusion and successful reintegration rather than merely respond to offending 

behaviour.  

Although the European Union has not established a comprehensive legislative 

framework governing juvenile justice, several EU instruments contribute to the 

development of common standards. Directive (EU) 2016/800 on procedural 

safeguards for children who are suspects or accused persons in criminal proceedings 

encourages the use of educational and rehabilitative responses, promotes 

alternatives to detention where appropriate, and recognizes children's specific 

procedural needs. Similarly, the EU Strategy on the Rights of the Child (European 

Commission, 2021) encourages Member States to strengthen restorative justice 

approaches, improve specialised training for judges, prosecutors and other 

professionals working with children, and enhance educational, social and vocational 

support aimed at preventing recidivism and facilitating successful reintegration into 

society. 

Taken together, these global and regional instruments establish a child-centred 

model of juvenile justice structured around the principles of the best interests of the 

child. From a theoretical perspective, this normative evolution reflects broader 

developments in criminology and youth studies, particularly the movement away 

from retributive justice models toward desistance-focused and developmental 

approaches, which recognize that young people’s behaviour is shaped by social, 

psychological, and structural factors (McAra & McVie, 2010). Such approaches 

increasingly stress the importance of supportive social environments, relational 

interventions, and opportunities for positive identity formation (Ali, et al, 2022). 

Within this framework, youth work emerges not as an explicitly codified legal 

requirement, but as a functional and practice-oriented mechanism capable of 

operationalizing core normative principles embedded within international and 

European juvenile justice standards. Its relevance becomes particularly evident 

across the key stages of juvenile justice interventions, diversion, sanctions and 
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measures, and post-penal reintegration, where youth work methodologies can 

support participation, empowerment, educational engagement, social inclusion, and 

the strengthening of protective social bonds.  

The following sections examine in greater detail the core principles underpinning 

contemporary international and European juvenile justice standards and the role of 

youth work in their implementation. The analysis focuses on four interrelated 

dimensions: i) diversion and alternative measures as expressions of the principle of 

minimum intervention; ii) penal sanctions and measures through the principle of 

education and development; iii) post-penal care through the principle of continuity 

and reintegration; and iv) youth work as a cross-cutting mechanism that supports 

the operationalization of these principles across all stages of juvenile justice 

intervention. Together, these sections illustrate how rehabilitative and child-centred 

justice standards increasingly rely on multidisciplinary and community-based 

approaches that extend beyond formal legal processes alone. 

 

3.1. Diversion and Alternative Measures: The Principle of Minimum 
Intervention 

The principle of minimum intervention constitutes one of the foundational 

normative principles of contemporary juvenile justice systems and reflects the 

broader shift from punitive responses towards child-cantered and developmental 

approaches to offending behaviour. Within international human rights law, this 

principle is most clearly articulated in Article 40(3)(b) of the CRC, which obliges State 

Parties to promote measures for dealing with children in conflict with the law 

without resorting to judicial proceedings wherever appropriate and desirable. The 

CRC thereby establishes diversion not merely as a discretionary policy option, but as 

a normative expectation grounded in the best interest of the child, proportionality, 

and the avoidance of unnecessary criminalisation.  

This obligation is further elaborated through non-binding international standards, 

particularly the Beijing Rules, which encourage the use of diversion at all stages of 

the justice process (Rules 11 and 17), and emphasise that institutionalisation should 

remain a measure of last resort. In addition, the fundamental rights should be 

protected with the focus on personal development and education.  

Similarly, the Riyadh Guidelines stress the importance of community-based 

responses and social support mechanisms aimed at reducing pathways into formal 

justice systems (Fundamental Principle 6). Together, these instruments establish a 
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preventive and welfare-oriented approach that seeks to minimise the potentially 

harmful consequences of formal criminal justice intervention on children and young 

people. In addition, the Riyadh Guidelines advocate non-institutional and socially 

supportive interventions aimed at strengthening young people’s connection with 

families, schools, peer groups, and communities, objectives that strongly overlap 

with contemporary youth work practice. 

At the European regional level, the principle of minimum intervention is reinforced 

through both binding and non-binding standards developed within the Council of 

Europe framework. The European Court of Human Rights has repeatedly 

emphasised the vulnerability of children within criminal proceedings and the need 

for procedures adapted to their age and maturity under the European Convention 

of Human Rights (Kilkelly, 2008).4 In addition, soft law instruments such as the 

Council of Europe  

CM/Del/Dec(2010)1098 Guidelines on Child-Friendly Justice (Council of Europe, 

2010) and Recommendation CM/Rec(2018)8 concerning restorative justice in 

criminal matters promote diversion, mediation, and restorative responses as 

preferable alternatives to formal judicial proceedings whenever compatible with 

public safety and the interests of victims. These instruments stress participation, 

dialogue, accountability, and social reintegration as central objectives of juvenile 

justice interventions. 

From a criminological and sociological perspective, the principle of diversion is 

closely connected to labelling theory, which highlights that formal criminal justice 

intervention may contribute to the internalisation of deviant identities and reinforce 

future offending behaviour (Becker, 1963; Lemart, 1967). Early involvement in formal 

justice institutions can stigmatise young people, weaken social bonds, and increase 

exclusion from education, employment, and community structures. Diversionary 

measures therefore seek to avoid the criminogenic effects of formalisation by 

 
4 For example, in T. v. the United Kingdom (Application no. 24724/94, judgement 16 
December 1999) and V. v. the United Kingdom (Application no. 24888/94, judgement 16 
December 1999), the Court held that the public criminal trial of two 11-year-old children 
violated their right to a fair trial because the proceedings were not sufficiently adapted to 
their age and psychological vulnerability. Similarly, in Blokhin v. Russia (Application no. 
47152/06, judgement 23 March 2016), the Court stressed that children deprived of liberty 
require special procedural safeguards and that juvenile justice proceedings must prioritize 
the child’s best interests and rehabilitative objectives. These judgments reflect the broader 
European approach that formal criminal proceedings involving children should be limited, 
child-sensitive, and oriented toward rehabilitation and reintegration rather than punishment 
alone. 
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resolving offending behaviour through less intrusive and more supportive 

interventions. Empirical research has increasingly demonstrated that diversion 

programs are associated with lower recidivism rates compared to formal judicial 

processing, particularly when interventions are individualised, community-based, 

and focused on social support rather than punishment (Petrosino, et al., 2010; 

Malett, 2023). 

The principle of minimum intervention also reflects developmental and desistance-

focused theories of youth offending. Developmental criminology emphasizes that 

adolescence is characterized by ongoing cognitive, emotional, and social 

development, including heightened impulsivity, susceptibility to peer influence, and 

incomplete psychosocial maturity (Steinberg, 2009). Consequently, offending 

behaviour among young people is often transitory and responsive to supportive 

interventions. Desistance theory further suggests that long-term behavioural change 

is closely linked to opportunities for positive social participation, identity 

transformation, and supportive relationships rather than coercive sanctions alone 

(McNeill, 2016). Within this framework, diversion is not simply a procedural 

alternative but a mechanism for preserving young people’s social integration and 

developmental potential. 

 

3.2.  Penal Sanctions and Measures: The Principle of Education and 
Development 

Where diversion is not applied, the imposition of sanctions and measures on 

juveniles must comply with the overarching principle that responses to offending 

should remain educational, individualized, proportionate, and oriented toward 

social reintegration rather than punishment alone. Contemporary international and 

European juvenile justice standards clearly reject purely retributive approaches and 

instead conceptualize sanctions as instruments for supporting the development, 

rehabilitation, and social inclusion of children in conflict with the law. This normative 

orientation reflects the recognition that young offenders possess evolving capacities 

and significant potential for behavioural change, requiring interventions adapted to 

their age, maturity, and social circumstances. 

At the global level, the CRC establishes the core legal foundation for this approach. 

Article 40(1) requires that children accused or convicted of offences be treated in a 

manner consistent with their dignity and worth, which reinforces respect for human 

rights and facilitates their reintegration into society. The CRC therefore frames 

juvenile justice not primarily as a mechanism of punishment, but as a system aimed 
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at supporting the child’s constructive role within the community. The principle is 

further strengthened by Article 37(b), which provides that deprivation of liberty 

must be used only as a measure of last resort and for the shortest appropriate period 

of time. 

These binding obligations are elaborated through a range of non-binding 

international standards. The Beijing Rules emphasize proportionality, individualized 

responses, and the educational purpose of sanctions, while cautioning against 

institutionalization and excessive penal intervention (Rules 5, 17, 18, 19, 26). 

Furthermore, the facility should be correctional or education, not a prison type. 

Similarly, the Havana Rules establish that any deprivation of liberty must ensure 

access to education, vocational training, psychological support, recreation, and 

activities promoting personal development (points 38-46). The Havana Rules 

conceptualize detention not as passive confinement, but as an environment in which 

rehabilitative and developmental opportunities must remain available despite 

restrictions on liberty. 

At the European level, the European Rules for Juvenile Offenders Subject to 

Sanctions or Measures emphasize that sanctions should pursue educational and 

reintegrative objectives and should be implemented in ways that preserve family 

relationships, social inclusion, and access to community life. Recommendation 

CM/Rec(2026)5 on education in prison further strengthens this principle by 

recognizing education as a core component of rehabilitation and by requiring that 

educational opportunities in custodial settings be accessible, continuous, 

individualized, and equivalent in quality to those available in the community. 

The theoretical foundations of these standards can be linked to broader 

criminological and sociological perspectives emphasizing the social and 

developmental causes of offending behaviour. Human capital theory suggests that 

criminal behaviour is often associated with deficits in education, employability, and 

social opportunities, implying that investment in skills and learning may reduce 

future offending and support long-term reintegration (Becker, 2009). Similarly, social 

learning theory argues that behaviour is acquired and reinforced through interaction 

with social environments, peer groups, and institutional contexts (Akers, 1998). 

From this perspective, interventions that expose young people to supportive 

relationships, positive role models, and constructive social environments are more 

likely to encourage pro-social behaviour than punitive or exclusionary responses. 

Developmental criminology further supports this approach by emphasizing that 

adolescence is characterized by ongoing psychological, emotional, and cognitive 
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development (Steinberg, 2009). Young people therefore demonstrate a greater 

capacity for behavioural change than adults, making rehabilitative and educational 

interventions particularly important within juvenile justice systems. Research 

consistently shows that punitive sanctions and institutionalization may disrupt 

education, weaken social bonds, and increase marginalization, whereas educational 

and relational interventions are associated with lower recidivism and improved 

social outcomes (Abrams, 2006).  

 

3.3.  Post-Penal Care: The Principle of Continuity and Reintegration 

International and European juvenile justice standards consistently recognize that 

reintegration a gradual and long-term process requiring continuity of support, 

stability, and social inclusion upon release from sanctions or detention. 

Contemporary rehabilitative approaches therefore extend beyond institutional 

intervention and emphasize the importance of sustained assistance during the 

transition from custodial or supervisory measures back into community life. This 

principle reflects the broader normative understanding that successful reintegration 

depends not only on what occurs during sanctions, but also on the quality and 

continuity of post-release support structures available to young people. 

At the international level, the CRC establishes reintegration as a central objective of 

juvenile justice interventions. Article 40(1) requires that responses to offending 

promote the child’s reintegration and support the assumption of a constructive role 

in society. This obligation is reinforced by the Havana Rules, which require that 

institutional authorities prepare juveniles for return to the community and facilitate 

their reintegration through education, vocational preparation, psychological 

support, and family contact (para 79-80). The Havana Rules explicitly stress that 

support should not end upon release, but should include assistance with housing, 

employment, education, and community reintegration in order to reduce the risk of 

social exclusion and reoffending. 

At the European regional level, the Recommendation Rec(2026)2 on the European 

Prison Rules (Council of Europe, 2006) and Recommendation Rec(2006)2-rev 

(Council of Europe, 2020) further establish that preparation for release should begin 

at the earliest possible stage of detention and should involve coordination with 

community-based services to ensure continuity of support after release. Similarly, 

the Council of Europe Probation Rules (Recommendation CM/Rec(2010)1) stress 

that reintegration requires individualized supervision, inter-agency cooperation, and 

community engagement aimed at strengthening offenders’ capacity to live law-
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abiding lives. Recommendation CM/Rec(2026)5 on education in prison additionally 

reinforces the principle of continuity by requiring that educational activities in 

detention be connected to post-release educational pathways, ensuring that 

learning outcomes remain transferable, recognized, and sustainable beyond 

institutional settings. 

Abovementioned standards reflect broader theoretical developments within 

criminology, particularly desistance theory, which conceptualizes desistance from 

crime as a gradual, non-linear, and socially embedded process rather than a single 

event (McNeill, 2016). Desistance research demonstrates that behavioural change is 

shaped by access to supportive relationships, stable social bonds, employment 

opportunities, education, and positive identity formation (Maruna, 2001). 

Importantly, the transition from institutional settings back into the community often 

represents a period of heightened vulnerability during which young people may face 

disrupted family relationships, educational exclusion, unemployment, stigma, 

homelessness, or peer pressures associated with offending behaviour (Kennedy, et 

al, 2020). Without sustained support, these structural barriers may undermine 

rehabilitation efforts achieved during sanctions and increase the likelihood of 

recidivism. 

From a sociological perspective, reintegration is therefore not solely an individual 

responsibility, but also a structural and relational process dependent on the 

availability of inclusive social environments and institutional support systems 

(Farrall, 2022). The principle of continuity seeks to address that successful 

reintegration requires coordinated interventions extending across institutional 

boundaries and over time. However, justice systems frequently face structural 

limitations in achieving this objective. Criminal justice institutions are often 

fragmented, time-bound, and focused primarily on procedural or supervisory 

mandates, while post-release support services may be inconsistent, under-

resourced, or poorly coordinated. As a result, many young people experience a 

“continuity gap” between institutional intervention and long-term reintegration into 

society. 

 

3.4.  Youth Work as a Cross-Cutting Mechanism in Juvenile Justice 

The analysis of international and European juvenile justice standards demonstrates 

the existence of a coherent normative framework structured around interconnected 

principles of minimum intervention, rehabilitation, education, participation, and 

reintegration. These principles collectively reflect the transformation of juvenile 
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justice from a predominantly punitive system toward a multidimensional 

governance model that combines legal accountability with social support, 

developmental protection, and inclusion. Within this framework, effective juvenile 

justice increasingly depends not only on formal legal safeguards, but also on the 

capacity of institutions and communities to create supportive environments that 

foster long-term social integration and positive youth development. 

International and regional standards consistently recognize that children in conflict 

with the law are not merely subjects of criminal proceedings, but individuals whose 

social, educational, psychological, and relational needs require coordinated and 

individualized responses. The CRC establishes participation, dignity, and 

reintegration as overarching principles applicable throughout the juvenile justice 

process. Similarly, the Beijing Rules, the Havana Rules, and Council of Europe 

standards emphasize interdisciplinary cooperation, individualized approaches, and 

community involvement as essential elements of effective juvenile justice systems 

(United Nations, 1985; United Nations, 1990; Council of Europe, 2008). Collectively, 

these standards acknowledge that sustainable rehabilitation cannot be achieved 

through legal intervention alone but requires broader social and community-based 

support mechanisms. 

Within this broader governance framework, youth work functions as a cross-cutting 

mechanism capable of connecting legal, educational, social, and community-based 

dimensions of juvenile justice. Its significance lies precisely in its flexibility and ability 

to operate across institutional boundaries. Unlike formal justice institutions, which 

are often organized around procedural mandates and jurisdictional competences, 

youth work operates through relational and participatory approaches that adapt to 

the evolving needs and circumstances of young people. This allows youth work to 

provide continuity and individualised support across different stages of juvenile 

justice intervention. 

From a governance perspective, youth work also contributes to addressing 

institutional fragmentation, which remains a persistent challenge within juvenile 

justice systems. Research on youth transitions and justice interventions 

demonstrates that children in conflict with the law frequently encounter 

disconnected institutional responses involving courts, schools, welfare agencies, 

probation services, mental health institutions, and community organizations 

(Goldson, 2019). The lack of coordination between these actors may produce gaps 

in support, inconsistent interventions, and reduced effectiveness of rehabilitative 

efforts. Youth work can mitigate some of these risks by functioning as a mediating 
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and coordinating mechanism that facilitates communication, trust-building, and 

cooperation between young people and institutions. In this sense, youth workers 

often act as “bridging actors” capable of translating institutional expectations into 

accessible and supportive forms of engagement. 

The cross-cutting role of youth work is particularly significant because it 

operationalizes several normative principles that are difficult to implement through 

formal legal mechanisms alone. Participation, empowerment, inclusion, and agency 

are central concepts within contemporary child-rights frameworks, yet institutional 

justice settings often remain hierarchical, procedural, and adult-centred (Smith, 

2014). Youth work methodologies, by contrast, are typically grounded in voluntary 

participation, dialogue, experiential learning, and peer engagement, allowing young 

people to exercise voice, autonomy, and responsibility in ways that formal justice 

procedures may not fully accommodate. In this respect, youth work strengthens the 

practical implementation of child-centred justice by facilitating meaningful 

participation rather than merely procedural involvement. 

From a theoretical perspective, the cross-cutting function of youth work can also be 

understood through ecological and social capital approaches. Ecological systems 

theory emphasizes that young people’s behaviour is shaped through interconnected 

social environments including family, peers, schools, communities, and institutions 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Similarly, theories of social capital highlight the importance 

of trust, relationships, networks, and community connections in promoting 

resilience and reducing social exclusion (Putnam, 2000). Youth work contributes to 

strengthening these protective social environments by facilitating positive 

relationships, community engagement, and access to supportive networks. This 

relational dimension is particularly important for justice-involved youth, who 

frequently experience fractured social bonds, institutional mistrust, and 

marginalization. 

Youth work also contributes to strengthening the legitimacy and responsiveness of 

juvenile justice systems. Contemporary scholarship increasingly emphasizes that 

perceptions of procedural fairness, recognition, and respectful treatment 

significantly influence young people’s willingness to engage constructively with 

institutions and comply with legal norms (Tyler, 2006). By creating non-stigmatizing 

and trust-based spaces for interaction, youth work can strengthen perceptions of 

fairness and inclusion, thereby supporting both individual rehabilitation and broader 

institutional legitimacy. 
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Desistance research further highlights the importance of recognition, belonging, 

supportive relationships, and opportunities for meaningful participation in 

facilitating long-term behavioural change (McNeill & Weaver, 2010). Youth work 

contributes directly to these processes by creating relational environments in which 

young people can build self-confidence, experience positive social roles, and develop 

a sense of agency and future orientation. Its contribution therefore extends beyond 

behavioural management towards supporting broader processes of social 

integration and identity development. 

Although international and European legal instruments do not explicitly mandate 

the integration of youth work within juvenile justice systems, its principles and 

methodologies are implicitly embedded within the broader normative architecture 

of rehabilitative justice. The practical realization of international standards 

concerning reintegration, participation, education, and social inclusion frequently 

depend on the existence of community-based actors capable of sustaining 

supportive relationships and individualized interventions beyond formal legal 

procedures. Youth work therefore represents not merely a supplementary social 

activity, but an important structural component of child-centred juvenile justice 

systems. 

The effectiveness of international and European juvenile justice standards depends 

not only on formal legal transposition, but also on the capacity of states to 

implement these principles through integrated and multidisciplinary practices. In 

this context, the integration of youth work in juvenile justice systems may strengthen 

the ability of institutions to address the complex social realities underlying youth 

offending and to translate normative commitments into sustainable and meaningful 

outcomes for young people. 
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