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Council of Europe standards 
for prison administration 
and the updating of the European prison rules 
by Norman Bishop 
Former Head of Research and Development Unit 
National Prison and Probation Administration 
Sweden 

Introduction 

The European Prison Rules (EPR) are to be updated. The 
te rms of reference for this task hint at, but do not fu lly 
describe, a certain difficulty about the establishment 
of Counci l of Europe standards for the treatment of 
pri soners and the administration of prisons. lt is this 
difficulty that I w ish to exp lore in this article. 

The terms of reference refer to the EPR as "[Having] 
long provided progressive standards to improve both 
t he treatment of prisoners and the management of 
penal estab lishments. As the main normative instru
ment in the penitentiary field, the European Prison 
Rules fulfil a paramount reference function in the 
continuous development and reform of prison systems 
in Europe, particularly in the new member States" '. 

However, this claim is somewhat modified further on in 
t he terms of reference by the admission that develop
ments in society, crime policy, sentencing practice, 
research and information technology have given rise to 

number of questions that are not addressed by 
t he EPR. 

More importantly, the terms of reference state that 
" ... the existing Rules need to be harmonised with the 
provisions of the more recent Recommendations of 
r levance in this fie ld and should take account of the 
work undertaken by the European Committee for the 
Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading 
Treatment or Punishment (CPT), of developments in the 

ase-law of the European Convention on Human 
Rights .. . " The terms of reference then elaborate on the 
r ed to ensure congruence between the relevant 
R commendations and require that consideration be 

iven to the substantive reports of the CPT. 

Views about international principles and standards in 
r lation to its work have earlier been expressed by the 

PT. Let us consider these views. 

I. Ad hoc terms of reference relating to an update of the 
uropean Pr ison Rules, Doe. PC-CP (2002) 8, published in this 

Ou lletin together with a discussion paper by Norman Bishop 
pu t before the European Committee on Crime Problems 
( DPC) the organ that decided to propose the Committee of 
Ministers the updating of the Rules. 
. Rod Morgan and Malcolm Evans, "Combating torture in 

Lurope", (Council of Europe Publishing, 2001). 

The views of the CPT 

The views of the CPT come to expression in its 
1st Genera l Report covering the period November 1989 
until December 1990. There the CPT states that it draws 
on "an array of international standards on the treat
ment of person deprived of liberty ... such as the various 
sets of standards approved by the Counci l of Europe 
and the United Nations ... In spite of the wealth of 
material available, the CPT often finds that no clear 
guidance can be drawn from it for the purpose of dea l
ing with the specific situations encountered by the 
Committee, or at least that more detailed standards are 
needed. In relation so such situations, the CPT is feeling 
its way towards developing its own 'measuring rods' in 
the light of the experience of its members and of a 
careful and wel l-balanced comparison of the various 
systems of detention" (excerpt from paragraph 95). 
This view, although it dates from the early days of the 
CPT, has never been subsequently modified. lt certain ly 
suggests that the CPT does not consider the EPR to be 
the main normative instrument in the penitentiary 
field. 

However, the CPT refers on occasion in its reports to the 
EPR and certain Council of Europe Recommendations. 
This means that standards for good prison treatment 
are to be derived from the CPT "measuring rods", the 
EPR and Council of Europe Recommendations. To date, 
no attempt has been made to describe the status 
of these sources in relation to one another and to 
ascertain whether the standards they enunciate are 
compat ibl e. lt is, therefore, to be welcomed that the 
terms of reference for the updating of the EPR refer to 
the need to ensure congruence between the sources 
and the standards derived from them. 

A bolder challenge 

A bolder challenge to the statement that the EPR con 
stitute the main normative instrument is made in a 
book' that describes the work of the Committee for the 
Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading 
Treatment or Punishment (CPT). Its authors assert inter 
alia that the standards of the CPT " .. . are more detailed 
and nuanced than, for example, the United Nations 
Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners 
(UNSMR) and the European Prison Rules (EPT) ... This is 
because, unlike the latter, they are dynamic rather than 
static statements. The UNSMR and the EPR are the 
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product of negotiations between delegates w ho, once 
the task was completed, played no role in their appl ica
tion and development" ' . Further, "The UN SMR and the 
EPR are advisory codes. They do not have the force of 
law and because they tend to be generalised they are 
little regarded by many practitioners, notwithstanding 
the prestige that they enjoy in political, academic and 
activist circ les" '. 

The authors contend that " .. . the CPT's standards are by 
far the most detailed custodial standards yet developed 
universally, regionally or nationa lly. Moreover, as has 
been observed, because the CPT's standards are dynamic 
rather t han static, and because they are evolving from 
first-hand experience of the lived reality of custodial 
practice, they are gradually supp lanting the importance 
of such codes as the UNSMR and the EPR and would do 
so more quickly if they were better known" ' . 

The foregoing crit icisms raise questions. Do the CPT 
standards improve upon the EPR standards and 
those contained in the many Council of Europe 
Recommendations that bear upon prison adminis
tration? If so, what status is to be accorded to the EPR 
and the relevant Recommendations? And if not, why 
does the CPT not make more explicit use of the prin
ciples laid down in the Recommendations, including 
the Recommendation that contains the EPR? These 
Recommendations have, after all, been adopted unani 
mously by the Committee of Ministers and transm itted 
to member states' governments to guide their legis
lation, policies and practice. 

The CPT standards examined 

The CPT includes a "substantive section" in its annual 
reports, which, on occasion, contain comments and 
recommendations on standards concerning prison 
administration that summarise its experience from its 
visits of inspection . 

In its 2nd General Report covering the year 1991, the 
CPT lists some of the main issues to wh ich it pays atten
tion when visiting prison establishments. These main 
issues include providing for the following: care as well 
as control; a satisfactory programme of activities; 
adequate hygienic facilities; contact with the outside 
world ; safeguards when prisoners are forcibly 
restrained; clear disciplinary procedures with a right of 
appeal; grievance procedures; the use of segregation; 
limiting frequent transfer between prisons because 
of negative effects; health care and staff training. 
This formidable list of topics is described in para
graphs 44-60 of the General Report'. The list provides 
some indication of standards in the sense that deficien
cies wi ll be noted and commented on by the CPT. 

1. ibid. p.160 
2. ibid. p.161 
3. ibid. p. 162 
4. The numbered paragraphs of the substantive sections 
often comprise a somewhat greater number of textual para
graphs. 
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The substantive section of the 3rd Genera l Report (for 
the year 1992) deals w ith health care in prisons. The CPT 
makes recommendations concerning access to a doctor, 
the equivalence of health care with that of the commu
nity, patient consent and confident iality, preventive 
health care, the professional independence of prison 
doctors and their special professional competence 
(paragraphs 30-77). These recommendations overlap 
with, but are less detailed than, the 71 principles that 
emerged six years later in Recommendation No. R (98) 7 
concerning the ethical and organisational aspects of 
health care in prison. 

The substantive sect ions of the 4th, 5th, 6th, 7th, 8th 
and 12th General Reports contain no recommendations 
or standards concern ing prison management. 

The substantive section of the 9th General Report (for 
the year 1998) deals with juveniles under the age of 18 
in prison. The CPT comments and makes suggestions 
concern ing the material condit ions of detention, activi
ties, staff training, the prevention of ill -treatment, the 
undesirability of allowing custodial staff to carry 
batons, mixed gender staffing, contact with the outside 
world, disciplinary procedures and punishments, com
plaints and inspection procedures and a number of 
medical issues (paragraphs 22-41 ). Neither the EPR nor 
any other Council of Europe Recommendation deals in 
detail with juveniles in prison, although this question 
receives some attention in the draft Recommendation 
on the management of life sentence or other long-term 
prisoners that was finalised in April 2003 by an expert 
committee. 

The substant ive section of the 10th General Report 
(for the year 1999) deals with women deprived of their 
liberty. The CPT makes no claim to deal w ith all the 
questions that arise with the imprisonment of women 
but contents itself w ith "describing some of the specific 
issues which it pursues in this area" (paragraphs 21-33). 
Recommendations are made on mixed gender staff ing, 
separate accommodation for women prisoners, equa l
ity of access to act iviti es, pre- and postnatal care and 
certain hygiene and health issues. Neither the EPR nor 
any other Council of Europe Recommendations deal 
comprehensive ly with the treatment of women prison
ers although the special position of women sentenced 
to life or other long-term imprisonment receives some 
attention in the draft Recommendation on the man
agement of life sentence or other long-term prisoners 
that was approved by the European Committee on 
Crime Problems in June 2003. 

The substantive section of the 11th General Report (for 
the year 2000) is entit led "Some recent developments 
concerning CPT standards in respect of imprisonment". 
These standards concern staff-prisoner relations, inter
prisoner violence, prison overcrowding, large capacity 
dormitories, access to natural light and fresh air, trans
missible diseases, high security units, and life sentence 
and other long-term prisoners. With the exception of 
access to natural light and fresh air, these questions are 
of extreme complexity. lt is not, therefore, surprising 
that the CPT comments and recommendations pre
sented in these brief texts (paragraphs 25-33) are of 
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genera l character and far from being as detailed as 
Morgan and Evans claim. There is a certain overlap 
w ith the EPR both as to form and content so far as 
these broad statements about important topics are 
concerned . 

Strangely enough, one of the most important provi
sions of the EPR has not been the subject of attention, 
comment or recommendation by the CPT. I refer to Rule 
4 of the EPR wh ich provides for the setting up of 
national inspectorates that should be independent of 
the prison adm inistration, undertake regular inspec
tions and publish their findings . That this question of 
national inspectorates has been entirely ignored is sur
prising since one might think that independent 
nationa l inspections are one of the most powerful ways 
in which minimum standards of imprisonment are 
ensured. Certainly, the reports of the regular inspec
t ions conducted by the Chief Inspector of Prisons in 
England and Wales fearlessly reveal and cr iticise the 
shortcomings of the prison system. They are w ithout 
doubt of va lue not only to the prison administration 
but also to prisoners, politicians, NGO's and act ivist 
groups '. Yet independent national inspectorates that 
routinely perform prison inspections are rarely to be 
found in member countr ies . Nationa l inspectorates 
could be of great use in supplementing the work of the 
CPT. National inspect ion reports could ass ist the CPT to 
determine its priorities by providing regular informa
tion about national conditions and practice. The impor
tance of national inspections would be reinforced by 
the inspect ions of the CPT and preventive post-inspec
tion action on recommendations made would be 
nhanced . lt is to be hoped that the importance of 

n t ional inspections wi ll firmly emphasised in an 
updated version of the EPR and secure the attention of 
the CPT in future inspections. 

In addition to the standards and comments emerging 
from the substantive sections, the reports on the results 
f its inspections in different countr ies often contain 
riticisms and recommendat ions. The nature of these 

1 ommendations varies. On occasion they are concrete 
tl nd precise but they also comprise general recommen 
k tions of the kind "The government should review its 

p1 cedures concerning ... ". A general disadvantage in 
o1r1y ca se is that the more concrete recommendations 
111 not available in codified form and it is manifestly 
111practicable to require that they be discerned by read 
Ing each and every inspection report. 

me of the issues taken up in inspection reports are 
1 lth r not mentioned specifically in the EPR or only 
111 'ntioned briefly. This is particularly the case concern
nr t he treatment of prisoners who are remanded in 

1 mtody whilst under investigation or await ing trial. On 
1111 topic, the EPR contain only brief specific provisions 
1111d state that the relevant provisions for sentenced 

l 1 h question of inspections, both national and inter-
1111 11 nal, is very fully treated in Section VIII of "Making 
\ lundards work: an international handbook on good prison 
pr lice ", a joint publicat ion of the United Nations and Prison 
lh•f rm International , The Hague 1995. 

prisoners shou ld also be app li ed to remand prisoners. 
But these provisions for sentenced prisoners fail to take 
account of the special situation of remanded prisoners. 
Thus, for example, the EPR lack specific provisions 
that wou ld allow remanded prisoners to appea l to an 
independent body against decisions by judges or prose
cutors on isolation, restr ictions on visits, letters, associa
tion with other prisoners and access to rad io, television 
and newspapers. Nor are there any specific provisions 
on the prevention of the deleterious effects, such as 
uicide and depression, that are significant ly associated 
with remand in custody. Finally, there are no provisions 
that emphasise the importance of providing meaningful 
activities and reasonable time out of cell for remanded 
prisoners. The CPT has emphasised the importance of 
these aspects in its inspect ion reports. 

The foregoing two paragraphs suggest that there 
should be consideration of concrete CPT recommenda
tions arising from inspections with a view to their inclu
sion in, or harmonisation w ith, the updated EPR. 

The detailed standards in CPT inspection reports often 
refer to physically inhuman or degrading conditions of 
imprisonment, for example, ce ll size, lack of integral 
sanitation, opportunities for exercise, unhygienic con
ditions, nutrition and overcrowding. More complex 
issues, for example the recruitment, selection, and 
training of prison staff, the treatment of life sentence 
and other long-term prisoners, or the provision of 
prison health care, are not- and probably cannot be
the subject of deta iled standards by either the CPT or 
the EPR. 

Complex problems- comprehensive principles 

Simple and concrete standards can always be presented 
concerning issues requiring no special elucidation . 
Stating that pr isoners should have access to at least one 
hour of exercise in the open air is to provide a simple 
and precise standard on a simple matter. When, how
ever, it comes to more complex issues such as develop
ing a prison staff of good professiona l quality, 
providing for prison health care or the treatment of life 
sentence and other long-term prisoners, simple state
ments are inadequate and often amounno little more 
than we ll -meaning platitudes. The provision of compre
hensive standards for complex issues requires careful 
prior study of some particu lar question and then the 
formulation of a battery of principles that are inter
dependent and mutually supportive. Moreover, these 
principles need to be explained and placed w ithin a 
description of the best current knowledge and practice 
availab le. 

The Recommendations of the Council of Europe have 
for many years been the preferred way of solving the 
difficulties inherent in providing comprehens ive princi
ples for complex issues. The exp lanatory reports that 
accompany Recommendations provide reasons for the 
existence of these principles. These reasons frequently 
refer to good contemporary practice, research findings, 
the judgements of the European Court of Human 
Rights and sources of relevant new knowledge. The 
Recommendations provide principles for legislation, 
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policy and practice and, at t he same time, dissem inate 
information on improved possibiliti es for the realisa
tion of the princip les. A large number of Recom
mendations adopted by the Committee of Ministers 
and subsequently transmitted to member states' gov
ernments concern the adm inistration of imprisonment. 

An example 

Let us look at an example. The CPT cons istently criticises 
any discovered misconduct or professional weakness of 
prison staff and rightly insists that a professional and 
trained staff constitutes the essentia l instrument for 
ach ieving high standards of prison admi nistrat ion. In 
add ition to these views emerging from inspect ions, the 
substantive section of the 11th General Report contains 
just five textual paragraphs on staff prisoner-relation
ships stating that staff are to be properly recruited and 
trained; must know how to adopt appropriate atti 
tudes to prisoners; must be able to deal w ith prisoners 
in a decent and humane fashion whilst paying atten
t ion to security and good order; should be of an ade
quate number in places frequented by prisoners; and, 
fina ll y, that the development of construct ive and posi
tive relations between prison staff and prisoners w ill 
reduce the risk of ill-treatment and enhance control 
and security. All good stuff - but in its generality 
scarce ly to be described as detailed sta ndards. 

Rather more elaborate standards are provided by 
Rules 51-63 of the EPR and deal w ith the recruitment, 
training, professional capacities and ethica l standards 
of prison staff. But the really forceful proposals for 
developing a professionally competent prison staff are 
to be found in Recommendation No. R (97) 12 on staff 
concerned with the implementation of sanctions. The 
Recommendation provides 51 principles on recruit
ment, selection, training, condit ions of work, manage
ment responsibilities and staff mobility in the interest 
of effect ive work. And since prison work is unlikely to 
be effective unless attention is also given to post
release supervision, the Recommendation includes the 
staff responsible for post-release supervis ion and after
care - hence its tit le. The Recommendation also con
tains ethical guidelines for staff concerned with the 
implementation of sanctions. A detailed Explanatory 
Memorandum, as is customary, supports the Recom
mendation and provides important practical and 
research information. The Recommendation, in short, 
supp lements the provisions of the EPR by stat ing essen
tial principles for developing the professionalism of 
inter alia prison staff and proposing important ways of 
achieving high standards. The CPT has not the time, 
resources or capacity to deal in similar depth w ith ways 
of developing a professional prison staff -and still less a 
post-release supervisory staff. 

The above is not an isolated example. Other detailed 
Recommendations and Explanatory Reports have been 
adopted by the Committee of Ministers dealing, to 
mention only a few examples, with prison educat ion, 
prison leave, transmissible diseases in prison, prison 
health care and prison overcrowding . In addition, draft 
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Recommendations on conditional release and on life 
sentence and long-term prisoners are to be submitted 
to the Committee of Ministers for adoption in 
September 2003 '. 

The implementation of Recommendations 

Recommendations are formally transmitted sugges
t ions for the development of legislation, policy and 
practice but no government is bound to app ly these 
suggestions. Nevertheless, the fact that the Committee 
of Ministers must vote in unanimity for the adoption of 
Recommendations does imply a national responsib ility 
for implementing them. In this respect they do not 
differ from the recommendat ions made by the CPT 
since the European Convent ion for the Prevention of 
Torture and Inhuman or Degrad ing Treatment or 
Punishment makes no provision for CPT recommenda
tions to be binding on governments ipso facto. There is, 
however, a clear implied responsibility for governments 
to act upon CPT recommendat ions' . 

Council of Europe Recommendations can be- and are 
re-visited when there appears to be a need to update 
them . Thus, Recommendation No. R (92) 16 contain ing 
the European Rules on Community Sanctions and 
Measures has been re-examined and a further 
Recommendation, No. R (2000) 22 on improving the 
implementation of the European Rules on Community 
Sanct ions and Measures has been adopted by the 
Committee of Ministers. 

The need for mutual ass istance in improving prison 
conditions 

The criticisms arising from the inspection reports of the 
CPT cons istently underline the fact that improving 
prison cond itions is a never-end ing task. The difficulties 
attendant upon securing the necessary changes to 
leg islation, policies and practice su rely require con
certed efforts by a variety of means. Detailed standards 
and princip les need to be authoritative ly defined, 
stated and updated when necessary and the political 
and admin istrative wil l to effect change needs to be 
encouraged. The fact that the Council of Europe has 
estab lished various instruments and bodies for the 
development and improvement of prison administra
tion presupposes collaborative efforts to this end . 

1. Editor's note: Recommendation No. Rec(2003)22 on condi 
tiona l release (parole) was adopted by the Committee of 
Ministers on 24 September 2003 at their 853rd meeting of the 
Min isters' Deputies. 
2. Artic le 3 of the European Convention for the Prevention of 
Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment 
requires that the Committee and the competent national 
authorities shall co-operate with each other. Articles 10 (1) 
requires the Committee to report on the facts found during a 
visit and make any necessary recommendations. Artic le 1 0(2) 
provides that under certain conditions the Committee may 
decide to make a public statement where a government fails 
to co-operate or refuses to improve a situation in the li ght of 
the Committee's recommendations. 
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lt wou ld, therefore, be an unhappy development if 
different bodies of the Council of Europe appeared to 
be in competition or, worse, in conflict, about recom
mendations on prison conditions. I believe that there is 
room to improve collaborative efforts to ensure that 
imprisonment is carried out in accordance with the 
Council of Europe's own high standards of respect for 
human rights and human individuality. A wider and 
better understanding of the various instruments and 
bodies concerned with developing improved forms of 
prison administration is needed . 

In particular, it seems desirable to clarify the difference 
between the establishment of basic principles and the 
investigation of the way national prison administra
tions apply- or do not apply -these principles. An anal
ogy may make this distinction clearer. The European 
Convention on Human Rights sets out basic principles 
but the European Court of Human Rights decides on 
their application in specific cases. Similarly, it seems to 
me the Recommendations of the Council of Europe on 
prison matters provide basic principles and it is for the 
CPT to examine the extent to which they are adhered to 
In practice. To my mind, the CPT could usefully refer to 
Recommendations w ith far greater frequency than 
hitherto and thereby reinforce their implementation . 
The CPT is also uniquely placed to identify gaps and 
w aknesses in the statements of basic standards and 
pr inciples so that the appropriate bodies may remedy 
lh deficiencies. 

I. ibid. p. 164 
) , ibid.p.165 

As a final comment on this question of improving col
laboration let me take up what Morgan and Evans 
write on the role of the CPT in relation to practical assis
tance to custodial authorities. "First, in some areas, 
such as the training of law enforcement officials, prison 
officers and health-care staff in prisons and psychiatric 
hospitals, there may be scope to enhance the interface 
between the CPT's activities and ex isting Council of 
Europe programmes of assistance for developing and 
consolidating democratic security" '. What needs to be 
noted here is that these programmes of assistance are 
based to a large extent on Council of Europe 
Recommendations, so the enhanced interface should 
presumably include them. 

"What", ask Morgan and Evans, "must the unappealing 
phrase 'enhance the interface' between Council of 
Europe programmes be taken to mean? lt certainly 
implies that that the various parts of the Council of 
Europe are not working together as co-operatively to 
achieve the agreed purposes as they might. If this is 
true then it is clearly a cause for concern" ' . 

I believe, and have tried to show, that there is inade
quate co-operation in trying to achieve agreed pur
poses and I agree with Morgan and Evans that this is a 
matter for concern. I expect those working on updating 
the EPR to take account of this problem. Major objec
tives with the updating the EPR should, therefore, be 
the achievement of a harmonisation of standard-set
ting instruments in the interest of improving the co
ordinated possibilities for the humane and effective 
treatment of prisoners and the drawing up of specific 
standards of good practice for the guidance of govern
ments and facilitation of CPT work. 
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Re-evaluating the Council of Europe work on 
"Education in Prison": 
a report from the 4th European Conference for Directors 
and Co-ordinators of Prison Education 
Malta, 1-5 November 2000 

by Kevin Warner 
Coordinator of Education 
Prison Education Service 
Ireland 

I. Introduction 

The Council of Europe established a Select Committee 
in 1984 to study the system of education in prison in 
member states. In 1989 its Committee of Ministers 
adopted a recommendation, No. R (89) 12, and an 
explanatory memorandum, arising from this com
mittee's work, under the title Education in Prison . 

The authors of this work identified a need for struc
tures or organisations to promote exchange on prison 
education in Europe. Thus, the EPEA, the European 
Prison Education Association, was formed in the early 
1990s, to promote prison education in accordance with 
the Council of Europe recommendation and to support 
the professional development of prison educators. The 
EPEA now organises major and highly regarded confer
ences every two years, the next being in Norway in June 
2003 '. lt has a growing membership across Europe and 
produces a lively magazine, the EPEA Newsletter. Its 
website is: http :1/users.tibus.com/epea. 

While the EPEA's priority was to support prison educa
tors "on the ground", 1994 saw the emergence of a 
network of prison educators with a more specific focus: 
the first conference of those engaged at national level 
as directors or co-ordinators of prison education. The 
initiative was taken by Danish colleagues Kaj Raundrup 
and the late Henning Jorgensen . These "Directors" con
ferences have been held in Poland (1994), Estonia 
(1996), Cyprus (1998) and Malta (2000), in each case 
with generous support from the host country's prison 
authorities. Arrangements for each conference have so 
far been somewhat ad hoc, but the occasions have been 
valuable opportunities for sharing ideas and experi
ences by those charged with leading the development 
of prison education in their respective countries. In 
Malta, there were participants from twenty-two coun
tries. A special session for this group will be part of the 
2003 EPEA conference, with the hope of reactivating 
the full "Directors" conference in 2004. 

In all of the earlier conferences for Directors/Co-ordinators 
of prison education, aspects of Education in Prison 

1. Editor's note: The 2003 EPEA Conference on Prison 
Education in a Holistic Perspective took place in Langesund, 
Norway on 14-18 June. 
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figured prominently. In Malta, however, the entire 
recommendation and explanatory memorandum was 
central to the agenda: the view was that ten years after 
its adoption was an appropriate time to re-examine 
Education in Prison in its entirety and ass~ss the extent 
to which it is still (if at all) a relevant and valuable 
guide. The participants were especially conscious of 
changes in the world of education in the meantime, as 
well as changes in society, such as new information 
technology, greater migration, etc. In particular, they 
were aware that Europe had altered enormously, with 
numerous Central and Eastern European countries, 
which were not members of the Council of Europe in 
the 1980s, now fully involved . Clearly, then, there 
were several factors w hich made a re-evaluation of 
Education in Prison pertinent. 

At the Ma lta conference, I was asked to write a report, 
based on feedback from discussion groups and plenary 
sessions. The first draft of this report was circulated to 
all participants for comment and then revised in the 
light of those observations. The report is addressed, in 
particular, to the Council of Europe, but it is hoped that 
it w ill be found to be of interest in a number of other 
spheres. This full version is available from Kaj Raundrup 
at the Danish Department of Prisons and Probation. 
This article is a summary of that report. 

2. Scope for improvement 

In Malta, there was some criticism of the text of 
Recommendation No. R (89) 12 on grounds of compre
hensiveness, clarity, relevance and consistency. 
Naturally, it was not open to the conference to change 
wording that had been approved by the Council of 
Europe. Thus, several of those in Malta pointed to the 
explanatory memorandum as perhaps the most useful 
document today, at least to educators, even if that too 
has shortcomings. 

lt is evident that in a considerable number of countries, 
including some which have joined the Council of 
Europe in the past decade, Education in Prison is widely 
used as a general guide to the education of offenders. 
Elsewhere, this work does not appear to be very well 
known. Its ongoing relevance and its strengths are 
examined below, but this section identifies the themes 
that could have been better addressed. Taking these 
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points on board will improve the way in which the 
original memorandum can be read and can be of help. 
Most of these issues are, in fact, mentioned in the mem
ora ndum, but they require sharper and more detailed 
treatment, especially in current circumstances: 

(i) Adult Education 

The first chapter of the memorandum states that, "the 
ducation of prisoners must, in its philosophy, methods 
nd content, be brought as close as possible to the best 

, du lt education in the society outside ... " (1 .5). This 
b gs a few questions. What if there is only a poor or 
lim ited model of adult education in the community 
beyond the prison walls? And what of juveniles, young 
men or women in their late teens who are beyond the 
t Qe of compulsory schooling but in some ways not 
qu ite yet seen as adults: to what extent is the adult 
'ducation model relevant to them? An answer often 
lven is that the approach which suits such young 

nd ults is closer to adult education than conventional 
~ hool ing. But, that issue should have been teased 

ut in more detail, although it is explored a little, for 
< x mple, in relation to Danish "project work" (memo
l!lndum 5.12 to 5.16). 

llowever, the most substantial shortcoming in this 
lP rd was the lack of a definition of precisely what 
w meant by adult education . There are indications 
whi h remain important, such as paragraphs 2 and 3 of 
th recommendation : 

J. " ducat ion for prisoners should be like the educa
tion provided for similar age groups in the outside 
world, and the range of learning opportunities for 
prisoners should be as wide as possible; 

ducation in prison shall aim to develop the whole 
p rson bearing in mind his or her social, economic 
tlnd cultu ral context". 

illlpl r 5 of the memorandum (and especially 5.2) 
1 t h s some of the main features of an adult edu

' 11 cm pp roach. Some of the perspective from another 
IH II1 il of Europe report, (Council for Cultural Co

"11' '' lion, Adult Education and Community Develop
fill Ill, 1987) is incorporated . Yet, given that "adult 
1 d11 otion" is identified as the major cornerstone of the 
1111 111 ra ndum, there should have been more discussion 
11 ! what it implies. In particular, the major issues 
"' hn d among academics and practitioners in the 
••h ilt ducation field could have been teased out and 

11111 11(1 l d with the reality of prisoners and prisons. 

(11) Aclult Basic Education 

11 'wl , more could have been said, and said more 
I' I, ly, about the major educational issue in prisons -
1t11 lt tuate literacy skills and other basic abilities 

111 ll'J huge sections of prison populations. The issue 
11 11 ti<J h ve had a chapter of its own, rather than a sub
'' tlo r1 of the chapter on "Learning Opportunities" 

(lrii' IIIPr ndum 6.4 to 6.1 0). The points made in that 
1111\cl tl n remain important, but, as was said about 
1tl11lt ducation in general above, adult literacy and 

1111•1 ducation issues in the prison should have been 
1 ltt 1CI more fully to the wider debate on these issues 

in the community. In fairness, much of that debate has 
progressed since Education in Prison was comp leted. 

One aspect of that larger debate is how educational 
disadvantage is inter-linked with issues of poverty, 
social exclusion and stigmatisation. That was the core 
theme of a paper brought to the Malta conference by 
Julijana Gruden of Slovenia . This emphasises the point 
that the literacy issue is far more than a matter of skills 
learning; it connects with the person's whole sense of 
self and relationship w ith society. Crime and imprison
ment then further accentuate these difficulties. Simply 
identifying and reaching those in prison with the great
est educationa l needs and engaging t hem in education 
is enormously difficult; as another delegate in Malta 
said, "they hide in workshops ". More needed to be said 
about how such prisoners can be drawn into education. 

(iii) Addressing Offender Behaviour 

The themes of adu lt education and adult basic educa
tion are dealt with in Education in Prison, but not as 
fully as their importance might justify. A theme hardly 
mentioned at all, however, is the area categorised as 
"addressing offender behaviour". The phrase refers to 
topics such as cognit ive ski ll s, thinking ski lls, anger
management, substance-abuse, etc. - some of the 
problematic areas for offenders that are deemed to 
contribute to involvement in crime. Pre-release courses 
are sometimes included under this heading (and pre
release courses often contain the above mentioned 
elements) and the memorandum does at least refer to 
this area ("a pre-release ethos", 11.7) . 

Such courses have expanded enormously in Europe in 
the decade since Education in Prison was adopted. In 
some respects, this reflects a tendency towards the inte
gration of the educationa l effort with that of the larger 
prison system, focused on crime prevention. The 
courses in question are often multi-disciplinary. Two 
distinct patterns are evident. In some countries, more 
general education, akin to what might be offered in 
the comm unity at large, has been displaced, in part at 
least, by an emphasis on tackling offender behaviour. 
This has been a major trend in North America and it is 
clear that some American influence is at work on this 
side of the Atlantic. This conflicts with the advice 
offered by one of the founders of modern "correctional 
education" in the United States of America, who 
charged us to "consider the prisoner as primarily an 
adult in need of education and only secondarily as a 
criminal in need of reform" (Austin H. McCormick, The 
Education of Adult Prisoners, 1931 ). One of the dangers 
of an over-emphasis on "criminogenic" factors is that 
we see the person in prison too narrowly and aware
ness that the prisoner is still a citizen, still a member of 
the larger community (as expressed in the recommen
dation of the Committee of Ministers of the Council of 
Europe No. R (87) 3 on the European Prison Rules), is 
reduced . Likewise, the adult education imperative to 
address "the whole person" can be neglected if this 
kind of displacement takes place. 

Another pattern, however, is where education that 
seeks to address offending behaviour directly is offered 
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in addition to the wide curriculum set out in Education 
in Prison, and in accordance with an adult education (or 
appropriate young adult) methodology. This has 
happened in some countries and as such, represents an 
enr ichment of education provision. Indeed, an adult 
education philosophy can lead in itself to an inclusion 
of a dimension that addresses offending behaviour. 
Adult education generally seeks, more than most 
approaches, to make learning relevant to an individ
ual's needs and desires and to relate the development 
of the individual to the larger development of the com
munity or soc iety. Where such an approach is working 
well, issues such as criminality and resettlement will 
inevitably be raised, explored and addressed. 

There remain, however, difficult issues, as Joe Giordmaina 
of Malta suggested in his Overview of Conference Goals 
at the opening session. Where does education end and 
treatment or therapy begin? Perhaps courses like Sex 
Offender Treatment Programmes, wh ich challenge 
prisoners at a very deep level, are not generally within 
the remit of teachers- but there can be a role for teach
ers to motivate prisoners to take part and to support 
them in their participation. Less specialist courses, such 
as in cognitive skills, addiction awareness and prepara
tion for release, more commonly involve teachers, 
although just as commonly involve other disciplines. 

(iv) Evaluation 

Another aspect of education that could have been 
developed further in the memorandum is evaluation. 
Evaluation merits one paragraph in the memorandum 
(5.17), but it is a rather detailed paragraph and touches 
on some key principles- such as an emphasis on teach
ers themselves and the education sector in an institu
tion having creative involvement in the process. The 
key touchstone suggested is "what would be appropri
ate in education on the outside?" 

The role of the regime and the prison system in evalua
tion is weakly dealt with, however. Clearly, this should 
have been addressed more fully and there are complex
ities that should at least have been acknowledged. In 
North America, for example, the role of "correctional 
education" has narrowed severely to concentration on 
addressing offender behaviour and education pro
grammes in general seem to have to justify themselves 
almost solely in terms of reducing recidivism. Education 
in Prison acknowledges this rehabilitative role, but it is 
(in 1.8 of the memorandum) only listed as the third 
among three "justifications" of prison education. The 
other two justifications - limiting "the damage done 
to men and women through imprisonment" and 
"addressing educational disadvantage as an objective 
in its own right" -reflect, respectively, core principles 
inherent in ·the European Prison Rules and an adult 
education philosophy. This wider approach to prison 
education objectives requires greater discussion of how 
such objectives are to be evaluated. 

(v) Sentence Planning 

Another crucial element that is somewhat neglected in 
the memorandum is the process of sentence planning. 
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The idea that educators work cohesively and systemat i
ca lly with other staff groups and w ith prisoners them
se lves in enabling prisoners to manage their time in 
custody, prepare for release and find appropriate 
support in their efforts to resettle after release, is 
suggested in chapter 11. But sentence planning is of 
such central importance that it too could have been 
more fully dealt with . 

Chapter 11, on Social Education, envisages close co
operation between different staff groups w ithin the 
prison, geared to helping prisoners live in the commu
nity. The conference noted an increased emphasis on 
such work in recent years. But there needs to be inte
gration between the prison and the "outside" wor ld 
also- and certainly more could have been said about 
that. lt was noted that the Norweg ian "import model" 
attempts to counteract the iso lation of those working 
within the prison and places specific responsibility on 
public agencies outside to serve prisoners and to facili
tate their transition. Also of interest in this regard is the 
Portuguese practice, whereby an outside judge visits 
the prison on a weekly basis to speak with prisoners 
who apply for leave and to make, as an independent 
outsider, decisions in this regard. 

(vi) Multicultural Societies 

One other dimension of prison populations that is 
mentioned in the memorandum, but which certainly 
now deserves more emphasis, is their multicultural 
aspect, reflecting increasingly multicultural soc ieties 
across Europe. Just as education in the wider commu
nity has to adapt to this feature, prison education 
should be recognising and responding to it also. 

(vii) Information Technology. 

Inevitably, give the lapse of over ten years since 
Education in Prison was completed, the references in 
the memorandum to "distance learning" (5.6 to 5.9) 
and to "personal computers" (5.10) seem dated and 
excessively guarded. Several in Malta emphasised the 
much more extensive opportunities that now exist for 
learning through the use of information technology, 
although restrictions on access to the internet in most 
prison systems currently put limits on these possibilities. 
Some concern remains, however, that computers might 
be used actually to limit the scope for personal interac
tion that education otherwise provides - but that 
would reflect an approach by prison authorities rather 
than any inherent feature of the new technology. 

3. Relevance ten years on? 

The intention in the previous section was frankly to 
acknowledge shortcomings. The next section will assert 
that a couple of key aspects of the memorandum (the 
adult education approach and complementarity with 
the European Prison Rules) are still very relevant - if 
not altogether fashionable! This section will briefly 
recognise some trends that have emerged more clearly 
since 1990, which were highlighted by some delegates 
in Malta and which can be set in the context of the 
memorandum. 
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(i) Some noted that the memorandum focused a 
great dea l on "inputs", whereas there is often more 
st ress nowadays on "outcomes" in education. To an 

xt ent , that point corresponds to the weak treatment 
of eva luation highlighted above . But it also reflects an 
approach with which the European Union, in particular, 
ha become associated- funding of EU projects is typi-

< lly t ied to meeting very specific targets. 

me educators, how ever, remain wary of an over
emphas ises on easily measurable results, while 
o knowledging the need for evaluation methods that 
In orporate qualitative outcomes. This view is suspi-
lous of over-reliance on approaches derived from 

Industry or business and is summed up in the saying 
lh t evaluation should aim "to make what is important 
111 surable rather than what is measurable impor
t nt". If educators in prisons are too crudely assessed by 
r x mination results, for example, situations can arise 
wh re those prisoners with the greatest needs are 
11 lected while the able are involved more because 
ll ir "achievements" will show up more clearly. 

(11) Several expressed concern at how vocational train
Ill() in prisons is too focused on work-related skills, to 
th neglect of "the whole person" . Likewise, a facile 
t quat ion is often made between job-placement and 
r ht bilitation . Prisoners tend to have far wider (and 
o l n fa r more urgent) learning needs than the skills 
l11v lved in a particular job. The danger of such a nar
lt1W focus was highlighted in the chapter on Vocational 
I lu t ion and the view in Malta was that this thinking 
1ll ll needs to be taken on board in many prisons and 
prl n systems. 

(I ) Re lated to that trend is the old tension between 
work and education. There were numerous reports 

11 M Ita that a key paragraph of Recommenda-
1 n No. R (89) 12- that "education should have no less 
r •,t t us than work within the prison regime and 
pr • n rs should not lose out financially or otherwise by 
t 1 lng part in education"- was widely breached. Work, 
111 rnany systems, merits greater financial rewards than 
r rlrr <t ion or participation in other treatment pro-

11 11nmes and is also favoured in other ways. This is in 
pit f the above recommendation and the stipulation 

lt1 Ill European Prison Rules that education and work 
1l uld have "the same status and basic remuneration" 

(til l 78). 

I tlp r tu res from these two recommendations seem to 
rlr p nd on a simplistic comparison between life within 
111 I outside prison . However, what underpins the 
t oun il of Europe philosophy, what Hans Tulkens called 
tli "lr atment goal", is the view that priority should 
ltr ~JIV n t o addressing prisoners' (and thereby the com-
111\ll l l ly 's) needs and that regimes should be devised 
w tli th is in mind. Worryingly, it may also be the case 
tl11ll work sits more easily with some of the punitive 
'PI r ches to incarceration that have come to the fore 
Ill th 90s than does the wiser penal policy vision of the 

nun il of Europe. 

(lv) Another area resistant to change is that of physi
r l l educat ion and physical recreation. The European 

Prison Rules, but much more so Education in Prison, 
highlighted the need to move beyond the w idespread 
practice in prisons whereby a minority of prisoners 
dominate the gym and concentrate on body-building. 
The idea was to widen and deepen the activity, achiev
ing participation in structured physical activities by 
many more prisoners, and increase the educational 
dimension of physical education. Progress in this effort 
seems, in general, to be painfully slow. 

(v) Widening and deepening the education offered 
to inmates was a general intention of Education in 
Prison . In particular, it proposed "a wide curriculum", 
geared to "the whole person". The importance of fre
quently neglected areas, such as creative arts, w as 
emphasised. Some progress in this direction seems evi
dent, but it is difficult to judge the extent of the 
improvement. 

(vi) Libraries remain a "cinderella" service in many 
prison systems, out of tune with good practice in the 
community, but there are some shining examples: 
Dutch prison libraries, and especially their response to 
the multicultural nature of their clients, stand out in 
particular. 

4. Strengths of Education in Prison 

Human rights have always been the bedrock of the 
Council of Europe. They underpin the thinking in the 
European Prison Rules, reflected, in particular, in the 
concept of the prisoner remaining a citizen, a full mem
ber of society. From this a whole penal policy flows . 
That philosophy is implicit, as much as explicit, in 
Education in Prison, but the education memorandum's 
complementarity with the European Prison Rules is 
comprehensive and crucial. Human rights also underpin 
the more explicit adult education approach of 
Education in Prison - the idea being that all citizens 
(and, therefore, all prisoners) are entitled, as of right, 
to access to education that enables them to develop 
fully as people. 

The introductory chapter of the memorandum on 
Education in Prison refers to "two overall complemen
tary themes". The first theme is adult education. The 
second is that "education should be constantly seeking 
ways to link prisoners with the outside community and 
to enable both groups to interact with each other as 
fully and as constructively as possible" (1.5). That 
second theme reflects the outlook of the European 
Prison Rules, conceiving the prisoner as a part of the 
larger society and suggesting that education must play 
a role in minimising the damage prison does and in 
facilitating reintegration. Consequently, "interaction 
with the community" is a subheading in several 
chapters throughout the memorandum and the idea of 
education as a contributor to the Nordic idea of "nor
malisation" is also frequently returned to. 

These twin themes, adult education and the-prisoner
as-citizen, are perhaps the strengths of Education in 
Prison and the two ideas mesh with each other. From 
the assumption that the prisoner is a member of the 
larger community, and so entitled to full development, 
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comes the idea of adu lt education, geared to "the 
whole person" and promoting rea l participation by the 
student in shaping his/her learn ing. 

The importa nce of these perspectives may be seen 
where sli ppage from either of them occurs. The past 
decade has seen a rise of punitive penal policies, out of 
line with Counc il of Europe principles, in many parts of 
Europe. From seeing prison as a "last resort" there is 
now much advocacy that "prison works". Prison popu
lations have risen dramatically in many (but not all) 
countr ies and this has often been accompanied by a 
disregard for what is cal led in the European Prison 
Rules "the detrimental effects of imprisonment" 
(rule 65) . Thus, there is a pu ll away from the role of 
educat ion in minimising those effects, in facilitating 
prisoners to cope w ith their sentences. 

As part of this trend, there is often also a negative 
stereotyping of those sent to prison. The idea that they 
are members of the larger community, even the recog
nition of their humanity, is lost. This diminution of how 
the person in prison is seen facilitates a diminution of 
the education s/he is offered . Provision is reduced or 
narrowed and the scope for autonomous choice within 
that provision is limited . So, rather than a human right, 
education is seen more as a too l of prison management. 
Rather than see ing in prison a citizen entitled to fu ll 
development, we are asked to see the prisoner sole ly as 
an offender whose behaviour must be addressed, or 
may be as an individual to be tra ined for the labour 
market. 

Participants at Malta were keen to assert the adult edu
cation approach. lt was seen to place the ful l person at 
the centre of policy and to promote the empowerment 
of that individua l. The integrity of the w ide curr iculum 
was also defended aga inst "cherry-picking" by some 
prison adm inistrators. 
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5. Practical action 

There was a general view in Malta that Education in 
Prison remains a useful too l, although some aspects of 
it are now more helpful than others. The re-evaluation 
needs to continue, as was envisaged by the orig inal 
authors- it is hoped in a way that holds on to core prin
cip les but discards or amends what is less re levant 
today. 

A number of points emerged as needing practica l 
attention. There was a view that some of the larger 
possibi lities of prison education were not always recog
nised by prison administrators; rectifying that is, to 
some extent, down to educators themselves, but 
Education in Prison may help here in en larging con
cepts. This work might also be used more in the train ing 
of prison education staff in the specia l features of their 
work; it is hoped that it wou ld offer an overview of the 
field, some key principles and encouragement. More 
awareness of our work needs to be promoted also 
among the public and the media needs to be con
scious ly engaged to promote this. 

To keep the debate arising from this report going and 
development in the field continu ing the conference 
w ished to make some spec ific requests of the Counci l of 
Europe: 

(i) t hat Education in Prison be aga in made available in 
print and on the internet; 

(ii) that the full report from Malta be made avai lable to 
the European Committee on Crime Problems (CDPC) 
and on the internet; 

(iii) that the Council of Europe regular ly survey 
the state of prison education in its member 
countries and their compliance w ith Recommenda
tion No. R (89) 12; 

(iv) that the National Directors I Co-ordinators forum 
continue on its two-yearly pattern, but w ith closer 
links w ith the Council of Europe Secretariat. 
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Case law of the European Court of Human Rights 

ince t he case of Peers v. Greece (judgment of 19 April 
200 1), which was reported in the December 2002 issue 
o f the Penologica l Informat ion Bu lletin, the European 

urt of Human Rights has pronounced on further 
s of inhuman or degrading treatment relating to 
structu ral conditions of detent ion or detention 

1 ime, as opposed to individual incidents of ill -treat-
m nt. The two cases below demonstrate the Court's 

ssment of these issues in relation to Article 3 of the 
uropean Convent ion on Human Rights, wh ich pro

vld s that no one shall be subjected to torture or to 
Inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment. 

In Lhe t hird case, the Court f inds a vio lat ion of Artic le 3 
In r lation to the inadequate condit ions of detention of 
,, verely disab led person. ' 

K I shnikov v. Russia, judgment of 15 July 2002 

I ll Court recalls that Art icle 3 of the Convention 
nn~hrines one of the most fundamental va lues of 
dt mocratic society. lt prohibits in absolute terms tor
llll or inhuman or degrading treatment or punish
Ill nt, irrespective of the circumstances and the victim's 
I 1 h viour (see, for example, Labita v. Italy [GC], no 
J /72/9 5, § 119, ECHR 2000-IV). 

I IH' Court further recalls that, according to its case- law, 
11 tr at ment must attain a minimum leve l of severity if 
I I lo fa ll within the scope of Article 3. The assessment 

1 I l hi minimum is relative; it depends on all the cir-
1 um tances of t he case, such as t he duration of the 
lt 1 ment, its physical and mental effects and, in some 
1 n~!' , t he sex, age and state of health of the vict im (see, 
111\M other authorit ies, the Ireland v. the United 

!lf/dom judgment of 18 Janua ry 1978, Ser ies A no. 25, 
I' l '§ 162). 

lilt' urt has considered treatment to be "inhuman" 
l111t JU e, inter alia, is was premeditated, w as app li ed 
lo t h urs at a stretch and caused either actua l bodily 
lll ltuy or intense phys ica l and mental suffer ing. lt has 
dt•t' l11 d t reatment to be "degrad ing" because it was . . 
11 lt tS to arouse in the vict ims feeling of fear, angu ish 
utd In feriority capable of humiliating and debasing them 

( 11, for example, Kudla v. Poland [GC], no. 302 10/96, 
't'IJ, CHR 2000-XI). In consider ing w hether a part icu lar 
l•ll tll f t reatment is "degrading" w ith in the meaning 
ul A1Li le 3, the Court w ill have regard to w hether its 
rt ltlo l i t o humiliate and debase t he person concerned 
HI! I whet her, as far as the consequences are concerned, 
I 11 lv rsely affected his or her personality in a manner 
Ill Jmpat ible w ith Art icle 3 (see, for examp le, the 
11111111 n v. Fin land judgment of 16 December 1997, 

of Judgments and Decisions, 1997 -VIII, 

l 11ly the assessment of the Court is reproduced here, not 
Ill ubmiss ions of the applicants or of the Governments. 

pp. 2821 -22, § 55). However, the absence of any such 
purpose cannot conclusive ly rule out a f inding of a 
violation of Art icle 3 (see, for example, Peers v. Greece, 
no. 28524/95, § 74, ECHR 2001-111). The suffering and 
humiliation invo lved must in any event go beyond that 
inevitab le element of suffer ing or humiliation con
nected w ith a given form of leg itimate treatment or 
punishment. 

Measures depriving a person of his liberty may often 
involve such an element. Yet it cannot be said that 
detention on remand in itself raises an issue under 
Art icle 3 of the Convent ion. Nor can t hat Article be 
interpreted as lay ing down a general obl igation to 
release a detainee on hea lth grounds or to place hi m in 
a civil hosp ita l to enable him to obtain spec if ic medical 
treatment. 

Nevertheless, under this provision the State must ensure 
that a person is detained in conditions wh ich are com
pat ible w ith respect for his human dignity, t hat t he 
manner and method of the execution of the measure 
do not subject him to distress or hardship of an inten
sity exceed ing the unavoidable leve l of suffering inher
ent in detention and that, g iven the pract ica l demands 
of imprisonment, his health and wel l-being are ade
quately secured (see Kudla v. Poland cited above, 
§§ 92-94) . 

When assessing cond iti ons of detention, account has to 
be taken of the cumu lative effects of those cond itions, 
as we ll as the specif ic all egations made by the applicant 
(see Dougoz v. Greece, no . 40907/98, § 46, ECHR 2001-11). 

In the present case, the Court notes t hat the applicant 
was held in the Magadan detention faci lity IZ-47/1 from 
29 June 1995 to 20 October 1999, and from 9 December 
1999 to 26 June 2000. it reca lls that, accord ing to the 
general ly recognised princ iples of international law, 
the Convention is binding on the Contract ing States 
on ly in respect of facts occurring after its entry into 
force . The Convention entered into force in respect of 
Russ ia on 5 May 1998. However, in assess ing the effect 
on the app licant of his cond iti ons of detention, w hich 
were genera lly the same throughout his period of 
detention, both on remand and following his conv ic
tion, the Court may also have regard to the overal l 
period dur ing wh ich he was detained, including the 
period pri or to 5 May 1998. 

The Court notes from the outset that the ce ll in which 
the applicant was detained measured between 17 m' 
(according to the app licant) and 20.8 m' (according to 
the Government) . it was equipped w ith bunk-beds and 
was designed for 8 inmates. it may be questioned 
whether such accommodation could be regarded as 
atta ining acceptab le standards. In this connection t he 
Court reca lls t hat the European Committee for the 
Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrad ing 
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Treatment of Punishment ("the CPT") has set 7 m' 
per prisoner as an approximate, desirable guideline 
for a detention cell (see the 2nd General Report -
CPT/Inf (92) 3, § 43), i.e. 56 m' for 8 inmates. 

Despite the fact that the cell was designed for 8 inmates, 
according to the applicant's subm issions to the Court 
the usual number of inmates in his cell throughout his 
detention was between 18 and 24 persons. In his appli
cation for release from custody of 27 December 1996, 
the applicant stated that there were 21 inmates in 
his 8-bed ce ll. In a similar application of 8 June 1999, 
he referred to 18 inmates (see paragraphs 43 and 73 
above). 

The Court notes that the Government, for their part, 
acknowledged that, due to the general overcrowding 
of the detention fac ility, each bed in the cells was used 
by 2 or 3 inmates. Meanwhile, they appear to disagree 
w ith the applicant as to the number of inmates. In their 
submission there were 11 or more inmates in the appli
cant's cell at any given time and that normally the 
number of inmates was 14. However, the Government 
did not submit any evidence to substantiate their con
tention. According to the applicant, it was only in 
March-April 2000 that the number of inmates was 
reduced to 11. 

The Court does not f ind it necessary to resolve the dis
agreement between the Government and the applicant 
on this point. The figures submitted suggest that that 
any given time there was 0.9-1,9 m' of space per inmate 
in the applicant's cell. Thus, in the Court's view, the cell 
was continuously, severely overcrowded. Th is state of 
affairs in itself raises an issue under Article 3 of the 
Convention. 

Moreover, on account of the acute overcrowding, the 
inmates in the applicant's cell had to sleep taking turns, 
on the basis of eight-hour shifts of sleep per prisoner. 
lt appears from his request for release from custody on 
16 June 1999, that at that time he was sharing his bed 
with two other inmates (see paragraph 74 above). 
Sleeping conditions were further aggravated by the 
constant lighting in the cell, as well as the general com
motion and noise from the large number of inmates. 
The resulting deprivation of sleep must have consti
tuted a heavy physica l and psychological burden on the 
applicant. 

The Court further observes the absence of adequate 
ventilation in the applicant's ce ll which held an exces
sive number of inmates and who apparently were per
mitted to smoke in the cell. Although the applicant was 
allowed outdoor activi ty for one or two hours a day, 
the rest of the time he was confined to his cell, w ith a 
very limited space for himself and a stuffy atmosphere. 

The Court next notes that the applicant's ce ll was 
infested with pests and that during his detention no 
anti-infestation treatment was effected in his ce ll. The 
Government conceded that infestation of detention 
facilit ies with insects was a problem, and referred to 
the 1989 ministerial guidel ine obl iging detention facili
ties to take disinfection measures. However, it does not 
appear that this was done in the applicant's cell. 
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Throughout his detention the applicant contracted 
various skin diseases and fungal infections, in particular 
during the years 1996, 1997 and 1999, necessitating 
recesses in the trial. While it is true that the applicant 
received treatment for these diseases, their recurrence 
suggests that the very poor conditions in the ce ll facili 
tating their propagation remained unchanged. 

The Court also notes w ith grave concern that the appli
cant was detained on occasions with persons suffering 
from syphilis and tuberculosis, although the Govern
ment stressed that contagion was prevented. 

An additional aspect of the crammed and insanitary 
conditions described above was the toilet facilities . 
A partition measuring 1,1 meters in height separated 
the lavatory pan in the corner of the cel l from a wash 
stand next to it, but not from the living area. There was 
no screen at the entrance to the toilet. The applicant 
had thus to use the toilet in the presence of other 
inmates and be present while the toilet was being used 
by his cellmates. The photographs provided by the 
Government show a filthy, dilapidated cell and toi let 
area, with no real privacy. 

Whilst the Court notes with satisfaction the major 
improvements that have apparently been made to the 
area of the Magadan detention facility where the 
applicant's cell was located (as shown in the video 
recording wh ich they subm itted to the Court), th is does 
not detract from the wholly unacceptable condit ions 
which the applicant clearly had to endure at the mate
rial time . 

The applicant's conditions of detention were also a 
matter of concern for the tria l court examining his case . 
In April and June 1999 it requested medical expert 
opinions on the effect of the conditions of detention 
on his mental and physical health after nearly 4 years of 
detention in order to determine whether he was unfit 
to take part in the proceedings and whether he should 
be hospitalised (see paragraphs 71 and 76 above). Even 
though the experts answered both questions in the 
negative, the Court notes their conclusions of July 1999, 
listing the various medica l conditions from w hich the 
applicant suffered, i.e. neurocirculatory dystonia, 
astheno-neurotic syndrome, chron ic gastroduoden iti s, 
a fungal infection on his feet, hands and groin and 
mycosis (see paragraph 30 above). 

The Court accepts that in the present case there is no 
indication that there was a positive intention of humil
iat ing or debasing the applicant . However, although 
the question whether the purpose of the treatment 
was to humiliate or debase the victim is a factor to be 
taken into account, the absence of any such purpose 
cannot exclude a find ing of violation of Article 3 (see 
Peers v. Greece cited above) . lt cons iders that the condi
tions of detention, which the app licant had to endure 
for approximately 4 years and 10 months, must have 
caused him considerab le mental suffering, diminishing 
his human dignity and arousing in him such feelings as 
to cause humiliation and debasement. 

In the light of the above, the Court finds the app licant's 
conditions of detention, in particu lar the severely 
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overcrowded and insanitary environment and its 
detrimental effect on the app licant's hea lth and we ll 
be ing, combined w ith the length of the period during 
wh ich the applicant was detained in such cond iti ons, 
c mounted to degrading treatment. 

1\ cording ly, there has been a viol at ion of Article 3 of 
lh Convention. 

1/i rn der Ven v. Netherlands, judgment of 4 February 
003 

h Court reiterates at the outset that Art icle 3 of the 
C nvention ensh rines one of the most fundamental 
Vl lues of democratic society. lt prohibits in absolute 
l rms torture or inhuman or degrading treatment or 
pun ishment, irrespective of the circumstances and the 
vi t im's behaviour (see, for example, Labita v. Italy [G C], 
n 26772/95, § 119, ECHR 2000-IV). 

I h Court further reiterates that, according to its case
), w, il l-treatment must attain a minimum leve l of sever
lly if it is to fall with in the scope of Art icle 3. The 

ssment of this minimum is relative; it depends on 
11 11 the circumstances of the case, such as the duration of 
lh treatment, its physical and mental effects and, in 
• me cases, the sex, age and state of health of the vic-
lm (see, among other authorities, Ireland v. the United 

Kingdom, judgment of 18 Jan uary 1978, Series A no. 25, 
p. 65, § 162). 

11 atment has been held by the Court to be "inhuman" 
I ca use, inter alia, is was premeditated, was applied 
I r hours at a stretch and ca used either actual bodily 
njury or intense physical and mental suffering, and also 
"degrading" because it was such as to arouse in the 
vi t ims feeling of fear, anguish and inferiority capable 
r humi liating and debasing them (see, for examp le, 

Kudla v. Poland [GC], no. 302 10/96, § 92, ECHR 2000-XI). 
lr'\ order for a punishment or treatment associated w ith 
ll to be "inhuman" or "degrading", the suffering or 
humil iation involved must in any event go beyond 
lh t inevitable element of suffering or humiliation 
onnected w ith a given form of leg itimate treatment 
r pun ishment (see V. v. the United Kingdom [GC], 

11 • 24888/94, § 71, ECHR 1999-IX). The question 
whether the purpose of the treatment was to humiliate 
or debase the victim is a factor further to be taken into 
1lCCount, but the absence of any such purpose can not 

nclus ive ly rule out a violation of Artic le 3 (see, for 
xa mple, Peers v. Greece, no. 28524/95, § 74, ECHR 
001-111; Kalashnikov v. Russia, no. 47095/99, § 101, 
~CHR 2002-VI) . 

onditions of detention may sometimes amount to 
Inhuman or degrading treatment (see Peers, cited 
clbove, § 75). When assessing conditions of detention, 
J count has to be taken of the cumulative effects of 
those conditions, as well as the specific allegations 
made by the applicant (see Dougoz v. Greece, 
no. 40907/98, § 46, ECHR 2001-11). 

1. The case of Lom§ and others v. Netherlands, judgment of 
~ February 2003, raises sim ilar issues. 

While measures depriving a person of his liberty often 
involve an element of suffering or humiliation, it 
cannot be sa id that detention in a high security prison 
facility, be it on remand or fol lowing a criminal con
viction, in itself raises an issue under Article 3 of the 
Convent ion. The Court's task is li mited to examining the 
personal situati on of the app licant who has been 
affected by the regime concerned (see Aerts v. Belgium, 
judgment of 30 July 1998, Reports of Judgments and 
Decisions 1998-V, pp. 1958-59, §§ 34-37). In this con
nection the Court emphasises that, although public 
order cons iderat ions may lead states to introduce high 
security prisons for particular categories of detainees, 
Art icle 3 nevertheless requires those states to ensure 
that a person is detained in conditions wh ich are 
compat ible w ith respect for his human dignity, that the 
manner and method of the execution of the measure do 
not subject him to distress or hardship of an intensity 
exceed ing the unavoidable level of suffering inherent 
in detention and that, given the practical demands of 
imprisonment, his health and we ll-being are ade
quately secured (see Kudla, cited above, §§ 92-94). 

In this context, the Court has previously held that 
comp lete sensory iso lat ion, coup led with tota l social 
iso lation, can destroy the personality and const itutes a 
form of inhuman treatment wh ich cannot be justified 
by the requirements of security or any other reason . On 
the other hand, the removal from association w ith 
other prisoners for security, disciplinary or protective 
reasons does not in itse lf amount to inhuman treat
ment or degrading punishment (see Messina v. Italy 
(dec.}, no. 25498/94, ECHR 1999-V) . In assessing whether 
such a measure may fall w ithin the ambit of Artic le 3 
in a given case, regard must be had to the particular 
conditions, the stringency of the measure, its dura
tion, the objective pursued and its effects on the person 
concerned (see Dhoest v. Belgium, application 
no. 10448/83, Commiss ion's report of 14 May 1987, 
Decisions and Reports (DR) 55, pp. 20-2 1, §§ 117-18; 
McFeeley et al. v. the United Kingdom, application 
no. 8317/78, Commission decision of 15 May 1980, DR 
20, p. 44}. 

Application to the present case 

Turning to the circumstances of the present case, the 
Court observes first of all that the appl icant's com
plaints of the cond iti ons of his detention do not 
concern the material conditions w ithin the EB I but 
rather the regime to wh ich he was subjected. To this 
extent the case may be compared to a series of app lica
tions lodged against Italy where the app licants all eged 
that the spec ial prison regime to which they were sub
jected pursuant to sect ion 41 bis of the Prison 
Administration Act resulted in conditions which vio
lated Art icle 3 of the Convention (see, for instance, 
Messina v. Italy (dec.), cited above; lndelicato v. Italy 
(dec.), no. 31143/96, 6 July 2000, unreported; Ganci v. 
Italy (dec.}, no. 41576/98, 20 September 2001, unre
ported; Bonura v. Italy (dec.), no. 57360/00, 30 May 
2002, unreported). 

The Court notes that paragraphs 62-66 of the CPT 
report quoted above (paragraph 32) contain a detailed 
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description of conditions obtaining in the EB I drawn up 
following a visit to the facil ity. Since neither party have 
argued that this description is factua lly incorrect, the 
Court accepts that it adequately reflects the situation in 
the EBI. However, the question whether or not the 
applicant was subjected to inhuman or degrading 
treatment with in the meaning of Article 3 of the 
Convention depends on an assessment of the extent to 
which he was persona lly affected (see paragraph 50 
above) . 

lt is not in dispute that, throughout his detention in the 
EBI, the app licant was subjected to very str ingent secu
rity measures. The Court further considers that the 
applica nt's socia l contacts were strictly limited, tak ing 
into account that he was prevented from having con
tact with more than three fellow inmates at a time, that 
direct contact w ith prison staff was limited, and that, 
apart from once a month in the case of visits from mem
bers of his immediate fami ly, he cou ld on ly meet with 
visitors behind a glass partition. However, as it did in 
the cases against Ita ly referred to in paragraph 52 
above, the Court cannot f ind that the applicant was 
subjected either to sensory iso lat ion or to total social 
iso lat ion . As a matter of fact, t he Ital ian special regime 
was sign ificant ly more restrictive both as regards assoc i
ation w ith other prisoners and as regards frequency of 
vis its: association with other prisoners was entire ly 
prohibited and on ly fam ily members were allowed to 
visit, once a month and for one hour (see Messina, cited 
above, § 13) . 

The applicant was placed in the EBI because he was con
sidered extremely likely to attempt to escape from 
detention faci lities with a less strict regime, and if he 
were to escape, he was deemed to pose an unaccept
ab le risk to society in terms of aga in committing serious 
vio lent cr imes (see paragraph 27 above). At a later 
stage, the risk of the appl icant escapi ng was held to be 
less high; however, in the event of an escape he was 
stil l considered to pose an unacceptable risk to soc iety 
in view of the nature of the offences of wh ich he stood 
accused and of the effects on society and public op inion 
(see paragraph 19 above). Although t he appl icant 
denied that he harboured any such intentions, it is not 
for t he Court to examine the va lidity of the assessment 
carried out by the domestic authoriti es. Having regard 
to the very serious offences of which the applicant 
stood accused and was subsequently convicted (see 
paragraph 10 above), the Court accepts the assessment 
made by the domestic authorit ies. 

In support of his claim that the EBI regime had such 
ser ious damaging effects on his mental hea lth as to 
bring it within the scope of Article 3 of the Convent ion, 
the applicant submitted a number of reports drawn up 
by Mr V. of the Psycho logica l Department of the 
Penitentiary Selection Centre (see paragraphs 22-24 
above). Several of these reports indeed confirm t hat for 
much of his stay in the EBI the appl icant was having a 
hard time and that he had difficu lties cop ing with the 
lim itations of the EB I. Depressive symptoms were 
found . At the sa me time, the Court observes that the 
applicant missing his family and the stra in caused by 
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the crim ina l proceed ings aga inst him were also named 
as contributing factors . 

The Court does not diverge from the view expressed by 
the CPT that the situation in the EBI is prob lematic and 
gives cause for concern . This must be even more so if 
detainees are subjected to the EB I regime for pro
tracted periods of time. 

The appl icant also subm itted that, if not inhuman, the 
treatment to which he had been subjected was at the 
very least degrading. In this respect the Court observes 
that pursuant to the EB I house ru les, the appl icant was 
strip-searched prior to and fol lowing an "open" visit as 
wel l as after visits to the clinic, the dentist's surgery or 
the hairdresser's. In addition to this, for a period of 
three and a half years he was also ob liged to subm it to 
a strip-search, includ ing an ana l inspection, at the t ime 
of the week ly ce ll-inspection (see paragraph 31 above), 
even if in the week preceding that inspection he had 
had no contact with the outside wor ld (see paragraph 
65 of the CPT report) and despite the fact that he would 
already have been strip-searched had he received an 
"open" visit or visited the clinic, dentist or hairdresser's. 
Thus, th is week ly str ip-search was carried out as a 
matter of routine and was not based on any concrete 
security need or the appli ca nt 's behaviour. 

The strip-search as practised in the EBI ob liged the 
applicant to undress in the presence of prison staff and 
to have his rectum inspected, which required him to 
adopt embarrassing positions. 

For the appl icant, this was one of the features of the 
regime which was hardest to endure, but the 
Government maintained that the strip-searches were 
necessary and justified . 

The Court has previous ly found that strip-searches may 
be necessary on occas ions to ensure prison security or to 
prevent disorder or crime (see Valasinas v. Lithuania, 
no. 44558/98, § 117, ECHR 2001-VIII; lwariczuk v. 
Poland, no. 25196/94, § 59, 15 November 2001, unre
ported; McFeeley et al. v. the United Kingdom, cited 
above, §§ 60-61 ). In the cases of Valasinas and lwariczuk 
one occasion of str ip-search was at issue, whereas the 
case of McFeeley et al. concerned so-cal led "c lose 
body" searches, including ana l inspections, which were 
carr ied out at intervals of seven to ten days, before and 
after visits and before prisoners were transferred to a 
new wing of t he Maze Prison in Northern Ireland, 
where dangerous objects had in the past been found 
concea led in the recta of protesting prisoners. 

In the present case, the Court is struck by the fact that 
the appl icant was subm itted to the week ly strip-search 
in add ition to all the other strict security measures 
w ithin the EBI. In view of the fact that the domestic 
authorities, through the reports drawn up by the 
Psychological Department of their Penitentiary 
Selection Centre, were we ll aware that t he applicant 
was experiencing ser ious difficu lties cop ing w ith the 
regime, and bearing in mind that at no time during the 
app licant's stay in the EB I did it appear that anyth ing 
untoward was found in the course of a strip-search, the 
Court is of the view that the systematic strip-searching 
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of the applicant required more justification than has 
been put forward by the Government in the present 
a se. 

rhe Court considers that in the situation where the 
ppl ica nt was already subjected to a great number of 
ontro l measures, and in the absence of convincing 

~ urity needs, the practice of week ly strip-searches 
that was app li ed to the applicant for a period of 
1pproximately three and a ha lf years diminished his 
human dignity and must have given rise to feelings of 
.1 11 uish and inferiority capable of humi liating and 
d bas ing him. The applicant himself confirmed that this 
was indeed the case in a meeting with a psychiatrist, 
during which he also stated that he would forsake, for 
Instance, going to the hairdresser's so as not to have to 
undergo a strip-search (see paragraph 25 above). 

A ord ingly, the Court conc ludes that the combination 
nf routine strip-searching w ith the other stringent 
~I' urity measures in the EB I amounted to inhuman 
or degrading treatment in violation of Article 3 of 
th Convention. There has thus been a breach of this 
pr vision. 

Prl e v. the United Kingdom, judgment of 10 July 2001 

Ill Court recalls that ill-treatment must attain a min i
IliUm leve l of severity if it is to fal l within the scope of 
Article 3. The assessment of thi s minimum leve l of 
w v rity is relative; it depends on all the circumstances 
of the case, such as the duration of the treatment, its 
phy ica l and mental effects and, in some cases, the sex, 
t 1 nd state of hea lth of the victim. 

In onsidering whether treatment is "degrading" 
within the meaning of Article 3, one of the factors 
will h the Court w ill take into account is the question 
wh ther its object was to humiliate and debase the 
pl' t on concerned, although the absence of any such 
p! rtpose can not conclus ive ly rule out a finding of 
vlt lot ion of Art icle 3 (see the Peers v. Greece judgment 
11 ! I April 2001, §§ 67-68 and 74). 

lit til ls case the applicant, a four-l imb-deficient thalido-
111 d vict im with numerous heath problems including 
dt f tive kidneys, committed contempt of court in the 
1111 11 e of civil proceedings and was ordered by a judge 
Ill IJ deta ined for seven days (a lthough, as a result of 
tli • rules on remission of sentences, she was in fact 
tlt'l lined for three nights/four days) . lt appears that, in 
1t rdance with English law and pract ice, the sentenc-

111!1 judge took no steps, before comm itting t he appli 
' 1111 to immed iate imprisonment, a particularly harsh 
tlll l nee in this case, to ascertain where she would be 

dt t,1ined or to ensure that it wou ld be poss ible to pro
v tl fac ilities adequate to cope with her severe leve l of 
tl•. lbility. 

llw pp licant and the Government submit different 
"' tClunts of the treatment she received wh il e in deten
tion nd, so long after the event and in the absence of 
>lilY find ings by the domest ic courts, it is difficult to 
1 l<lb lish in detail precisely what occurred . However, 
I IHI ourt considers it significant that the documentary 
1 vlu nee subm itted by t he Government, including the 

contemporaneous custody and medical records, indi 
cate that the police and prison authoriti es were unable 
adeq uately to cope with the appl icant's spec ial needs. 

Dur ing her f irst night of detention the app licant was 
kept in a ce ll in a loca l po li ce station because it was too 
late in the day to take her to prison. The custody record 
shows that she was complaining of the co ld every half 
hour - a serious problem for the applicant who suf
fered from recurring kidney prob lems and w ho, 
because of her disabi lity, could not move around to 
keep warm. Finally a doctor was called, who noted that 
the applicant cou ld not use the bed and had to sleep in 
her w heelcha ir, that the facilities were not adapted to 
the needs of a disabled person and that t he cell was 
too co ld. The Court notes, however, that despite the 
doctor's findings no action was taken by the police 
officers respons ible for the applicant's custody to 
ensure that she was removed to a more su itab le place 
of detention or re leased. Instead, the applicant had to 
remain in the ce ll all night, although the doctor did 
wra p her in a space blan ket and give her some pain 
ki llers. 

The fo llowing day the applicant was taken to 
Wakefield prison, w here she was detained for three 
days/two nights. During her first night's detention the 
nursing record states that the duty nurse was unable to 
lift the applicant alone and thus had difficulty in help
ing her use the toilet. The applicant submits that, as a 
result, she was subjected to extremely humiliating 
treatment at t he hands of ma le prison officers. The 
Government deny her account, but nonetheless it 
seems clear that male off icers were requ ired to ass ist in 
lifting the appl icant on and off the toilet. 

The Court observes that there are notes in the app li 
cant's adm iss ion records by a doctor and staff nurse 
expressing concern over th e problems that were likely 
to be encountered during her detention, including 
reaching the bed and toil et, hygiene and fluid intake, 
and mobility if the battery of her wheelchai r ran down. 
Such was the concern that the prison governor autho
rised staff to try and find the applicant a place in an 
outside hospital. In the event, however, they were 
unable to transfer her because she was not suffering 
from any particular med ica l complaint. By the time of 
her re lease the applicant had to be catheterised 
because the lack of f luid intake and prob lems in getting 
to the toilet had caused her to retain urine. She claims 
to have suffered health problems for ten weeks there
after, but has supplied no medical evidence in support. 

There is no evidence in this case of any positive inten
tion to humiliate or debase the applicant. However, the 
Court considers that to deta in a severe ly disabled per
son in conditions where she is dangerously co ld, risks 
developing sores because her bed is too hard or 
unreachable, and is unable to go to the toilet or keep 
clean without the greatest of difficulty, constitutes 
degrading treatment contrary to Article 3. lt therefore 
finds a vio lation of this provision in the present case. 
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Council of Europe Annual Penal Statistics 
SPACE I: 2002 survey on prison populations 
by Marcelo F. Aebi 
Professor of Criminology and Research Methods in Crim inology, 
Andalusian Institute of Criminology, University of Seville, Spain 

The SPACE I data publ ished below was obtained by 
means of a new questionnaire devised for the 1997 
survey. They relate to the situation of the prison popu
lation at 1 September 2002, prison entry flows, lengths 
of imprisonment, and incidents in 2001 (escapes, pris
oners abscond ing, deaths and suicides) and prison staff 
numbers at 1 September 2002. 

I. Prison populations 

1.1 State of prison populations at 1 September 2002 

The situation of prison populations at a given date 
("stock statistics") is set out in eleven tables. 

Table 1. Situation of penal institutions 

(a) Total number of prisoners (including pre-trial 
detainees); 

(b) Prison population rate (per 100000 inhabitants): 
number of prisoners (including pre-trial detainees) 
present at 1 September 2002 in proportion to the 
number of inhabitants at the same date (in view of 
the data ava ilab le we have used the number of 
inhabitants on 1 January 2002); 

(c) Total prison capacity; 

(d) Rate of occupancy (per 100 places): number of pris
oners (including pre-trial detainees) in relation to 
the number of places available. 

Table 2. Age structure 

(a) Median age of prison population (including pre
trial detainees) at the date of the stat isti cs; 

(b) Prisoners under 18 years of age (including pre-trial 
detainees): number and percentage; 

(c) Prisoners between 18 and 21 years of age (including 
pre-trial detainees): number and percentage. 

Table 3. Women and foreigners 

(a) Fema le prisoners (including pre-trial detainees): 
number and percentage; 

b.Foreign prisoners (including pre-trial detainees): 
number and percentage. 

Table 4. legal structure (numbers) 

(a) Untried prisoners (not yet convicted); 

(b) Prisoners convicted but not yet sentenced; 
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(c) Sentenced prisoners who have appealed or who are 
with in the statutory time limit for doing so; 

(d) Sentenced prisoners (final sentence); 

(e) Other cases. 

Table 5. legal structure (rates) 

We have se lected four indicators as a bas is for compar
ing the situations of the various populations: 

(a) Percentage of prisoners not serving a final sentence 
at 1 September 2002 (often inaccurately referred to 
as the percentage of unconvicted prisoners): the 
number of prisoners whose sentence is not final, 
present at that date, expressed as a percentage of 
the total number of prisoners at the same date; 

(b) Prisoners not serving a final sentence per 100 000 
inhabitants at 1 September 2002 : the number of 
prisoners whose sentence is not f inal, present at 
that date, in relation to the number of inhabitants 
at the same date - expressed per 100 000 inhabi
tants; 

For indicators (a) and (b) the number of prisoners not 
serving a final sentence is obtained by adding headings 
(a), (b), (c) and (e) of Table 4. However, when heading 
(c) "Sentenced prisoners who have appealed or who are 
within the statutory time limit for doing so" of Table 4 
is not recorded in the questionnaire because there is no 
availab le data- with no further clarif ication- prisoners 
in this situation are assumed to be counted with 
"sentenced prisoners, final sentence". In this case the 
indicators concerned cannot be calcu lated . 

(c) Proportion of untried prisoners (not yet convicted) 
at 1 September 2002: the number of untried pris
oners (not yet convicted), present at that date, 
expressed as a percentage of the total number of 
prisoners at the same date; 

(d) Untried prisoners (not yet convicted) per 100 000 
inhabitants: the number of untried prisoners (not 
yet convicted), present at that date, in relation to 
the number of inhabitants at the same date -
expressed per 100 000 inhabitants 

For indicators (c) and (d), only prisoners under 
(a) untried prisoners (not yet convicted) in Table 4 
are taken into account. However, when heading 
(b) Prisoners convicted but not yet sentenced in Table 4 
is not recorded in the questionnaire because there is no 
available data- with no further clarification- prisoners 
in this situation are assumed to be counted with 
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" untried prisoners (not yet convicted)". In this case the 
ind icators concern ed cannot be calcu lated. 

Table 6. Conv icted prisoners: breakdown by offence 
(numbers) 

t ble 7. Conv icted prisoners: breakdown by offence 
(%) 

In Ta bles 6 and 7, offences have been classif ied under 
ven headings: 

Homicide; 
Wounding with intent to harm; 
Rape; 
Robbery with violence; 
Other categories of theft; 
Drug related offences, other cases . 

ble 8. Convicted prisoners: breakdown by length of 
ntence (numbers) 

ble 9. Convicted prisoners: breakdown by length of 
ntence (%) 

( ) Less than one month; 

b. One month to less than th ree months; 

( ) Three months to less than six months; 

d. ix months to less than one year ; 

( ) One year to less than three years; 

(() Three years to less than five years; 

( ) Five years to less than ten years; 

(h) Ten years to less than twenty years; 

(I) More than twenty years; 

(i) Life sentence; 

(k) Death pena lty. 

I 1ble 10. Convicted prisoners: breakdown by length of 
• ntence (cumulative %) 

(11 ) Less than one year; 

(I ) One year and more; 

(c ) Three years and more; 

(cl) Five years and more; 

(,) en years and more (fixed-term sentence) ; 

(I) % of life sentences ; 

( J) % of death penalties 

llbl 11 . Prisoners sentenced to less than one year: 
ht kdown by length of sentence(%) 

( 1) Less t han one month; 

(11) One month to less than three months; 

(1 ) hree months to less than six months; 

(d) ix months to less than one year. 

I. low of entries, length of imprisonment, escapes 
nd deaths in 2001 

I h next four tables show the number of entries into 
pt h n (f low stat isti cs), length of imprisonment, escapes 
111d deaths in penal inst itutions in the year 200 1. 

Table 12. Flow of entries 

(a) Tota l number of entries in 2001; 

(b) Rate of entries (per 100 000 inhabitants): the num
ber of entries for 2001, in relation to the averag e 
number of inhabitants during the period under 
review. In view of the informat ion avai lab le, the 
figure actual ly used was the number of inhabitants 
at 1 January 2002 . 

(c) Entries before f inal sentence: number and percent-
age. 

The term "entry" refers to all entries into pena l inst itu
tions, except in the fo llowing situations: 

- entry following a transfer between pena l institu
tions; 

- entry following a prisoner 's removal w ith a view to 
an appearance before a judicial authority (investi
gating judge, trial court, etc); 

- entry following prison leave or a period of per
mitted absence; 

- entry of an escaped prisoner recaptured by the 
po li ce . 

The figures do not relate to the number of individuals 
but to the number of events (entries). The same indi
vidua l may be comm itted to pri son severa l times in the 
same year for the same case. This app li es, for instance, 
to an individua l who is placed in pre-tria l detent ion 
during year n (first entry), released by the investigating 
judge at the pre-tria l invest igation stage, tried without 
being re-detained, convicted and sentenced to a term 
of imprisonment exceed ing the period of pre-trial 
detention, and re-imprisoned during yearn to serve the 
remainder of t he sentence (second ent ry) . A fortiori, 
the same individual may be comm itted to prison severa l 
times in the same year for different cases. 

Only entries of untried prisoners (not yet convicted), 
prisoners convicted but not yet sentenced, or sentenced 
prisoners w ho have appea led or who are w ith in the 
statutory time limit for doing so are recorded under (c). 
This f igure therefore co rresponds to part of the entries 
recorded under (a) . These of course include entries for 
pre-tr ial detention. 

Table 13. Indicator of average length of imprisonment 
in 2001 

(a) Tota l number of days spent in penal institutions in 
2001 

(b) Average number of prisoners in 2001 : (b) = (a)/365 

(c) Indicator of average length of imprisonment (D) 
expressed in months: quotient of the average num
ber of prisoners in 2001 (P) divided by the f low 
of entries during period (E) : D = 12 x P/E - length 
expressed in months 

Figure (a) corresponds to the total number of days 
spent in penal inst it utions by all persons placed in 
detention for at least one day during the reference year 
(2001) . Th is may be time spent in pre-trial detention or 
t ime spent serving a prison sentence, or may even cor
respond to other circumstances (detention for fa ilu re to 
pay a fine, for instance) . No distinction is made here. 
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Data of this type are usually prepared by the depart
ments responsible for prison budgets. They are used by 
the authorities to calculate an average daily cost of 
imprisonment. 

By dividing the number of days of imprisonment by 365 
(366 in leap years) we obtain the "average number of 
prisoners in the year" or the number of "prisoner years" 
(b), which we believe constitutes the best possible indi
cator of the average number of prisoners present in the 
year. We use this indicator to work out various other 
figures presented in other Tables (for instance the 
suicide rate and the ratio of inmates to custodial staff, 
etc.) . 

Table 14. Escapes 

This concerns two types of escape: 

a Escapes by convicted prisoners or pre-trial detainees 
(in the custody of the prison authorities) from 
closed penal institutions or during administrative 
transfers (for example, to or from a court, another 
penal institution, or a hospital). 

In the event of a group breakout, the number of 
escapes is equal to the number of inmates involved . 

Relating the number of escapes to the average number 
of prisoners in 2001 (see Table 13) gives the rate of 
escapes per 10 000 prisoners: 10 000 x (a)/average 
number of prisoners. 

(b) Other forms of escape : Examples are escapes from 
open institutions (such as work farms) or from semi
detention, and escapes during authorised short
term absence (or leave) from all kinds of institutions 
(including closed institutions). 

We have not worked out the rate here, as that 
would amount to calculating the ratio of escapes (other 
forms) to the average number of prisoners, without 
taking account of the proportion of inmates in "open 
institutions". 

Table 15. Deaths in penal institutions (including 
suicides) 

(a) Number of deaths in penal institutions in 2001; 

(b) Number of suicides in 2001; 

(c) Percentage of suicides per number of deaths: 100 x 
(b)/(a) 

Relating the total number of deaths in prison (a) and 
the number of suicides in prison (b) to the average 
number of prisoners in 2001 (see Table 13) gives respec
tively: 

(d) Mortality rate per 10 000 prisoners : 10 000 x 
(a)/average number of prisoners 

(e) Suicide rate per 10 000 prisoners : 10 000 x (b)/aver
age number of prisoners 

Deaths of convicted prisoners and pre-trial detainees 
while in hospital are included in this table. 
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11. Prison staff 

The situation of prison staff is set out in six tables: 

Table 16. Staff working full time in penal institutions 

Table 17. Staff working part time in penal institutions: 
on the basis of full-time equivalents 

Table 18. Staff working full or part time in penal insti
tutions: on the basis of full-time equivalents (numbers) 

Table 19. Staff working full or part time in penal insti
tutions: on the basis of full-time equivalents (per
centage) 

In Tables 16-19 we are concerned with the situation of 
staff working in penal institutions on 1 September 
2002. The staff are classified in the following cate
gories: 

(a) Management: Management staff; 

(b) Custodial: Custodial staff excluding staff already 
included in (a); 

(c) Treatment : Treatment staff (including medical staff, 
psychologists, socia I workers, teachers/educators, 
etc.), excluding staff already included in (a) or (b); 

(d) Workshops: Staff responsible for workshops or 
vocational trammg, excluding staff already 
included in (a), (b) or (c); 

(e) Administrative: Administration staff, excluding 
staff already included in (a}, (b), (c) or (d). 

The objective here is to count all staff working in penal 
institutions who are employed by the prison author
ities. Respondents were asked to exclude persons work
ing in penal institutions but not employed by the prison 
authorities (in some countries this applies to doctors, 
teachers or perimeter guards). Such staff are included 
in table 20. They were also asked to exclude staff who 
do not work in penal institutions but in the central 
prison administration offices or regional offices, or in 
storage depots (facilities for storage of food and 
miscellaneous equipment). Such staff are also included 
in table 20. 

Respondents were asked to calculate the number of 
staff working part time on the basis of "full-time equiv
alents". This means that where two people each work 
half the standard number of hours, they count for one 
"full-time equivalent". One half-time worker should 
count for 0.5 of a full-time equivalent. 

Table 20. Other categories of staff 

Situation at 1 September 2002: 

(a) Staff working in central prison administration 
offices; 

(b) Staff working in regional offices; 

(c) Staff working in storage depots (facilities for stor
age of food and miscellaneous equipment); 

(d) Staff working in penal institutions but not 
employed by the prison authorities. 
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In some countries category (d) does not exist. In others, 
I ctors, teachers and perimeter guards may sometimes 

ll employed by bodies not under the control of the 
pri son author ities (for instance hea lth authorities, the 
min istry of educat ion, departments of t he ministry of 
lh interior or the ministry of justice). 

I ble 21 . Supervision of prisoners 

(t! ) Tota l number of prisoners at 1 September 2002: see 
tab le 1. 

(IJ) Total number of custodial staff at 1 September 
2002: see tab le 17. 

(t ) Rate of supervis ion of prisoners (number of prison
ers per custod ian): c = (a) I (b). 

Presentation of statistical data 

nvent ions used 

The question is irrelevant; the item refers to a 
concept not found in the penal system country 
concerned . 

() The number is 0 but the concept exists in the penal 
system of the country concerned. 

No figures avai lab le but the concept ex ists in the 
penal system of the country concerned. 

( ) When the data are shown in brackets this means 
t hat they are not str ict ly comparab le w ith the data 
requested by SPACE. Any divergences should be 
expla ined in the notes to the relevant table. As a 
rule, this appl ies to items w hose definition is not 
t he same as that used by SPACE . 

When the questionnaire box is left blank or a 
symbo l is used whose meaning is not expl icit (for 
example"/" or"-") we leave the box blank. 

Me sures of centra l tendency 

Ill tables conta ining rates or percentages we have used 
l ll fo llowing measures to describe the distribution of 
l ll ' data : 

(11 ) Mean: the arithmetic mean is the sum of the data 
upplied divided by the number of countries supp ly

ing them . The mean is sensitive to very high or very 
low values, which is w hy the median is also used as 
c measure of central tendency. 

(IJ) Med ian : the median is the va lue that divides the 
data supp li ed by the countries concerned into two 

qua l groups so that 50% of t he countries are 
above t he median and 50% are be low it. The 
median is not influenced by very high or very low 
va lues. 

(t ) Min imum: t he lowest recorded value in the table 

(d) Maximum : the highest recorded va lue in the table 

I Jr reasons of accuracy we have calcu lated the mean 
11\d median values from the original data base, wh ich 

t onta ins a// the decimals not presented in the tables. 
HP ~ders who rework the calcu lat ions from the data in 
111 ta bles- w hich only conta in one or two decimals
will therefore obta in slightly different resu lts from ours. 

Demographic data 

The rates of imprisonment have been ca lcu lated using 
demographic data at 1 January 2002, taken from "Recent 
demograph ic developments in 2002" (Strasbourg: 
Council of Europe Publications, 2003) 

Tak ing into considerat ion the data avai lab le, data from 
1 January 2001 has been used for the following 
countries: Albania, Be lg ium, Croatia, Georg ia, Greece, 
Romania and Ukraine. 

Data for France refer to the European territory of 
France (known as the Metropole) and the French over
seas terr itor ies (Guadeloupe, Martinique, Guyane and 
Reunion, known as DOM or Departements d'Outre
mer). Therefore we have added to the population of 
the Metropole (59.3 millions) the est imated population 
of the DOM territories in 2000, wh ich was the last 
year ava ilab le (1.7 millions), according to t he lnstitut 
National de la Statistique (INSEE). 

Demographic data for Eng land and Wales, Northern 
Ire land and Scotland has been taken from Nationa l 
Stat ist ics Online (http ://www.stat istics.gov.uk/) and 
relates to the situat ion at the 2001 Census Day. 

Demographic data for Bosnia and Herzegovina (the 
Federat ion of Bosnia and Herzegovina as we ll as 
Repub lika Srpska) is est imated . 

Demog raphic data for Canada has been taken from 
Statistics Canada/Statistiques Canada (http://www. 
statcan.ca/english/Pgdb/demo02.htm) and relates to 
the situation at 1 July 2002. 

Validation procedure 

According to t he authors of the European Sourcebook 
of Crime and Cr iminal Justice Statistics (Strasbou rg, 
Council of Europe, 1997), "va lidation is often the most 
important - and in many cases the most forgotten -
stage of t he data co llection process". In this ed ition of 
SPACE, therefo re, we have introduced a va lidation 
procedure for the data received. As part of this process 
we produced a preliminary version of SPACE and a 
ser ies of control tab les, which revea led a fair ly signif i
cant number of inconsistencies, of wh ich the most 
important were : 

In Table 4, we ask for the breakdown of prisoners 
according to lega l status. The su m of the various 
categories in the t ab le should therefore give the 
same figure as the total number of prisoners indi 
cated in Table 1. This is not the case for certa in 
countr ies. 

In Table 6, we ask for the breakdown of convicted 
prisoners by ma in offence. The sum of the va ri ous 
categories in the table shou ld therefore give the 
same figure as the total number of sentenced 
prisoners (final sentence) ind icated in Column (d) 
of Tab le 4. Again t his is not the case for certain 
cou ntries. 

In Table 8, we ask for the breakdown of convicted 
prisoners by length of sentence. The sum of the 
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various categories in the table should therefore 
give the same figure as the total number of sen 
tenced prisoners (final sentence) indicated in 
Column (d) 
of Table 4. Again th is is not the case for certain 
countries. 

In Tab le 16, we ask for the number of persons work
ing full -t ime in pena l institutions. The sum of the 
various categories in the tables should therefore 
give a figure equa l to or lower than the total num
ber of staff in the same table. Add ing up the differ
ent categor ies of staff may give a figure lower than 
the total number of staff in countries where the lat
ter includes staff not covered by the headings used 
in the quest ionnaire. However the sum of the dif
ferent categories shou ld not be higher than the 
total number of staff. In fact th is was the case with 
certain countries. 

In Table 17, we ask for the number of persons work
ing part-time (on the basis of ful l-time equiva lence) 
in penal institutions. The sum of the various cate
gories in the tables shou ld therefore give a figure 
equa l to or lower than the total number of staff in 
the same table. Add ing up the different categor ies 
of staff may give a figure lower than the total num
ber of staff in countries where the latter includes 
staff not covered by the headings used in the 
questionnaire. However the sum of the different 
categories shou ld not be higher than the total 
number of staff. Again this was the case with cer
tain countries. 

Certain countries' replies included comments or 
abbreviations in their own language. 

Final ly certain figures given by countries seemed to 
be too high or much too low (extreme or aberrant 
values) . 

Of the 47 questionnaires received, 29 included at least 
one and sometimes severa l of the above problems. All 
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these countries were contacted again by personal letter 
- sent by e-mail or fax - setti ng out the specific 
problems encountered in the data received. 

A majority of these countr ies - 17 to be precise -
answered our request. In genera l they corrected their 
figures, sent new ones for certain parts of the question
naire or indicated the reasons for the divergences iden
t ified. The last named usually reflected differences in 
nationa l systems for recording prison statistics and the 
variety of criminal justice systems in Europe. Wherever 
poss ibl e divergences or inconsistencies are explained in 
the notes to the relevant tables. 

This vers ion incorporates all the modifications reported 
by the countries that replied to our additiona l ques
tions. In the case of the other countries we have 
retained the data received- other than those that were 
patently incorrect - and have exp lained the problems in 
the notes to the relevant tables. 

On the other hand, we wou ld also li ke to thank Ray 
Wa lmsley for his helpful comments on the preliminary 
version of this issue of SPACE. 

This validation procedure substantiall y increases the 
workload of all the individuals and countries involved 
in preparing SPACE . lt also delays the publication of the 
data . However we believe that the results obtained- in 
other words t he improvements to the quality of the 
data- justify the use of the procedure. 

Final ly despite our efforts to identify errors and incon
sistencies, some may remain . Nor has it always been 
possible to correct those discovered totally satisfactorily 
and it is not impossible that we ourselves may have 
made mistakes in our data processing. Any readers' 
comments, notes or cr iticisms in this regard wou ld 
therefore be welcome. 
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Statistical tables 

1.1 Prison populations 
l te of prison populations on 1 September 2002 

, neral Notes (including legislative or other measures 
w hich directly influence trends in the number of 
prl oners) 

Albania: Amnesty for 182 prisoners on 1 June 2002. 

Armenia: 

Presidential edict on pardon of 19 October 2001: 
4 prisoners released. 

Presidential ed ict on pardon of 29 March 2002: 
2 prisoners released. 

President ial edict on pardon of 20 June 2002: 
2 prisoners released 

Pres idential edict on pardon of 12 September 2002: 
1 prisoner released. 

The last collective pardon was on 12 June 2001: 
938 prisoners were released. 

All t ria: Collective pardon every year at Christmas. 

A rbaijan: Collective pardon: 344 prisoners released . 

tia: In part I, data relate to 31 December 2001. 

yprus: Some suspensions of sentence. 

nmark: 

Amending act of the Danish Criminal Code: 
Changing of the maximum length of sentences 
regarding certain criminal offences such as rape, vio
l nee against the person and car theft (law No. 380 
of 6 June 2002). 

New act regarding escapes and the limitation of 
prisoners' right of access to documents. 

rgia: 

Amnesty: 5 prisoners released. 

Collective pardon: 22 prisoners released. 

Before term: 765 prisoners released . 

Individual pardon: 270 prisoners released . 

J rmany: In part I, data relate to 31 March 2002 
(l n~tea d of 1 September 2002) 

llungary: Measures have been taken to accelerate 
! urt procedures and increase the effectiveness of 

p li ce work . Nevertheless, these would have no direct 
llnpact on decreasing the number of prisoners. There 
11 plans for reduction of sentences, but these rules 

11 v not yet been put into practice. 

I uly : Data on juvenile prisons is presented in a separate 
tppendix. 

Nevertheless, it is necessary to note that the enforce
ment of conditions imposed on minors, both awaiting 
trial and after conviction, is entrusted not only to 
juvenile prisons (istituti penali per i minorenni), to 
which we refer in the appendix to the questionnaire, 
but also to other penal institutions (centri di prima 
accoglienza, comunita, uffici di servizio socia/e per i 
minorenni) . 

In particular, the Juvenile Court can entrust to open 
institutions (so-called comunita) both minors awaiting 
trial, for precautionary measures, and convicted minors, 
for alternative measures. 

In 2001, there were 1339 entries to comunita, of wh ich 
972 were for precautionary measures and 17 were 
for alternative measures. On 30 June 2002, there were 
366 minors in comunita . 

As for the staff, there were 965 working in the "other 
penal institutions" on 1 September 2002. 

Latvia: On 1 November 2002, an amendment to the 
Latvian Criminal Procedure Code w ill come into force: 
the term of remand detention (from the moment 
a matter is brought into court) will be restricted to 
1.6 years. As an exception, the Senate of the Supreme 
Court will be able to extend this term. 

Liechtenstein: According to a treaty between 
Liechtenstein and Austria, long-term prisoners usually 
serve their sentences in Austrian penal institutions. 
Therefore, they are not included in the statistics of 
Liechtenstein. 

Lithuania: Several amendments of the Penal Code of 
the Republic of Lithuania adopted in July 2002 liber
alised to a considerab le extent the conditional release 
regime. 

Moldova: An amnesty took place between August 2001 
and February 2002. 

Netherlands: 3049 so-ea lied IVO's: persons released 
before finishing their sentence (mostly at circa 90%) 
due to lack of capacity. 

Portugal: Provisional data . 

San Marino: Under an agreement between San Marino 
and Italy, sentences of more than six months' imprison
ment are normally served in Italian penal institutions 
(Source: Report to the Government of San Marino on 
the visit carried out by the European Committee for the 
Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading 
Treatment or Punishment (CPT) from 25 to 27 April1992). 
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These prisoners are not therefore included in the San 
Marino statistics. 

Slovenia: Amnesty for 148 prisoners. 

Sweden: The reference date for all figures is 1 October 
2002 instead of 1 September 2002. 

Switzerland : 

Reference date: 4 September 2002. 

- The basic definition of deprivation of liberty 
includes al l institutions designated for that 
purpose, including police stations in cantons where 
custody may last for more than 24 hours if deten
tion institutions are responsible to cantonal police 
and justice departments. Institutions admitt ing per
sons on account of mental disorder or alcohol or 
drug dependence are not necessarily included. 
Young persons under age in the care of cantonal 
educat ion departments, for whom there are no 
national statist ics, are not included, but those 
admitted to the aforementioned detention institu 
tions are counted . 
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Electron ic monitoring was introduced on 1 Sep
tember 1999. 

"The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia" : 

- Amnesty: 79 prisoners released. 

Co llective pardon: 60 prisoners released. 

Individual pardon: 11 prisoners released. 

Conditiona l release (pardon): 427 prisoners 
re leased . 

Release by a court decision: 269 prisoners released. 

Turkey: 

Pursuant to law No. 4758 amending law No. 4616 
on the suspension of sentences, open cases and con
ditional release, 3090 prisoners have been released 
from penal institutions as of 18 October 2002. 

Pursuant to law No. 4771, the death penalty 
was abo lished for al l cr imes except war crimes on 
3 August 2002. 

United Kingdom: 
Eng land & Wales: Introduction on 1 May 2002 of the 
Presumptive H.D.C (Home Detention Curfew), which 
allows prisoners who are serving a sentence of over 
3 months and under 12 months (who do not fall into 
the ine ligible category) to be released on Home 
Detention Curfew. 
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ble 1. Situation of penal institutions on 1 September 2002 

Country Tota l number 
popu lation of prisoners 

(in thousands) (including pre-
trial detainees) 

Alb nia 3401.2 1785 
Andorra 66.3 55 
A1menia 3800.1 5624 
Aust ria 8139.3 7511 
A1 rbaijan 8141.4 18321 
11 lgium 10263.4 9253 
ti ll : Federation 2600.0 1293 
11 11 : Republika Srpska 1400.0 816 
llLdgaria 7891.1 9607 
10at ia 4437 .5 2584 
yprus 765.5 345 
1 eh Republic 10269.7 16861 

nmark 5368.4 3439 
I ~ to nia 1361.2 4640 
! Inland 5194.9 3466 
I ranee 61042.7 53463 

orgia 3947.6 7343 
rmany 82431.0 78506 

reece 10564.7 8284 
l lungary 10174.9 18054 
I land 286.6 107 
11 land 3880.5 3028 
I ly 56305.6 56200 
L tvia 2345.8 8517 
I chtenstein 33 .5 (17) 
ithuania 3475 .6 11345 
uxembourg 444.1 380 

Malta 394.6 283 
Moldova 3627.2 10532 
Netherlands 16105.3 16239 
Norway 4524.1 2662 
Poland 38632.5 80610 
Portuga l 10335.6 13730 
nomania 22430.5 51476 
nuss ia 143954.4 919330 

n Marino 28.2 (1) 
lovak ia 5379.0 7849 
lovenia 1994.0 1120 

Spa in 40409.3 50994 
wed en 8909.1 6506 

Switzerland 7258.5 4987 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 2038.7 1248 
Tu rkey 69297.4 60091 
Ukraine 49036.5 198946 
UK : England and Wa les 52041 .9 71324 
UK: Northern Ireland 1685.3 1076 
UK : Scotland 5062.0 6513 

Mean 
Median 
Minimum 
Maximum 

Reference : Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.1 

Prison Capacity Pr ison 
popu lation rate of penal density 

per 100 000 institutions (per 100 
inhabitants places) 

52.5 1863 95.8 
82.9 85 64.7 

148.0 7020 80.1 
92.3 8030 93 .5 

225.0 24670 74.3 
90.2 8169 113.3 
49.7 1481 87 .3 
58.3 1378 59.2 

121 .7 10556 91 .0 
58.2 3219 80.3 

(45.1) 290 119.0 
164.2 17634 95.6 
64.1 3647 94.3 

340.9 5220 88.9 
66.7 3245 106.8 
87.6 47933 111.5 

186.0 ... 
95.2 77887 100.8 
78.4 5284 156.8 

177.4 11314 159.6 
37.3 138 77.5 
78.0 3489 86.8 
99.8 41798 134.5 

363. 1 9922 85.8 

" ' 22 77.3 
326.4 9941 114.1 
85.6 (782) (48.6) 
71.7 300 94.3 

290.4 12710 82 .9 
100.8 16686 97.3 
58.8 2928 90.9 

208.7 69079 116.7 
132.8 11371 120.7 
229.5 37004 139.1 
638.6 953979 96.4 

" ' 15 6.7 
145.9 9435 83.2 
56.2 1058 105.9 

126.2 45320 112.5 
73.0 6051 107.5 
68.7 6547 76.2 

61.2 2225 56.1 
86.7 71979 83 .5 

405.7 223140 89.2 
137.1 64187 111.1 
63.8 1649 65.3 

128.7 6318 103.1 

141.3 94.3 
92.3 93 .9 
37.3 6.7 

638.6 159.6 
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Table 2. Population of penal institutions on 1 September 2002: median age, minors and persons between 18 and 
21 years of age 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.2 

Median age Prisoners under Prisoners 18 
18 years of age to less than 21 years 

Number % Number % 

Alban ia .. . 21 1.2 191 10.7 
Andorra 32 0 0.0 3 5.5 
Armenia ... 60 1.1 ... .. . 
Austria 28 114 1.5 703 9.4 
Azerbaijan 40 90 0.5 700 3.8 
Be lgium 33.7 105 1.1 615 6.6 
BH : Federation 34 9 0.7 95 7.3 
BH: Repub lika Srpska 36 0 0.0 23 2.8 
Bu lgaria ... 121 1.3 ... .. . 
Croatia 38 7 0.3 93 3.6 
Cyprus 35 ... ... 24 7.0 
Czech Repub lic ... .. . .. . ... .. . 
Denmark .. . 12 0.3 .. . ... 
Estonia ... 226 4.9 551 11.9 
Fin land 33.3 17 0.5 114 3.3 
France 31 .6 688 1.3 4732 8.9 
Georgia 45 74 1.0 1015 13.8 
Germany ... .. . ... .. . .. . 
Greece 45 ... ... .. . 
Hungary 33.2 161 0.9 1652 9.2 
Iceland 29 0 0.0 8 7.5 
Ireland 28 45 1.5 403 13.3 
Italy 34 *** *** 1471 2.6 
Latvia 35 261 3.1 577 6.8 
Liechtenstein 40.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Lithuania ... 274 2.4 508 4.5 
Luxembourg 33 9 2.4 19 5.0 
Malta 36 3 1.1 7 2.5 
Moldova 32 27 0.3 744 7.1 
Netherlands 32.4 101 0.6 1020 6.3 
Norway .. . 13 0.5 202 7.6 
Poland (31.8) (540) 0.7 ... ... 
Portugal 34.3 289 2.1 549 4.0 
Romania 31 1563 3.0 4638 9.0 
Russia ... 23243 2.5 .. . .. . 
San Marino 56 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Slovakia 31 55 0.7 511 6.5 
Slovenia 33 11 1.0 55 4.9 
Spain 34.2 *** *** 1339 2.6 
Sweden 35 0 0.0 180 2.8 
Switzerland ... 80 1.6 ... ... 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 30.8 31 2.5 201 16.1 
Turkey (50.9) 2237 3.7 6966 11 .6 
Ukraine ... 4031 2.0 626 0.3 
UK : England and Wales 29 2754 3.9 8592 12.0 
UK: Northern Ireland 28 61 5.7 156 14.5 
UK: Scotland 29 183 2.8 713 10.9 

Mean 34.8 1.5 6.9 
Median 33.3 1.1 6.7 
Minimum 28.0 0.0 0.0 
Maximum 56.0 5.7 16.1 
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and Table 3. Population of penal institutions on 1 September 2002: female prisoners, foreign prisoners 

102.2 
Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.3 

Fema le prisoners Foreign prisoners 

Number % Number % 

Albania 79 4.4 10 0.6 
Andorra 4 7.3 46 83.6 
Armenia 123 2.2 10 0.2 
Austria 432 5.8 2475 33 .0 
Azerbaijan 274 1.5 398 2.2 
Be lgium 376 4.1 3785 40.9 
BH : Federation 52 4.0 64 4.9 
BH: Republ ika Srpska 14 1.7 42 5.1 
Bulgaria 316 3.3 190 2.0 
Croatia 105 4.1 209 8.1 
Cyprus 20 5.8 148 42 .9 
Czech Republic 692 4.1 1743 10.3 
Denmark 160 4.7 561 16.3 
Estonia 216 4.7 1660 35.8 
Finland 213 6.1 293 8.5 
France 1953 3.7 11518 21.5 
Georgia 126 1.7 103 1.4 
Germany 3643 4.6 23509 29.9 
Greece 403 4.9 3800 45.9 
Hungary 1093 6.1 836 4.6 
Iceland 5 4.7 10 9.3 
Ireland 92 3.0 242 8.0 
Italy 2465 4.4 16937 30.1 
Latvia 481 5.6 42 0.5 
Liechtenstein 0 0.0 6 35 .3 
Lithuania 459 4.0 133 1.2 
Luxembourg 23 6.1 243 63.9 
Malta 11 3.9 99 35.0 
Moldova 291 2.8 106 1.0 
Netherlands 888 5.5 4733 29.1 
Norway 140 5.3 398 15.0 
Po land 2167 2.7 1306 1.6 
Portugal 1101 8.0 1647 12.0 
Roman ia 2405 4.7 374 0.7 
Russia 53683 5.8 15500 1.7 
San Marino 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Slovakia 193 2.5 179 2.3 
Slovenia 50 4.5 171 15.3 
Spain 4149 8.1 12961 25.4 
Sweden 343 5.3 1390 21.4 
Switzerland 310 6.2 3531 70.8 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 29 2.3 74 5.9 
Turkey 2217 3.7 1043 1.7 
Ukra ine 11727 5.9 3167 1.6 
UK : Eng land and Wa les 4362 6.1 .. . .. . 
UK: Northern Ireland 32 3.0 16 1.5 
UK: Scotland 306 4.7 79 1.2 

Mean 4.3 17.2 
Median 4.5 8.3 
Minimum 0.0 0.0 
Maximum 8.1 83.6 

27 



Table 4. Population of penal institutions on 1 September 2002: legal status (numbers) 

(a) untried prisoners (no court decision yet reached) 
(b) convicted prisoners, but not yet sentenced 
(c) sentenced prisoners w ho have appealed or who are within the statutory limit to do so 
(d) sentenced prisoners (fina l sentence) 
(e) other cases 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.4 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

Albania 343 ... .. . 1442 0 
Andorra 30 3 6 16 0 
Armenia 714 159 4910 *** ... 
Austria 1947 *** 5013 551 ... 

Azerbaijan 1361 703 207 16050 0 
Belgium 2684 *** 635 4856 1096 
BH: Federation 270 12 83 928 0 
BH: Repub li ka Srpska 144 5 29 637 1 
Bu lgaria 453 1453 ... 7701 0 
Croatia 820 .. . ... 1535 229 
Cyprus 32 ... .. . 313 ... 

Czech Republic 1619 1736 .. . 13368 138 
Denmark 778 230 2411 20 
Estonia 249 3210 *** ... ... 
Fin land 501 .. . ... 2774 191 
France 16895 *** 1582 34955 31 
Georgia ... ... .. . .. . ... 

Germany 18063 60443 *** 

Greece 2008 6276 
Hungary 3383 1884 *** 13370 242 
Ice land 20 *** 87 0 ... 
Ire land 480 ... ... 2548 0 
Ita ly 12085 *** 9932 33056 1127 
Latvia 491 1739 672 4762 853 
Liechtenstein (7) *** 10 0 .. . 

Lithuania 1252 130 150 10406 0 
Lu xembourg 133 *** 35 190 22 
Malta 84 *** 199 *** ... 
Moldova 200 1544 1243 7319 
Netherlands 5743 *** 5445 1812 ... 
Norway 676 *** *** 1920 66 
Poland 21632 ... ... 58978 ... 

Portugal 3779 *** 336 9615 -4 
Romania 4841 0 5556 39967 1112 
Russia 72608 22786 39511 770463 36748 
San Marino 0 0 0 1 0 
Slovakia 2184 ... ... 5665 0 
Sloven ia 44 158 147 706 65 
Spa in 11543 *** 39451 *** ... 
Sweden 1393 5081 32 
Switzerland 2420 *** 2567 .. . ... 

"the former Yugos lav 
Republic of Macedonia " 73 105 29 1041 *** 

Turkey 27655 *** 2761 29675 *** 

Ukraine 17789 10064 8724 159678 
UK : Eng land and Wa les 7727 5164 .. . 57359 1074 
UK: Northern Ire land 399 .. . .. . 653 24 
UK: Scot land 1117 162 .. . 5220 14 
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)2.4 

ob le 5. Population of penal institutions on 1 September 2002: legal status (rates) 

(t1) Percentage of prisoners without final sentence 
(b) Rate of prisoners without final sentence per 100 000 inhabitants 
( ) Percentage of untried prisoners (no court decision yet reached) 
(d) Rate of untried prisoners (no court decision yet reached) per 100 000 inhabitants 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.5 

(a) (b) (c) (d) 

Albania ... ... ... .. . 
Andorra 70.9 58.8 54.5 45.2 
Armenia ... ... 12.3 18.8 
Austria ... .. . 25 .9 23.9 
Azerbaijan 12.4 27.9 7.4 16.7 
Be lgium 47.6 43.0 29.0 26.2 
BH: Federation 28.2 14.0 20.9 10.4 
BH: Republika Srpska 21.9 12.8 17.6 10.3 
Bulgaria ... ... 4.7 5.7 
Croatia .. . ... ... .. . 
Cyprus ... ... .. . ... 
Czech Repub lic ... ... 9.6 15.8 
Denmark ... .. . 22.6 14.5 
Estonia .. . ... ... .. . 
Fi nland ... ... ... .. . 
France 34.6 30.3 31.6 27.7 
Georg ia ... ... ... .. . 
Germany ... ... ... .. . 
Greece ... ... .. . .. . 
Hungary 29.2 54.1 17.9 33.2 
Ice land ... .. . 18.7 7.0 
Ireland ... ... ... ... 
Ita ly 41 .2 41.1 21.5 21.5 
Latvia 44.1 160.1 5.8 20.9 
Liechtenstein ... ... ... .. . 
Lithuania 12.8 44.1 10.5 36.0 
Luxembourg 50.0 42 .8 35.0 30.0 
Malta .. . ... 29.7 21.3 
Moldova ... .. . 1.9 5.5 
Netherlands ... ... 44.2 35.7 
Norway 27.9 16.4 25.4 14.9 
Poland ... ... ... ... 
Portugal 30.0 39.8 27.5 36.6 
Romania 22.4 51.3 9.4 21.6 
Russia 18.2 119.2 7.7 50.4 
San Marino 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Slovakia ... .. . ... .. . 
Slovenia 37.0 20.8 3.9 2.2 
Spain ... ... 22.6 28.6 
Sweden ... ... ... .. . 
Switzerland ... .. . 48.5 33.3 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 16.6 10.2 5.8 3.6 
Turkey 50.6 43 .9 46.0 39.9 
Ukraine 18.6 74.6 9.1 36.3 
UK: Eng land and Wa les ... .. . 10.8 14.8 
UK : Northern Ireland .. . .. . ... .. . 
UK: Scotland ... ... 17.2 22.1 

Mean 30.7 45.3 19.9 22.2 
Median 28.7 41.9 17.9 21.5 
Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Maximum 70.9 160.1 54.5 50.4 
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Table 6. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by the main offence on 1 September 2002 (numbers) 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.6 

Homicide Assaults Rape Robbery Other Drug Other 
types offences cases 

of theft 

Albania 752 6 35 343 85 103 118 
Andorra 4 2 2 4 0 4 0 
Armenia .. . ... ... ... .. . ... .. . 
Austria ... ... ... ... .. . ... .. . 
Azerbaijan 1915 1812 267 1983 2061 1200 6812 
Belgium ... ... .. . ... ... .. . ... 
BH : Federation 309 113 82 51 177 25 171 
BH: Republika Srpska (296) (24) (20) (71) (91) (19) (161) 
Bulgaria 994 83 26 1 821 3202 74 2266 
Croatia 504 34 95 110 228 186 378 
Cyprus 12 44 13 7 81 53 103 
Czech Republic ... ... ... .. . ... .. . ... 

Denma rk 205 499 53 391 412 514 337 
Estonia (1023) (265) (135) (546) (1130) (90) (144} 
Finland 516 375 60 193 480 498 642 
France 3345 5243 8025 3751 4090 4020 6481 
Georgia .. . .. . ... ... .. . ... .. . 
Germany 4586 5594 2641 4951 13526 8574 20870 
Greece ... ... ... ... ... 1080 ... 
Hungary 1457 1303 490 2524 5642 307 1647 
Iceland 12 6 2 1 12 33 21 
Ireland 133 311 154 264 322 353 1011 
Italy 5366 129 637 4741 1546 11874 8763 
Latvia 666 471 179 958 1655 189 644 
Liechtenstein 0 0 0 2 1 3 4 
Lithuania 1596 289 521 2450 3802 374 1374 
Luxembourg 30 11 20 25 33 48 23 
Malta 26 2 7 33 0 93 38 
Moldova 1411 451 454 1399 2592 222 790 
Netherlands 938 347 256 712 1095 1426 671 
Norway 90 208 58 139 230 568 627 
Poland ... ... .. . ... .. . .. . .. . 
Portugal 1067 231 298 1346 1849 4000 779 
Romania 6612 800 2048 6220 18938 238 5111 
Russia 100888 *** 25454 85262 117952 ... ... 
San Marino 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Slovakia (767) (701) (399) (1683) (5368) (264) (O) 

Slovenia 107 28 77 85 131 69 209 
Spain 1893 986 1771 17620 3035 11918 2228 
Sweden 285 600 143 461 651 1158 1783 
Switzerland ... .. . ... ... .. . ... .. . 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 156 14 26 95 391 166 193 
Turkey 3919 1230 1891 516 2990 2605 16524 
Ukraine 19507 15920 3913 2385 61754 7009 41224 
UK: England and Wales 4323 755 2702 6353 14026 8473 16548 
UK : Northern Ireland 138 75 49 60 78 55 198 
UK : Scotland 669 757 173 610 816 796 1399 
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I ble 7. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by the main offence on 1 September 2002 (%) 

102.6 Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.7 

Homicide Assau lts Rape Robbery Other Drug Other 
types offences cases 

of theft 

Albania 52.1 0.4 2.4 23.8 5.9 7.1 8.2 
Andorra 25.0 12 .5 12.5 25.0 0.0 25 .0 0.0 
Armenia ... ... .. . ... ... ... . .. 
Austria ... ... .. . ... ... . .. ... 
Azerbaijan 11.9 11.3 1.7 12.4 12.8 7.5 42.4 
B lgium ... .. . .. . ... ... ... ... 
BH: Federation 33.3 12 .2 8.8 5.5 19.1 2.7 18.4 
BH: Republika Srpska (43.4) (3 .5) (2 .9) (1 0.4) (13.3) (2 .8) (23.6) 
Bulgaria 12.9 1.1 3.4 10.7 41.6 1.0 29.4 
roatia 32.8 2.2 6.2 7.2 14.9 12.1 24.6 
yprus 3.8 14.1 4.2 2.2 25.9 16.9 32.9 
zech Republ ic ... ... ... ... ... . .. ... 

Denmark 8.5 20.7 2.2 16.2 17.1 21.3 14.0 
ston ia (30.7} (8.0) (4.1 ) (16.4) (33 .9) (2 .7) (4.3} 
in land 18.7 13.6 2.2 7.0 17.4 18.0 23.2 
ra nee 9.6 15 .0 23.0 10.7 11.7 11.5 18.5 
eorgia ... ... ... ... ... ... . .. 

Germany 7.5 9.2 4.3 8.2 22.3 14.1 34.4 
Greece 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.2 0.0 
Hungary 10.9 9.7 3.7 18.9 42 .2 2.3 12.3 
Iceland 13 .8 6.9 2.3 1.1 13 .8 37.9 24.1 
Ireland 5.2 12.2 6.0 10.4 12.6 13.9 39.7 
Italy 16.2 0.4 1.9 14.3 4.7 35.9 26.5 
Latvia 14.0 9.9 3.8 20.1 34.8 4.0 13 .5 
Liechtenstein 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 10.0 30.0 40.0 
Lithuania 15.3 2.8 5.0 23.5 36.5 3.6 13.2 
Luxembourg 15 .8 5.8 10.5 13.2 17.4 25.3 12 .1 
Malta 13.1 1.0 3.5 16.6 0.0 46.7 19.1 
Moldova 19 .3 6.2 6.2 19 .1 35.4 3.0 10.8 
Netherlands 17.2 6.4 4.7 13.1 20 .1 26.2 12 .3 
Norway 4.7 10.8 3.0 7.2 12 .0 29.6 32.7 
Poland ... .. . ... ... ... . .. ... 
Portuga l 11 .1 2.4 3.1 14.1 19 .3 41 .8 8.1 
Romania 16.5 2.0 5.1 15.6 47.4 0.6 12 .8 
Russ ia 13.1 0.0 3.3 11.1 0.0 0.0 15.3 
San Marino 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 
Slovakia (8.4} (7.6) (4.3) (18.3) (58.5) (2 .9) (0.0) 
Sloven ia 15.2 4.0 10.9 12.0 18.6 9.8 29.6 
Spain 4.8 2.5 4.5 44.7 7.7 30.2 5.6 
Sweden 5.6 11.8 2.8 9.1 12.8 22.8 35.1 
Switzerland ... ... ... ... ... . .. ... 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 15 .0 1.3 2.5 9.1 37.6 15.9 18.5 
Turkey 13.2 4.1 6.4 1.7 10.1 8.8 55 .7 
Ukraine 12.9 10.5 2.6 1.6 40.7 4.6 27 .2 
UK: England and Wa les 8.1 1.4 5.1 11 .9 26.4 15.9 31. 1 
UK : Northern Ireland 21.1 11 .5 7.5 9.2 11.9 8.4 30.3 
UK: Scotland 12.8 14.5 3.3 11.7 15.6 15.2 26.8 

Mean 14.8 6.7 4.7 12.6 19.5 17.4 20.7 
Median 13 .1 6.3 3.7 11 .8 16.4 14.0 18.8 
Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Maximum 52.1 20 .7 23 .0 44.7 58.5 100.0 55.7 
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Table 8. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by length of the sentence on 1 September 2002 (numbers) 

(a) less than 1 month 
(b) 1 month to less than 3 months 
(c) 3 months to less than 6 months 
(d) 6 months to less than 1 year 

(a) 

Alban ia 0 
Andorra 0 
Armenia ... 
Austria 43 
Azerbaijan *** 

Belgium 7 
BH : Federation 33 
BH: Republika Srpska 1 
Bulgaria 1205 
Croatia 8 
Cyprus ... 
Czech Republ ic ... 
Denmark .. . 
Estonia .. . 
Finland *** 

France 4034 
Georgia ... 

Germany 765 
Greece .. . 

Hungary 14 
Iceland 0 
Ireland 8 
Italy 212 
Latvia *** 

Liechtenstein 0 
Lithuania 0 
Luxembourg 0 
Malta 0 
Moldova *** 

Netherlands 169 
Norway ... 

Poland .. . 

Portugal 28 

(b) 

1 
0 

.. . 
234 
*** 

16 
29 
16 

2536 
20 
... 

... 

... 

... 
253 

5921 
... 

4555 
.. . 

101 
10 
60 

167 
*** 

0 
0 
0 
1 

*** 

353 
.. . 
... 

37 
Romania 2087 23438 
Russia ** * *** 

San Marino ... ... 
Slovakia 242 1029 
Slovenia 1 13 
Spain ... .. . 
Sweden 7 283 
Switzerland ... ... 

"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 3 3 
Turkey 1581 848 
Ukraine 

UK : England and Wales 4022 3605 
UK : Northern Ire land 2 7 
UK : Scotland 71 71 
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(e) 1 year to less than 3 years 
(f) 3 years to less than 5 years 
(g) 5 years to less than 10 years 
(h) 10 years to less than 20 years 

(i) 20 years and over 
(j) Life imprisonment 
(k) Death sentenced prisoners 

Reference : Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.8 

(c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) (j) (k) 

0 1 32 186 420 570 163 69 *** 

0 1 7 3 2 3 0 0 *** 

.. . .. . ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . 
291 680 1794 783 645 380 45 166 *** 

47 98 2455 4883 5830 2566 0 171 *** 

94 189 742 1279 1467 486 247 (1) 
75 114 238 115 195 121 8 0 0 
32 46 135 100 125 182 0 0 *** 

1240 1171 1428 33 88 *** 

84 152 414 244 328 241 44 *** *** 

12 *** ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . 
... .. . ... .. . ... .. . ... ... .. . 

*** *** ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . 
837 586 1255 442 41 32 *** ... .. . 

332 485 1622 *** 73 *** 

8085 3566 4838 6851 1104 556 *** 
*** *** ... .. . .. . .. . ... ... .. . 

7575 12307 (12105) (15272) 5103 1039 *** 1722 *** 

.. . ... ... ... ... .. . ... .. . (2) 
338 1771 4907 2449 2671 920 0 199 0 

11 17 19 11 9 9 1 0 *** 

148 272 745 496 566 116 11 126 *** 

691 2107 7104 7150 8050 4606 2017 952 *** 

21 138 1416 1170 1542 449 13 13 *** 

0 0 5 1 4 0 0 0 *** 

229 588 3373 2353 2765 1010 9 79 0 
7 13 63 21 39 29 3 15 *** 

6 20 41 25 56 35 9 6 *** 

53 514 1623 3342 1387 350 50 *** .. . 

483 668 1564 841 850 208 10,8 7 *** 
*** *** ... ... .. . .. . .. . ... .. . 

*** .. . ... .. . ... ... ... .. . .. . 
70 183 1453 3609 2176 1819 240 *** *** 

8710 4987 646 99 0 
*** 10495 114532 266706 ~99151 61577 1226 1427 0 

*** ... .. . ... ... ... ... ... .. . 
1967 804 1067 542 14 *** 

54 67 219 147 143 59 3 *** *** 
*** ... .. . .. . ... ... .. . .. . .. . 

438 808 1694 762 699 271 10 109 *** 
*** ... .. . .. . .. . ... .. . ... .. . 

46 137 315 179 252 102 *** 4 *** 

962 1885 5996 3702 4503 6085 2280 1746 87 
2075 36502 50836 48015 13513 58 713 (** *) 

13677 26805 4050 5199 ** * 

37 48 146 108 131 70 6 98 *** 

394 605 1069 780 1157 218 6 606 *** 
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ble 9. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by length of the sentence on 1 September 2002 (%) 

(d) less than 1 month 
(b) 1 month to less than 3 months 
( ) 3 months to less than 6 months 
(d) 6 months to less than 1 year 

(a) 

Albania 0.0 
Andorra 0.0 
Armenia ... 
Austria 0.8 
Azerbaijan *** 
Belgium 0.1 
BH: Federation 3.6 
BH: Repub lika Srpska 0.2 
Bulgaria 15.6 
Croatia 0.5 
Cyprus ... 
Czech Repub lic ... 
Denmark ... 
Estonia ... 
Finland *** 
France 11.5 
Georgia ... 
Germany 1.3 
Greece ... 
Hungary 0.1 
Iceland 0.0 
Ireland 0.3 
Italy 0.6 
Latvia *** 
Liechtenstein 0.0 
Lithuania 0.0 
Luxembourg 0.0 
Malta 0.0 
Moldova *** 
Netherlands 3.1 
Norway ... 
Poland ... 
Portugal 0.3 
Romania 5.2 
Russia *** 
San Marino ... 
Slovakia 4.3 
Slovenia 0.1 
Spain ... 
Sweden 0.1 
Switzerland ... 
"the former Yugos lav 
Republic of Macedonia" 0.3 
Turkey 5.3 
Ukraine 
UK : Eng land and Wales 7.0 
UK : Northern Ireland 0.3 
UK: Scotland 1.4 

Mean 0.8 
Median 0.2 
Minimum 0.0 
Maximum 5.3 

(b) 

0.1 
0.0 

... 
4.6 
*** 
0.3 
3. 1 
2.5 

32.9 
1.3 
... 
... 
... 
... 

9.2 
16.9 

... 
7.5 

... 
0.8 

11.5 
2.4 
0.5 
*** 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.5 
*** 
6.5 

... 

... 
0.4 

58.6 
*** 

... 
18.2 

1.8 
... 

5.6 
... 

0.3 
2.9 

6.3 
1.1 
1.4 

2.6 
1.3 
0.0 

11.5 

(e) 1 year to less than 3 years 
(f) 3 years to less than 5 years 
(g) 5 years to less than 10 years 
(h) 10 years to less than 20 years 

(i) 20 years and over 
(j) Life imprisonment 
(k) Death sentenced prisoners 

Reference : Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.9 

(c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) (j) (k) 

0.0 0.1 2.2 12.9 29.1 39.5 11.3 4.8 *** 
0.0 6.3 43 .8 18.8 12.5 18.8 0.0 0.0 *** 
... ... .. . ... . .. .. . ... ... . .. 

5.7 13.4 35.4 15.5 12.7 7.5 0.9 3.3 *** 
0.3 0.6 15.3 30.4 36.3 16.0 0.0 1.1 *** 
1.9 3.9 15.3 26.3 30.2 10.0 5.1 (0.02) 
8.1 12.3 25.6 12.4 21.0 13.0 0.9 0.0 0 
5.0 7.2 21.2 15.7 19.6 28.6 0.0 0.0 *** 

16.1 15.2 18.5 0.4 1.1 *** 
5.5 9.9 27.0 15.9 21.4 15.7 2.9 0.0 *** 

3.8 *** ... ... ... .. . ... .. . . .. 
*** .. . ... . .. ... .. . .. . ... .. . 

*** *** ... .. . ... ... ... ... .. . 
26.1 18.3 39.1 13.8 1.3 1.0 *** .. . .. . 

12.0 17.5 58.7 *** 2.6 *** 
23 .1 10.2 13.8 19.6 3.2 1.6 *** 

*** *** ... .. . ... ... ... ... .. . 
12.5 20.4 (20.0) (25.3) 8.4 1.7 *** 2.8 *** 

.. . .. . ... ... .. . .. . ... .. . (0.03) 
2.5 13.2 36.7 18.3 20.0 6.9 0.0 1.5 0 

12.6 19.5 21.8 12.6 10.3 10.3 1.1 0.0 *** 
5.8 10.7 29.2 19.5 22 .2 4.6 0.4 4.9 *** 
2.1 6.4 21.5 21.6 24.4 13.9 6.1 2.9 *** 
0.4 2.9 29.7 24.6 32.4 9.4 0.3 0.3 *** 
0.0 0.0 50.0 10.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 *** 
2.2 5.7 32.4 22.6 26.6 9.7 0.1 0.8 0 
3.7 6.8 33.2 11.1 20.5 15.3 1.6 7.9 *** 
3.0 10.1 20.6 12.6 28. 1 17.6 4.5 3.0 *** 

0.7 7.0 22.2 45.7 19.0 4.8 0.7 *** .. . 
8.9 12.3 28.7 15.4 15.6 3.8 0.2 0.1 *** 

*** *** ... .. . .. . .. . ... ... .. . 
*** ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . 

0.7 1.9 15.1 37.5 22 .6 18.9 2.5 *** *** 
21.8 12.5 1.6 0.2 0 
*** 1.4 15.2 35.3 39.6 8.2 0.2 0.2 0 

*** .. . .. . ... ... ... ... .. . .. . 
34.7 14.2 18.8 9.6 0.2 *** 
7.6 9.5 31.0 20.8 20.3 8.4 0.4 *** *** 

*** ... ... ... ... .. . .. . .. . .. . 
8.6 15.9 33.3 15.0 13.8 5.3 0.2 2.1 *** 

*** ... ... ... .. . ... ... .. . .. . 

4.4 13.2 30.3 17.2 24.2 9.8 *** 0.4 *** 
3.2 6.4 20.2 12.5 15.2 20.5 7.7 5.9 0.3 

1.4 24.1 33 .5 31.6 8.9 0.0 0.5 (***} 
23.8 46.7 7.1 9.1 *** 

5.7 7.4 22.4 16.5 20.1 10.7 0.9 15.0 *** 
7.9 12.2 21.5 15.7 23.2 4.4 0.1 12.2 *** 

4.8 8.8 25.6 19.0 23.4 12.8 1.8 2.7 
4.4 7.4 24.9 16.5 21.6 11.6 0.6 1.1 
0.0 0.0 2.2 10.0 8.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 

12.6 20.4 50.0 37.5 45.7 39.5 11.3 15.0 
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Table 10. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by length of the sentence on 1 September 2002 
(cumulative %) 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002. 10 

Time Less 1 year 3 years 5 years 10 years Life Death 
sentence than and and and and over imprison- sentenced 

1 year over over over (time) ment prisoners 

Albania 95.2 0.1 95.1 92.9 80.0 50.8 4.8 *** 
Andorra 100.0 6.3 93 .8 50.0 31 .3 18.8 0.0 *** 
Armen ia .. . ... ... ... .. . .. . ... .. . 
Austria 96.7 24.7 72.1 36.6 21 .1 8.4 3.3 *** 
Azerbaijan 98.9 0.9 98.0 82.7 52.3 16.0 1.1 *** 
Belgium 88 .1 6.3 81.8 66.6 40.2 10.0 5.1 (0.02) 
BH: Fed eration 100.0 27 .0 73.0 47.3 34.9 13.9 0.0 0 
BH : Republika Srpska 100.0 14.9 85.1 63.9 48.2 28.6 0.0 *** 
Bulgaria 98.9 15.6 83.2 50.3 34.2 19.0 1.1 *** 
Croatia 100.0 17.2 82.8 55.8 39.9 18.6 0.0 *** 
Cyprus 96.2 ... 3.8 *** ... ... .. . .. . 
Czech Republic *** .. . ... ... ... ... .. . . .. 
Denmark *** ... ... ... .. . ... ... .. . 
Estonia 98.5 98.5 72.4 54.1 15.0 1.0 *** .. . 
Finland 97.4 38.7 58.7 2.6 *** ... ... ... 
France 98.4 28.5 69.9 46.8 36.6 22.8 1.6 *** 
Georgia ... ... .. . .. . *** ... ... .. . 
Germany 97.2 41.7 55.5 35.4 10.2 1.7 2.8 *** 
Greece ... ... ... .. . ... . .. ... (0.03) 
Hungary 98.5 16.6 81.9 45.2 26.9 6.9 1.5 0 
Iceland 100.0 43 .7 56.3 34.5 21.8 11 .5 0.0 *** 
Ireland 95.1 19.2 75.9 46.7 27 .2 5.0 4.9 *** 
Ita ly 97.1 9.6 87.5 66.0 44.4 20.0 2.9 *** 
Latvia 99.7 3.3 96.4 66.7 42.1 9.7 0.3 *** 
Liechtenstein 100.0 0.0 100.0 50.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 *** 
Lithuania 99.2 7.9 91.4 59.0 36.4 9.8 0.8 0 
Luxembourg 92.1 10.5 81 .6 48.4 37.4 16.8 7.9 *** 
Malta 97.0 13.6 83.4 62.8 50.3 22.1 3.0 *** 
Moldova 99.3 0.7 98.6 91.6 69.4 23 .7 0.7 *** 
Netherlands 94.5 30.7 63.8 35.1 19.6 4.0 0.1 *** 
Norway *** *** ... ... ... ... ... .. . 
Poland ... *** ... ... .. . .. . .. . .. . 
Portugal 100.0 3.3 96.7 81.6 44.0 21.4 *** *** 
Romania 99.8 5.2 94.5 ... 35.9 14.1 0.2 0 
Russia 99.8 1.4 98.4 83.3 47.9 8.3 0.2 0 
San Marino *** ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . 
Slovakia 99.8 22.4 77.3 42.6 28.4 9.6 0.2 *** 
Slovenia 100.0 19.1 80.9 49.9 29.0 8.8 *** *** 
Spain *** ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . 
Sweden 97 .9 30.2 67 .6 34.3 19.3 5.5 2.1 *** 
Switzerland ... ... *** ... .. . ... .. . . .. 
"the former Yugos lav 
Republi c of Macedonia" 99.6 18.2 81 .5 51.2 34.0 9.8 0.4 *** 
Turkey 93.8 17.8 76.0 55.8 43.4 28.2 5.9 0.3 
Ukraine 99.5 1.4 98.2 74.1 40.6 8.9 0.5 (***) 
UK : England and Wales 90.9 13.3 77.6 53 .8 7.1 9.1 *** ... 
UK: Northern Ireland 85 .0 14.4 70.6 48.2 31.7 11 .6 15.0 *** 
UK : Scotland 87.8 22.9 64.9 43.4 27.7 4.5 12.2 *** 

Mean 97.1 15.6 81.9 56.6 37.7 14.0 2.7 
Median 98.5 14.9 81.9 50 .7 36.5 11 .5 1.1 
Minimum 85.0 0.0 55.5 34.3 10.2 0.0 0.0 
Maximum 100.0 43 .7 100.0 92.9 80.0 50 .8 15.0 
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blc 11. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by length of the sentence on 1 September 2002: less than 
one year(%) 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.11 

Less 1 month 3 months 6 months Total 
than to less than to less than to less than less than 

1 month 3 months 6 months 1 year 1 year 

Albania 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 100 
Andorra 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100 
Armenia ... "' ... "' "' 

/\ustr ia 3.4 18.8 23.3 54.5 100 
Azerba ijan *** *** 32.4 67.6 
Be lgium 2.3 5.2 30.7 61.8 100 
BH: Federation 13.1 11.6 29.9 45.4 100 
BH: Republika Srpska 1.1 16.8 33.7 48.4 100 
Bu lgaria 100.0 100 
Croatia 3.0 7.6 31.8 57.6 100 
Cyprus " ' "' ... "' ' " 

Czech Republic ... ... .. . ... ... 
Denmark '" ... .. . ' " ... 
Estonia ... "' " ' "' "' 

Finland '" 23.6 31.0 45.3 100 
Fra nce 40.5 59.5 100 
Georgia "' "' " ' "' " ' 

Germany 3.0 18.1 30.1 48.8 100 
Greece " ' "' "' "' "' 

Hungary 0.6 4.5 15.2 79.6 100 
Iceland 0.0 26 .3 28.9 44.7 100 
Ireland 1.6 12.3 30.3 55 .7 100 
Italy 6.7 5.3 21 .8 66.3 100 
Latvia *** *** 13.2 86.8 100 
Liechtenstein "' "' " ' "' "' 

Lithuania 0.0 0.0 28.0 72.0 100 
Luxembourg 0.0 0.0 35.0 65.0 100 
Ma lta 0.0 3.7 22 .2 74.1 100 
Moldova *** *** *** 100.0 100 
Netherlands 10.1 21.1 28.9 39.9 100 
Norway "' "' " ' " ' "' 

Poland "' "' " ' "' "' 

Portugal 8.8 11 .6 22.0 57 .5 100 
Romania 100.0 100 
Russia *** *** *** 100.0 100 
San Marino "' ... " ' " ' " ' 

Slovakia 19.0 81.0 100 
Slovenia 0.7 9.6 40.0 49.6 100 
Spain "' "' ... " ' "' 

Sweden 0.5 18.4 28.5 52.6 100 
Switzer land "' ... " ' "' " ' 

"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 1.6 1.6 24.3 72.5 100 
Turkey 30.0 16.1 18.2 35.7 100 
Ukraine 100.0 100 
UK: England and Wales 52 .7 47.3 100 
UK: Northern Ireland 2.1 7.4 39.4 51.1 100 
UK: Scotland 6.2 6.2 34.5 53.0 100 

Mean 4.1 12.3 25.9 63.2 
Median 1.6 10.6 28.9 57.6 
Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 35.7 
Maximum 30.0 50.0 40.0 100.0 
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1.2 Prison populations 

Table 12. Flow of entries, length of imprisonment, escapes and deaths in 2001 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002. 12 

Entries to penal Rate of entries to Entries before final sentence 
institutions penal institutions 

per 100 000 inhab. Number % 

Albania .. . ... ... .. . 
Andorra 125 188.4 93 74.4 
Armenia ... .. . .. . .. . 
Austria 2802 34.4 ... ... 
Azerbaijan ... ... .. . .. . 
Belgium 14375 140.1 9595 66.7 
BH: Federation 7386 284.1 2656 36.0 
BH : Republika Srpska 2163 154.5 475 22.0 
Bulgaria 5304 67.2 2716 51 .2 
Croatia 17001 383 .1 ... .. . 
Cyprus 1318 172.2 673 51 .1 
Czech Republic 17502 170.4 111609 637.7 
Denmark .. . ... .. . .. . 
Estonia 5906 433.9 ... ... 
Fin land 6832 131.5 1886 27.6 
France 67308 110.3 46471 69.0 
Georgia 9783 247 .8 6328 64.7 
Germany 704657 854.8 ... ... 
Greece ... .. . .. . ... 
Hungary 31280 307.4 4684 15.0 
Iceland 339 118.3 91 26.8 
Ire land 12127 312.5 6967 57.5 
Italy 78649 139.7 67238 85.5 
Latvia ... ... ... .. . 
Liechtenstein 160 477.3 ... .. . 
Lithuania ... ... 14241 ... 
Lu xembourg 906 204.0 413 45.6 
Malta 327 82.9 237 72.5 
Moldova .. . .. . ... .. . 
Netherlands ... ... ... .. . 
Norway 12134 268.2 3856 31.8 
Poland 95775 247.9 52007 54.3 
Portugal 6936 67.1 5958 85.9 
Romania .. . ... .. . .. . 
Russia 1832153 1272.7 494249 27.0 
San Marino 27 95.9 2 7.4 
Slovakia 19243 357.7 4731 24.6 
Slovenia 5155 258.5 990 19.2 
Spain 41359 102.4 27439 66.3 
Sweden .. . ... ... .. . 
Switzerland 60735 836.7 50572 83 .3 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 3708 181 .9 983 26.5 
Turkey 100070 144.4 14060 14.1 
Ukraine ... ... .. . .. . 
UK : England and Wa les 129733 249.3 98781 76.1 
UK : Northern Ireland 4717 279.9 2205 46.7 
UK: Scotland 34699 685.5 15452 44.5 

Mean 287 .6 67.0 
Median 204.0 48.9 
Minimum 34.4 7.4 
Maximum 1272.7 637.7 
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ble 13. Indicator of average length of imprisonment (2001) 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.13 

)2.12 

Total number of Average number Tota l number of Indicator of average 
days spent in of prisoners entries length of imprison-

penal institutions in year (Table 12) ment (in months) 

a b = a/365 c d = 12 (b/c) 

Albania ... (1635) ... .. . 
Andorra 13271 36 125 3.5 
Armenia .. . (4213) ... .. . 
Austria 2580672 7070 2802 30.3 
Azerbaijan .. . ... .. . ... 
Be lgium 3275586 8974 14375 7.5 
BH: Federation 464679 1273 7386 2.1 
BH: Republika Srpska 274897 753 2163 4.2 
Bulgaria ... (9283) 5304 21.0 
Croatia ... (2623) 17001 1.9 
Cyprus 117895 323 1318 2.9 
Czech Republic 7757345 21253 17502 14.6 
Denmark 1181177 3236 ... .. . 
Estonia ... (4789) 5906 9.7 
Finland 1144275 3135 6832 5.5 
France 17684428 48450 67308 8.6 
Georgia ... ... 9783 ... 
Germany ... (78707) 704657 1.3 
Greece ... (8343) ... .. . 
Hungary 846156 2318 31280 0.9 
Iceland 45079 124 339 4.4 
Ireland 1135880 3112 12127 3.1 
Ita ly ... (55136) 78649 8.4 
Latvia .. . (8617) .. . .. . 
Liechtenstein 4162 11 160 0.8 
Lithuania .. . (10750) .. . .. . 
Luxembourg 136214 373 906 4.9 
Malta ... (257) 327 9.4 
Moldova ... (10679) ... ... 
Netherlands 4383322 12009 ... ... 
Norway 958804 2627 12134 2.6 
Poland 28731340 78716 95775 9.9 
Portuga l ... (13500) 6936 23.4 
Romania .. . (50370) ... ... 
Russia ... (971496) 1832153 6.4 
San Marino 23 1 1 27 0.4 
Slovakia 2682020 7348 19243 4.6 
Slovenia 439095 1203 5155 2.8 
Spain 17006810 46594 41359 13.5 
Sweden 1970500 5399 .. . ... 
Switzerland 1798371 4927 60735 1.0 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 453443 1242 3708 4.0 
Turkey 23622766 64720 100070 7.8 
Ukraine .. . (198885) ... .. . 
UK : England and Wal es ... (67056) 129733 6.2 
UK : Northern Ireland .. . (877) 4717 2.2 
UK: Scotland 2240005 6137 34699 2.1 

Mean 6.8 
Median 4.5 
Minimum 0.4 
Maximum 30.3 
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Table 14. Number of escapes during 2001 

(a) Escapes by prisoners (pre-trial detainees or convicted prisoners) from a closed penal institut ion or during ad minis
trative transfer (2001) 

(b) Other forms of escape (e.g. from an open pena l inst itut ion - agricu ltural colony or other - semi-detention, during 
authorised short-term absence (or leave), etc.) in 2001 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.14 

(a) Average number of Rate of escape (b) 
Number of escapes prisoners in 2001 per 10 000 Other forms 

by prisoners (Table 13) prisoners of escape 

Alban ia 0 (1635) 0 0 
Andorra 0 36 0 0 
Armenia 0 (4213) 0 0 
Austria 34 7070 48.1 228 
Azerbai jan 3 ... ... 9 
Be lgium 37 8974 41 .2 95 
BH : Federation 4 1273 31.4 38 
BH: Republika Srpska 8 753 106.2 45 
Bu lgaria 20 (9283) 21.5 31 
Croatia 1 (2623) 3.8 52 
Cyprus 0 323 0 0 
Czech Republic 3 21253 1.4 22 
Denmark 65 3236 200.9 625 
Estonia 5 (4789) 10.4 5 
Finland 28 3135 89.3 395 
France 38 48450 7.8 172 
Georgia 0 ... 0 14 
Germany 18 (78707) 2.3 683 
Greece 0 (8343) 0 47 
Hungary 4 2318 17.3 5 
Iceland 1 124 80.6 0 
Ire land 13 3112 41.8 95 
Italy 13 (55136) 2.4 205 
Latvia 0 (8617) 0 31 
Liechtenstein 0 11 0 0 
Lithuania 1 (10750) 0.9 8 
Lu xembourg 0 373 0 9 
Ma lta 0 (257) 0 0 
Moldova 12 (10679) 11 .2 125 
Netherlands 15 12009 12.5 715 
Norway 27 2627 102.8 197 
Poland 48 78716 6.1 432 
Portugal 93 (13500) 68.9 206 
Romania 1 (50370) 0.2 7 
Russ ia 78 (971496) 0.8 445 
San Marino 0 1 0 0 
Slovakia 0 7348 0 6 
Slovenia 9 1203 74.8 92 
Spain 8 46594 1.7 34 
Sweden 34 5399 63 .0 423 
Switzer land .. . 4927 .. . ... 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 29 1242 233 .5 121 
Turkey 9 64720 1.4 109 
Ukraine 10 (198885) 0.5 19 
UK : England and Wales 22 (67056) 3.3 1044 
UK: Northern Ireland 4 (877) 45.6 1 
UK: Scotland 3 6137 4.9 55 
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Toble 15. Deaths (including suicides) in penal institutions in 2001 

1inis-
Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002. 15 

Jring 

12. 14 
Total number of Percentage Average number Mortality Suicide 

number suicides of suicides of prisoners rate rate 
of deaths as a total in 2001 per 10 000 per1 0 000 

of deaths (Table 13) prisoners prisoners 

Albania 1 0 0.0 (1635) 6.1 0 
Andorra 0 0 ... 36 0 0 
Armenia 27 0 0.0 (4213) 64.1 0 
Austria 38 15 39 .5 7070 53.7 21 .2 
Azerbaijan 236 0 0.0 ... .. . .. . 
Belgium 32 21 65.6 8974 35.7 23.4 
BH : Federation 3 ... ... 1273 23.6 . .. 
BH : Repub lika Srpska 3 0 0.0 753 39.8 0 
Bulgaria 32 3 9.4 (9283) 34.5 3.2 
Croatia 12 1 8.3 (2623) 45.7 3.8 
Cyprus 0 0 ... 323 0 0 
Czech Republic 20 5 25.0 21253 9.4 2.4 
Denmark 14 10 71.4 3236 43 .3 30.9 
Estonia 4 0 0.0 (4789) 8.4 0 
Finland 14 6 42.9 3135 44.7 19.1 
France 236 104 44.1 48450 48.7 21 .5 
Georgia 22 7 31.8 ... . .. ... 
Germany 171 98 57.3 (78707) 21 .7 12.5 
Greece 34 5 14.7 (8343) 40.8 6.0 
Hungary 55 11 20.0 2318 237.3 47.5 
Iceland 0 0 .. . 124 0 0 
Ireland 5 1 20.0 3112 16.1 3.2 
Italy 177 69 39.0 (55136) 32.1 12.5 
Latvia 10 3 30.0 (8617) 11.6 3.5 
Liechtenstein 0 0 .. . 11 0 0 
Lithuania 27 13 48.1 (10750) 25.1 12.1 
Luxembourg 0 0 ... 373 0 0 
Malta 0 0 ... (257) 0 0 
Moldova 87 10 11 .5 (10679) 81 .5 9.4 
Netherlands 18 11 61.1 12009 15.0 9.2 
Norway 15 4 26.7 2627 57.1 15.2 
Po land 142 47 33.1 78716 18.0 6.0 
Portugal 106 19 17.9 (13500) 78.5 14.1 
Romania 116 6 5.2 (50370) 23 .0 1.2 
Russ ia 5722 8 0.1 (971496) 58.9 0.1 
San Marino 0 0 ... 1 0 0 
Slovakia 5 5 100.0 7348 6.8 6.8 
Slovenia 7 4 57.1 1203 58.2 33.3 
Spain 143 20 14.0 46594 30.7 4.3 
Sweden 12 4 33 .3 5399 22 .2 7.4 
Switzerland ... ... .. . 4927 ... .. . 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia' 5 0 0.0 1242 40.3 0 
Turkey 101 25 24.8 64720 15.6 3.9 
Ukraine 5404 29 0.5 (198885) 271.7 1.5 
UK: England and Wales 132 71 53.8 (67056) 19.7 10.6 
UK: Northern Ireland 0 0 ... (877) 0 0 
UK: Scot land 20 11 55.0 6137 32.6 17.9 

Mean 28.7 38.0 8.5 
Median 25.0 24.3 3.9 
Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Maximum 100.0 271 .7 47.5 
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11. Prison staff 

Table 16. Full-time working in penal institutions on 1 September 2002 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.16 

Total Management Custodial Treatment Workshops Administration 

Albania 1424 37 1011 130 4 242 
Andorra 45 3 37 3 1 1 
Armenia (1477) 136 1341 125 ... 90 
Austria 3400 83 2872 311 .. . 133 
Azerbaijan 5595 63 183 96 *** 3 
Belgium 6853 176 5705 410 34 483 
BH: Federation 762 63 432 62 111 88 
BH : Republika Srpska 595 32 305 28 115 115 
Bulgaria 4606 112 3184 462 247 601 
Croatia 3233 30 1409 340 463 
Cyprus (220) 10 208 3 13 14 
Czech Republic 9417 443 5351 1550 ... 1331 
Denmark 3558,4 51,1 2448,8 486,5 346,6 225,4 
Estonia 1920 26 1375 97 *** *** 

Finland 2946 54 1755 388 264 253 
France 23241 327 19389 1378 504 1643 
Georgia 3264 105 2435 234 *** 152 
Germany 37837 451 28123 2646 2120 4497 
Greece 3655 20 1976 75 0 281 
Hungary 7146 267 3225 761 747 203 
Iceland 99 6 74 1 15 3 
Ireland 3271 66 2896 79 96 134 
Italy 50070 815 42681 1819 8 4747 
Latvia 2676 67 1767 308 14 520 
Liechtenstein 5 1 4 0 0 0 
Lithuania 3134 71 1290 549 350 874 
Lu xembourg 290 5 210 25 38 12 
Malta 233 14 164 10 13 32 
Moldova (2661) 83 2578 671 284 144 
Netherlands 11294 2210 6965 1462 ... 657 
Norway 2708 .. . ... ... ... ... 

Poland 22671 1408 12737 3202 0 5324 
Portugal 6263 27 4299 343 24 1401 
Romania 11811 629 6552 1806 134 2690 
Russia 326340 115236 .. . ... .. . .. . 
San Marino (5) 1 5 2 0 0 
Slovakia 4410 193 1694 1997 10 516 
Slovenia 852 57 426 90 144 135 
Spain 22160 419 14439 3453 1115 2734 
Sweden 5780 185 4230 225 345 480 
Switzerland 3300 ... ... ... ... ... 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 448 16 253 57 52 70 
Turkey 24870 974 20631 554 1743 968 
Ukraine 49597 1652 22739 6541 7370,5 901 
UK: England and Wales 40607 1460 29321 1896 1171 3671 
UK: Northern Ireland 1816 261 1287 100 28 81 
UK : Scotland 4139 611 25 15 149 333 531 
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l•lbl 17. Part-time staff working in penal institutions on 1 September 2002 (on the basis of full-t ime equivalents) 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.7 7 

2. 76 
Tota l Management Custodial Treatment Workshops Adm inistration 

Alba nia 0 0 0 0 0 0 

on Andorra 5 0 0 4 1 0 

Armenia .. . ... ... ... .. . . .. 
Austria 134 0 24 88 ... 22 

Azerbaijan 5595 63 183 96 *** 3 

Be lgium 296.97 5.6 198.75 37 .16 0 54.96 

BH: Federation 762 63 432 62 111 88 
BH: Republika Srpska *** *** *** *** *** *** 

Bu lgaria 4.5 0 0 4.5 0 0 

Croatia 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cyprus *** *** *** *** *** *** 

Czech Repub lic 38.1 0 0 32 .5 0 1.2 

Denmark ... ... ... .. . ... . .. 
Estonia 7 *** *** 7 *** *** 

Finland (66) (2) (6) (11) (17) (12) 

France 735.7 4.3 134.9 272.7 3.5 320.3 

Georgia *** *** *** *** *** *** 

Germany ... ... ... .. . ... . .. 
Greece 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Hungary 104 0 0 17 0 87 

Iceland 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Ireland 59.5 0 33 24 0 2.5 

Italy 237 7 .. . 141 ... 89 

Latvia 38.5 0 0 37 .5 0 1 

Liechtenstein 1.5 0 0 0.1 0 0 

Lithuania 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Luxembourg 1.5 0 0 0.5 1 0 

Ma lta 17 0 0 17 0 0 

Moldova (69) 0 69 66 14 4 

Netherlands 3720 2313 681 441 ... 285 

Norway ... ... ... ... ... . .. 
Po land 724 0 0 655 0 69 

Portugal 169 163 

Romania 2.5 0 0 2.5 0 0 

Russia ... .. . ... ... ... . .. 
San Marino 5 1 0 0 0 0 

Slovakia 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sloven ia ... ... ... ... ... . .. 
Spain 219 *** *** 219 *** *** 

Sweden 585 5 370 50 15 40 

Switzerland 640 ... .. . ... ... ... 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 5.5 *** *** 3 2 0.5 

Turkey *** *** *** *** *** *** 

Ukraine 

UK : England and Wa les 1026.5 9 237 152.5 11 482 

UK: Northern Ireland 9 3 0 0 0 3.5 

UK : Scotland 147 10 0 10 0 27 
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Table 18. Full -time and part-time staff working in penal institutions on 1 September 2002 - on the basis of full -time 
equivalents (numbers) 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.18 

Total Management Custodial Treatment Workshops Administration 

Albania 1424 37.0 1011.0 130.0 4.0 242.0 

Andorra 50 3.0 37.0 7.0 2.0 1.0 

Armenia 1477 136.0 1341.0 125.0 0.0 90.0 

Austria 3534 83.0 2896.0 399.0 0.0 155.0 

Azerbaijan 11190 126.0 366.0 192.0 0.0 6.0 

Belgium 7149.97 181 .6 5903.8 447.2 34.0 538.0 

BH : Federation 1524 126.0 864.0 124.0 222 .0 176.0 

BH: Republika Srpska 595 32.0 305.0 28.0 115.0 115.0 

Bulgaria 4610.5 112.0 3184.0 466.5 247.0 601 .0 

Croatia 3233 30.0 1409.0 340.0 0.0 463 .0 

Cyprus 220 10.0 208.0 3.0 13 .0 14.0 

Czech Republic 9455.1 443 .0 5351.0 1582.5 0.0 1332.2 

Denmark 3558.4 51.1 2448.8 486.5 346.6 225.4 

Estonia 1927 26.0 1375.0 104.0 0.0 0.0 

Finland 3012 56.0 1761 .0 399.0 281.0 265.0 

France 23976.7 331.3 19523.9 1650.7 507 .5 1963.3 

Georgia 3264 105.0 2435.0 234.0 0.0 152.0 

Germany 37837 451.0 28123 .0 2646.0 2120 .0 4497.0 

Greece 3655 20.0 1976.0 75.0 0.0 281 .0 

Hungary 7250 267 .0 3225.0 778.0 747.0 290.0 

Iceland 99 6.0 74.0 1.0 15.0 3.0 

Ireland 3330.5 66.0 2929.0 103.0 96.0 136.5 

Italy 50307 822.0 42681.0 1960.0 8.0 4836.0 

Latvia 2714.5 67.0 1767.0 345.5 14.0 521.0 

Liechtenstein 6.5 1.0 4.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 

Lithuania 3134 71.0 1290.0 549 .0 350 .0 874.0 

Luxembourg 291 .5 5.0 210.0 25.5 39.0 12.0 

Malta 250 14.0 164.0 27.0 13.0 32.0 

Moldova 2730 83.0 2647 .0 737 .0 298.0 148.0 

Netherlands 15014 4523 .0 7646.0 1903.0 0.0 942.0 

Norway 2708 ... ... ... ... .. . 
Poland 23395 1408.0 12737.0 3857 .0 0.0 5393.0 

Portugal 6432 27.0 4299.0 506 .0 24.0 1401.0 

Romania 11813.5 629.0 6552 .0 1808.5 134.0 2690.0 

Russia 326340 115236.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

San Marino 10 2.0 5.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 

Slovakia 4410 193.0 1694.0 1997.0 10.0 516.0 

Slovenia 852 57.0 426.0 90.0 144.0 135.0 

Spain 22379 419.0 14439.0 3672.0 1115.0 2734.0 

Sweden 6365 190.0 4600.0 275.0 360.0 520.0 

Switzerland 3940 .. . ... .. . .. . ... 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 453.5 16.0 253 .0 60.0 54.0 70.5 

Turkey 24870 974.0 20631 .0 554.0 1743.0 968.0 

Ukraine 49597 1652.0 22739.0 6541.0 7370 .5 901.0 

UK: England and Wales 41633 .5 1469.0 29558.0 2048.5 1182.0 4153.0 

UK: Northern Ireland 1825 264.0 1287.0 100.0 28.0 84.5 

UK : Scotland 4286 621 .0 2515.0 159.0 333 .0 558.0 
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~ ble 19. Full-time and part-time staff working in penal institutions on 1 September 2002 - on the basis of full -time 
equivalents(%) 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002. 19 

Management Custodial Treatment Workshops Administration Total 

Alba nia 2,6 71,0 9,1 0,3 17,0 100,0 
Andorra 6,0 74,0 14,0 4,0 2,0 100,0 
Armenia 8,0 79,3 7,4 0,0 5,3 (100,0) 
Austria 2,3 81,9 11,3 0,0 4,4 100,0 
Azerbaijan 1,1 3,3 1,7 0,0 0,1 6,2 
Belgium 2,5 82,6 6,3 0,5 7,5 99,4 
BH: Federation 8,3 56,7 8,1 14,6 11,5 99,2 
BH : Republika Srpska 5,4 51,3 4,7 19,3 19,3 100,0 
Bulgaria 2,4 69,1 10,1 5,4 13,0 100,0 
Croatia 0,9 43,6 10,5 0,0 14,3 69,3 
Cyprus 4,0 83,9 1,2 5,2 5,6 (100,0) 
Czech Republ ic 4,7 56,6 16,7 0,0 14,1 92,1 
Denmark 1,4 68,8 13,7 9,7 6,3 100,0 
Estonia 1,3 71,4 5,4 0,0 0,0 78,1 
Finland 1,9 58,5 13,2 9,3 8,8 91,7 
France 1,4 81,4 6,9 2, 1 8,2 100,0 
Georgia 3,2 74,6 7,2 0,0 4,7 89,6 
Germany 1,2 74,3 7,0 5,6 11,9 100,0 
Greece 0,5 54,1 2,1 0,0 7,7 64,4 
Hungary 3,7 44,5 10,7 10,3 4,0 73,2 
Iceland 5,2 64,3 0,9 13,0 2,6 86,1 
Ireland 2,0 87,9 3,1 2,9 4,1 100,0 
Italy 1,6 84,8 3,9 0,0 9,6 100,0 
Latvia 2,5 65,1 12,7 0,5 19,2 100,0 
Liechtenstein 15,4 61,5 1,5 0,0 0,0 78,5 
Lithuania 2,3 41,2 17,5 11,2 27,9 100,0 
Luxembourg 1,7 72,0 8,7 13,4 4,1 100,0 
Malta 5,6 65,6 10,8 5,2 12,8 100,0 
Moldova 2,1 67,6 18,8 7,6 3,8 (100,0) 
Netherlands 30,1 50,9 12,7 0,0 6,3 100,0 
Norw ay ... "' "' '" " ' "' 

Poland 6,0 54,4 16,5 0,0 23,1 100,0 
Portugal 0,4 66,8 7,9 0,4 21,8 97,3 
Romania 5,3 55,5 15,3 1,1 22,8 100,0 
Russia 35,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 35,3 
San Marino 20,0 50,0 20,0 0,0 0,0 90,0 
Slovakia 4,4 38,4 45,3 0,2 11,7 100,0 
Slovenia 6,7 50,0 10,6 16,9 15,8 100,0 
Spain 1,9 64,5 16,4 5,0 12,2 100,0 
Sweden 3,0 72,3 4,3 5,7 8,2 93,4 
Switzerland '" "' "' "' "' "' 

"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 3,5 55,8 13,2 11,9 15,5 100,0 
Turkey 3,9 83,0 2,2 7,0 3,9 100,0 
Ukraine 3,3 45,8 13,2 14,9 1,8 79,0 
UK : Eng land and Wales 3,5 71,0 4,9 2,8 10,0 92,3 
UK : Northern Ireland 14,5 70,5 5,5 1,5 4,6 96,6 
UK : Scotland 14,5 58,7 3,7 7,8 13,0 97,7 

Mean 5,7 61,7 9,7 4,8 9,3 
Median 3,3 65,1 8,7 2,8 8,2 
Minimum 0,4 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 
Maximum 35,3 87,9 45,3 19,3 27,9 
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Table 20. Other categories of staff on 1 September 2002 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.20 

(a) (b) (c) (d) 
National prison Regional prison Storage Staff working in 
administration administration office depots penal institutions, 

office but not employed by 
the prison administration 

Albania 68 1424 4 ... 
Andorra 1 0 
Armenia 136 1341 ... 77 
Austria 41 *** *** 88 
Azerbaijan *** *** 43 ... 
Be lgium 100 0 51 ... 
BH: Federation *** *** 3 14 
BH: Republika Srpska 6 *** *** ... 
Bulgaria 135 *** *** 132 
Croatia 33 0 0 ... 
Cyprus *** *** *** 4 
Czech Repub lic 288 0 0 ... 
Denmark 181 .6 *** *** ... 

25 *** 59 ... 
Finland 119 *** *** 305 
France 196 822 .. . 
Georgia 331 829 8 1197 
Germany ... ... ... ... 
Greece 30 49 ... 
Hungary 173 261 .. . 
Iceland 13 *** 0 11 .5 
Ireland 122 0 51 259 
Italy 1118 833 43 6322 
Latvia 89 0 0 639 
Liechtenstein 2 *** *** ... 
Lithuania 92 .. . .. . 0 
Luxembourg 3 0 0 49 
Malta 0 0 0 ... 

Moldova 223 *** 16 ... 
Netherlands .. . .. . ... .. . 
Norway 35 108 0 ... 
Poland 294 295 369 .. . 
Portugal 400 *** 47 .. . 

Romania 197 129 ... 
Russia ... ... .. . .. . 
San Marino *** *** *** 1 
Slovakia 0 0 0 0 
Slovenia 20 *** *** 37 
Spain 471 *** 109 4206 
Sweden 290 *** ... 

Switzerland .. . ... .. . . .. 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 4 *** *** 31 
Turkey 215 *** *** ... 

Ukraine ... ... .. . 589 
UK: Eng land and Wales 1822 652 ... ... 

UK : Northern Ireland 290.5 45.5 
UK: Scotland 345 69 ... 
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T: ble 21. Supervision of prisoners by custodial staff on 1 September 2002 

Reference : Council of Europe, SPACE 2002.21 

Tota l number of Total number of Rate of supervis ion of 
prisoners custodial staff prisoners by custodial 

staff (number of prisoners 
per custodian) 

a b c =(a) I (b) 

Albania 1785 1011,0 1,8 
Andorra 55 37,0 1,5 
Armenia 5624 1341 ,0 4,2 
Austria 7511 2896,0 2,6 
Azerbaijan 18321 366,0 ... 
Belgium 9253 5903,8 1,6 
BH: Federation 1293 864,0 1,5 
BH: Republika Srpska 816 305,0 2,7 
Bulgaria 9607 3184,0 3,0 
Croatia 2584 1409,0 1,8 
Cyprus 345 208,0 1,7 
Czech Republic 16861 5351,0 3,2 
Denmark 3439 2448,8 1,4 
Estonia 4640 1375,0 3,4 
Finland 3466 1761,0 2,0 
France 53463 19523,9 2,7 
Georgia 7343 2435,0 3,0 
Germany 78506 28123,0 2,8 
Greece 8284 1976,0 4,2 
Hungary 18054 3225,0 5,6 
Ice land 107 74,0 1,4 
Ireland 3028 2929,0 1,0 
Italy 56200 42681,0 1,3 
Latvia 8517 1767,0 4,8 
Liechtenstein 17 4,0 4,3 
Lithuania 11345 1290,0 8,8 
Lu xembourg 380 210,0 1,8 
Malta 283 164,0 1,7 
Moldova 10532 2647,0 4,0 
Netherlands 16239 7646,0 2,1 
Norway 2662 '" "' 

Poland 80610 12737,0 6,3 
Portugal 13730 4299,0 3,2 
Romania 51476 6552,0 7,9 
Russia 1068197 "' "' 

San Marino 1 5,0 0,2 
Slovakia 7849 1694,0 4,6 
Slovenia 1120 426,0 2,6 
Spain 50994 14439,0 3,5 
Sweden 6506 4600,0 1.4 
Switzerland 4987 .. . "' 

"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 1248 253,0 4,9 
Turkey 60091 20631,0 2,9 
Ukraine 198946 22739,0 8,7 
UK : Eng land and Wa les 71324 29558,0 2,4 
UK: Northern Ire land 1076 1287,0 0,8 
UK : Scotland 6513 2515,0 2,6 

Mean 3,1 
Median 2,7 
Minimum 0,2 
Maximum 8,8 
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Notes- Table 1 

General note: The prison population figure of Albania 
does not seem to include prisoners in non-Ministry of 
Justice facilities. Such facilities are also used in other 
countries . However, the impact of this usage on the 
general population figure is not always possible to 
gauge. 

Belg ium: Total capacity includes capacity in penal insti
tut ions and in the temporary placement centre for 
young persons, and the places set aside in the Mons and 
Tournai socia l protection estab lishments for detained 
persons transferred from prison. 

Bosnia and Herzegovina: Population figures are esti
mates. 

According to information given to the Council of 
Europe Joint Steering Group on Prison Reform in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, the prison capacity in 2002 in the 
Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina was 1183 and 
1095 in Republika Srpska. These figures are lower than 
the ones included in the answers to the SPACE ques
tionnaire sent by the two Entit ies. Therefore, the prison 
density per 100 places in both Entities cou ld be higher 
than the one showed in Table 1. 

Cyprus: Population figures refer to the who le island, 
but prison population figures do not include prisoners 
held in the northern part of the island wh ich is not 
under contro l of the authorities of the Republic of 
Cyprus. Therefore, the prison population rate per 
100000 population is underestimated. 

Liechtenstein: See general notes. 

Luxembourg: The f igure for prison capacity should be 
used caut ious ly as it implies an increase of 59% of the 
total capacity that cou ld not be confirmed before the 
print deadline of this issue. 

Netherlands: 

Data on the number of prisoners and prison capac
ity include the figures for TBS clinics and institutions 
caring for juvenile delinquents. The fol lowing 
tab les do not include these two categories and so 
relate to a tota I of 13000 pr isoners. 

Total number of prisoners 13 000 in prison service 
(including pre-trial 2009 in institutions for 
detainees) : 16 239 offenders 

1230 in TBS clinics 

Total capacity of penal 13 059 in pr ison service 
institutions/prisons: 2346 in institutions for 
16 686 juvenile offenders 

1281 in TBS clinics 

- A TBS clinic is a hospital/clinic for the treatment of 
criminals that have comm itted very serious crimes 
but are considered mentally ill. Possible translations 
of this concept into English include : Forensic 
Psychiatric Hospital, Custodial Clini c, or Placement 
under a Hospital Order. 

Portugal : 221 people with psychiatric troubles are 
subject to security measures and they are not included 
in the total number of prisoners. 

San Marino: See genera l notes. 

Sweden : Total number of prisoners includes those in 
remand prisons. Data includes persons serving their 
sentence outs ide prison in institutions for the treat
ment of drug add icts, hospitalised prisoners and 
escapees. 

Switzerland : Total capacity of penal inst itutions : 
includes custody in police stations for more than 
24 hours (see genera l notes). 

The year-on-year rates of increase are as fo llows: 

Les taux d'accroissement au cours des douze derniers mois sont les suivants: 

Increase of more than 5% Between -5% and +5% Decrease of more than 5% 

Armenia: 33,3 % Slovakia: 5.0% Turkey: -7,0% 
United Kingdom Italy: 4,7% Cyprus: -7,3 % 
Northern Ireland: 23,7% Hungary: 3,8% "the former Yugoslav Republic 
Moldova: 16,1% Romania: 2,0% of Macedonia" -12,4% 
Andorra: 14,4% Poland: 0,8% Czech Republic: -20,7% 
Finland: 13,7% Portugal: 0,6% 
France: 13,6% Ukraine: -0,1% 
Lithuania: 12,2% Latvia: -0,3% 
Albania: 9,1% Germany: -0,6% 
United Kingdom Norway: -0,6% 
England and Wa les: 8,8% Greece: -0,7% 
Denmark: 8,8% Ireland: -2,5% 
Austria: 8,4% Estonia: -2,6% 
Spain: 7,9% Croatia: -2,8% 
Bulgaria: 6,8% Slovenia: -3,2% 
Malta: 6,7% Iceland : -3,8% 
Sweden: 6,6 % Switzerland: -4,0% 
Luxembourg: 5,8% Russia: -4,8% 
Netherlands: 5,7% 
Belgium: 5,6% 
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N tes - Table 2 

N t herlands: Number of prisoners under 18 years 
f age (including pre-trial detainees): 101 of which 
0 i ll egal aliens. 

P land: 

Median age of the prison population: The mean 
age (instead of the median) of the prison popula 
tion has been indicated. 

Number of prisoners under 18 years of age: Data 
relate to 8 May 2003 (instead of 1 September 2002) 
and include prisoners aged 18 and under (i.e. refers 
to prisoners under 19 years of age). 

Sweden: Median age of the prison population and 
number of prisoners aged 18 to less than 21 years: Data 
are only available for sentenced prisoners. 

Turkey: The median age of the prison population has 
been verified twice. Our national correspondent in 
Turkey suggests that one possible explanation for this 
quite high figure can be found in the traditional culture 
of very strong family ties. Moreover, young people tend 
t o be not only under the care and protection of their 
family, but also of society in general. In Turkey, the 
main age bracket for delinquency is 24 to 40 years 
of age. 

Notes - Table 3 

Germany: Data relate to 31 March 2002 for female 
prisoners and to 31 March 2001 for foreign prisoners. 

Sweden: Number of foreign prisoners: Data are only 
available for sentenced prisoners. 

Switzerland: Number of foreign prisoners (including 
remand prisoners): estimate. 

United Kingdom 
Northern Ireland: The category "foreign prisoners" 
includes all nationalities excluding Northern Ireland, 
Great Britain and the Republic of Ireland. lt also 
includes 10 immigration detainees. 

Notes - Table 4 

Armenia: The breakdown of prisoners by legal status 
has been indicated for a total of 5783 prisoners instead 
of the 5624 indicated in Table 1. 

Austria : (e) includes 511 prisoners undergoing 
measures of prevention (i.e. mentally ill persons 
who cannot be sentenced but are dangerous), and 
40 persons serving administrative sentences, prisoners 
awaiting deportation and persons in custody pending 
extradition. 

Belgium: 

Number of foreign prisoners (including remand priso
ners): estimate. 

- The breakdown of prisoners according to legal sta
tus is based on a total of 9271, compared to the 
9253 indicated in Table 1. 

(e) The category "other cases" includes: 

- Detained mentally disordered offenders 

- Offenders/detainees held under section 21 of the 
Social Protection Act 

Vagrants/beggars placed at the government's dis
posal 

Foreign nationals placed at the government's dis
posal 

- Repeat/habitual offenders placed at the govern
ment's disposal (under the Social Protection Act) 

Procurers placed at the government's disposal 
(under Article 280 B of the Criminal Code) 

Temporary juvenile placement (Act of 1 March 
2003) 

The Act of 1 March 2003 on the temporary placement 
of young persons who have committed an act classified 
as an offence authorises the temporary placement of 
minors in closed centres run by the federal Ministry of 
Justice when there is a shortage of places in Community 
public institutions. The closed centre is directly respon
sible to the Director General for the execution of sen
tences and other judicial measures. lt does not 
constitute a penal institution . 

In accordance with this Act, a partnership has been 
agreed with the communities, which are responsible for 
the young persons' education . 

Croatia: (e) 98 correctional measures and 131 adminis
trative sanctions. 

Czech Republic: (e) 90 in custody pending expulsion and 
48 in custody pending extradition (total: 138). 

Denmark: (e) Detainees according to the Aliens Act. 

Finland: (e) Inmates who serve sentence for unpaid 
fines. 

France: 

(c) Number of sentenced prisoners who have appealed 
or who are within the statutory limit to do so: 1582 
(appealed or within the statutory limit) 

(e) 1 civil imprisonment 

Hungary: 

- The breakdown of prisoners by legal status has 
been indicated for a total of 18879 prisoners ins
tead of the 18054 indicated in Table 1. 

(e) 50 referred to custody and 192 treated under 
constraint. 

Italy: (e) Detainees: subject to security measures 

Latvia: (e) persons awaiting the enforcement of their 
sentence: 841; persons located in a remand house in 
accordance with the Act on Enforcement of Sentences 
(Sections 16 and 20): 28; persons awaiting transporta
tion from remand house to prison: 76; persons under 
transit process: 11; persons located in the Prison 
Hospital: 197; Total: 853. 
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Liechtenstein: (a) The statist ical system does not distin
guish between (a) and (c). Therefore, the figure given 
under (a) inc ludes (a) and (c). 

Lithuania: The breakdown of prisoners by legal status 
has been indicated for a tota l of 11938 prisoners 
instead of the 11345 indicated in Table 1. 

Moldova: The breakdown of prisoners by legal status 
has been ind icated for a total of 10306 prisoners 
instead of the 10532 indicated in Table 1. 

Netherlands: 

The breakdown of prisoners by legal status has 
been indicated for the 13000 prisoners serving their 
sentence in penal institutions (prisoners in institu
tions for juvenile offenders and TBS clinics are not 
included). 

(e) subsid iary = 222; aliens = 1279; others = 61; 
unknown = 172; principal = 76 

Norway: 

(a) Number of untried prisoners (i.e. no court 
decision yet reached): 676 (comprises remand in 
custody and sentenced prisoners who have lodged 
an appeal, i.e. the sentence is not final). 

(e) In default of payment of fines and unspecified 

Portugal: 221 people with psychiatric troubles are 
subject to security measures (they are not included in 
the total number of prisoners). 

Romania: 1112 petty offenders ("contrevenants"). 

Russia: The breakdown of prisoners by legal status has 
been indicated for a total of 942116 prisoners instead 
of the 919330 indicated in Table1. 

Sloven ia: (e) The educational measure of attendance at 
a juvenile correctional faci lity shal l be carr ied out in the 
correctiona l home, which is the internal organisat iona l 
unit of the Administration . There are 25 young 
people detained in this inst itution aged between 16 
and 21 years, although some may be as o ld as 23. This 
measure is not final. The number of persons imprisoned 
for a misdemeanour is 40. (40+25=65). 

Sweden: 

(a) (b) (c): lt is not possible to keep these groups 
apart in the statistics. The total number of remand 
pr isoners is 1393. 

(e) "Other cases" re late to prisoners who are drug 
addicts, illegal immigrants awaiting deportation, 
persons awa iting placement in psychiatric institu
tions and persons who have broken probation rules . 

Ukraine: The breakdown of prisoners by legal status has 
been indicated for a total of 196255 prisoners instead 
of the 198946 indicated in Table 1. 
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United Kingdom 
Eng land & Wales : (e) Non-criminals I People held under 
the Immigration Act and people held in police cells . 

Northern Ireland: (e) 10 immigration detainees and 
14 fine defaulters. 

Notes - Table 5 

REMINDER 

Where the item "Sentenced prisoners who have 
appealed or who are within the statutory time
limit for doing so" is left blank in the questionnaire 
for lack of available data - without any further 
information being provided - it is assumed that 
prisoners in this situation are included among 
"sentenced prisoners (final sentence)". In this case, 
neither rate (a) - percentage of prisoners not 
serving a final sentence- nor rate (b) - prisoners not 
serving a final sentence per 100000 inhabitants -
can be calculated . 

Where the item "Prisoners convicted but not yet 
sentenced" is left blank in the questionnaire for 
lack of available data -without any further infor
mation being provided- it is assumed that prisoners 
in this situation are included among "untried priso
ners (not yet convicted)". In this case, neither rate 
(c) - proportion of untried prisoners (not yet convic
ted), as a percentage- nor rate (d) - untried priso
ners (not yet convicted) per 100000 inhabitants -
can be calcu lated. 

Notes -Table 6 

Austria: The statistical system does not all ow the break
down of prisoners by main offence; therefore each 
prisoner is counted once for each offence included in 
his or her sentence (i .e. the counting unit is the offence, 
not the person). 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 
Republika Srpska: The breakdown of sentenced priso
ners by main offence has been indicated for a tota l of 
682 sentenced prisoners instead of the 637 indicated in 
column (d) of Table 4. 

Explanation: The statistical system does not allow the 
breakdown of prisoners by main offence; therefore 
each prisoner is counted once for each offence included 
in his or her sentence (i.e. the counting unit is the 
offence, not the person). 

Bu lgaria : The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
main offence has been indicated for a total of 5435 sen
tenced prisoners instead of the 7701 indicated in 
co lumn (d) of Table 4. 

Estonia: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
main offence has been indicated for a total of 3333 sen
tenced prisoners instead of the 3210 indicated in 
column (d) of Table 4. 
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I 1 liln t ion : The statistical system does not allow the 
l11 tlkdown of prisoners by main offence; therefore 
t 11 h prisoner is counted once for each offence included 
111 his or her sentence (i .e. the counting unit is the 
off nee, not the person). 

llnl nd: 

The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by main 
offence has been indicated for a total of 2764 sen
tenced prisoners instead of the 2774 indicated in 
column (d) of Table 4. 

Data relate to 1 May 2002. 

France: "Rape" includes rape and indecent assault. 

Germany: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners 
by main offence has been indicated for a total of 
60742 sentenced prisoners instead of the 60443 indica
ted in column (d) of Table 4 because it includes 299 pri
soners in preventive detention . 

Liechtenstein: According to a treaty between 
Liechtenstein and Austria, long-term prisoners usually 
serve their sentences in Austrian penal institutions. 
Therefore, they are not included in the statistics of 
Liechtenste in. 

Slovakia: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
ma in offence has been indicated for a total of 9182 sen
tenced prisoners instead of the 5665 indicated in 
co lumn (d) of Table 4. 

Possible explanation: The statistical system may not 
allow the breakdown of prisoners by main offence; 
therefore each prisoner would be counted once for 
each offence included in his or her sentence (i.e. the 
counting unit would be the offence, not the person). 

Spain: Figures for robbery are quite high because, 
accord ing to the Spanish Penal Code, theft with vio
lence (i.e. robbery according to other legislations) 
includes all kinds of burglary. 

Ukraine: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners 
by main offence has been indicated for a total of 
151712 sentenced prisoners instead of the 159678 indi
cated in column (d) of Table 4. 

United Kingdom 
England & Wales: Data relates to 30 June 2000. As a 
consequence, the breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
the length of the sentence has been indicated for a 
total of 53180 sentenced prisoners (on 30 June 2000) 
instead of the 57359 indicated in column (d) of Table 4 
(which relate to 31 August 2002). 

Notes - Table 7 

See Notes for Table 6 

Notes - Table 8 

Austria: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by the 
length of the sentence has been indicated for a total of 
5061 sentenced prisoners instead of the 5013 indicated 
in co lumn (d) of Table 4 because it includes prisoners 
serving administrative (short) sentences. 

Belgium: The computerised SIDIS detention system does 
not use the same categories as those proposed by 
SPACE. To reach the total of 4856 prisoners, therefore, 
the following categories of offenders must be added to 
those included in the Table : 

Persons sentenced to a correctional term of impri
sonment of more than five years : 20 (a category no 
longer used but which still applies to certain priso
ners) 

Offenders serving a fixed term criminal sentence 
(308) 

With regard to the latter point, the Belgian criminal 
code provides for three types of sentence : 

1. criminal - imprisonment, which may be for life or 
for a fixed term (from 5 to 30 years) 

2. correctional terms of imprisonment 

3. imprisonment for summary offences 

In the prison administration system fixed-term sen
tences in category (1) are not subdivided according to 
length, unlike sentences under (2) and (3). Fixed-term 
sentences are therefore recorded in their totality under 
a single heading . 

As a result, in the breakdown of prisoners according to 
length of sentence, relatively long sentences are under
represented. 

The figure in column (k) refers to a person sentenced to 
death before the abolition of the capital punishment 
whose situation has not been administratively settled. 

Finland: 

Data refer to 1 May 2002. 

The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by the 
length of the sentence has been indicated for a 
total of 2765 sentenced prisoners instead of the 
2774 indicated in column (d) of Table 4. 

- The 1622 prisoners in the category "more than one 
year" are distributed as follows : 

- one year to less than 2 years : 614 

- 2 years to less than 4 years: 518 

- 4 years to less than 8 years: 363 

- 8 years and over : 127 
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Germany: 

There are differences in the lower and upper limits of 
categories (d), (e), (f). (g) and (h). These are the limits 
that have been used: 

(d) 6 months to one year (instead of 6 months to less 
than one year) 

(e) more than one year to 2 years (instead of one year 
to less than 3 years) 

(f) more than 2 years to 5 years (instead of 3 years to 
less than 5 years) 

(g) more than 5 years to 10 years (instead of 5 years to 
less than 10 years) 

(h) more than 10 years to 15 years (instead of 10 years 
to less than 20 years) 

Greece: Breakdown of 3275 of the 6276 sentenced pri 
soners (final sentence) according to length of sentence 
(handed down) : 

- less than 6 months: 129 

- 6 months to less than one year: 196 

- one year to less than 2 years: 192 

- 2 years to less than 5 years : 540 

- 5 years to less than 10 years : 898 

10 years to less than 15 years: 556 

15 years and more : 448 

- Life imprisonment: 314 

- Death sentenced prisoners: 2 

The figure in co lumn (k) refers to persons sentenced to 
death before the abo liti on of capital punishment. 

Netherlands: 

- (g) 5 years to less than 12 years (instead of 5 years to 
less than 10 years) 

- (h) (i): 12 years and more (instead of 10 years and 
more) 

- The addition of all co lumns does not reach 100% 
(i .e. 5445 prisoners) because the length of the sen 
tence is unknown for 302 prisoners. 

Romania: The 23438 prisoners in the category "one 
year to less than 5 years" are distributed as follows: 
"one year to less than 2 years"= 4684; "2 years to less 
than 5 years" = 18754. 

Russia: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by the 
length of the sentence has been indicated for a total of 
755114 sentenced prisoners instead of the 770463 indi
cated in column (d) of Table 4. 

Slovakia: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
main offence has been indicated for a total of 9182 sen
tenced prisoners instead of the 5665 indicated in 
co lumn (d) of Table 4. 

Possible exp lanation : The statistica l system may not 
allow the breakdown of prisoners by main offence; 
therefore each prisoner would be counted once for 
each offence (i .e. the counting unit wou ld be the 
offence, not the person). 
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Slovenia: The minimum term is 15 days and the maxi
mum 15 years. The sentence of 30 years imprisonment 
may alternative ly be prescribed for the intentional 
committing of the most serious crimes. The Cr iminal 
Code does not provide life sentences. 

Spain : 

- Prisoners sentenced under the old Criminal Code 
(code of 1973) : "less than one month" (46), "one 
month to less than six months" (189), "si x months to 
less than six years" (2049), "six years to less than 
twelve years (1212), twelve years to less than 
twenty years (913), twenty to thirty years (963). 
Total : 5372 

- Prisoners sentenced under the new Criminal Code 
(code of 1995): "six months to less than three 
years" (11936), "three years to less than eight 
years" (13883), "eight years to less than fifteen 
years" (5844), "fifteen to less than twenty years" 
(1 045), "more than twenty years" (390). sentence 
of weekend arrest (444), fines (80), security mea
sures (person not criminally respons ibl e) (457). 
Total: 34079. 

Ukraine: 

The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by the 
length of the sentence has been indicated for a 
total of 151712 sentenced prisoners instead of the 
159678 indicated in column (d) of Table 4. 

- Death sentenced prisoners: Moratorium. 

United Kingdom 
England & Wales: Because of rounding while calcu la
t ing the f igures, the breakdown of sentenced prisoners 
by the length of the sentence has been indicated for a 
total of 57378 sentenced prisoners instead of the 57359 
indicated in column (d) of Table 4. 

Scotland: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by the 
length of the sentence excludes 243 prisoners recalled 
from supervised release orders. Thus, the breakdown 
has been indicated for a total of 4977 sentenced priso
ners instead of the 5220 indicated in column (d) of 
Table 4. 

Notes -Table 9 

- See notes on Table 8. 

- For some countries, the percentages do not add up 
to 100%. This is the case for: 

Belgium: 93,2 %, see notes on Table 8. 

Cyprus : 13 %, because only data on life imprison
ment is available. 

Estonia: 99,5%, because some data are not 
availab le. 

Netherlands: 94,7%, see notes on Table 8. 

Notes- Table 10: 

See Notes for Tables 8 and 9. 
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Notes- Table 11 : 

e Notes for Tables 8 and 9. 

Notes - Table 12 

atvia: 5186 entries and 3699 sentenced persons who 
have been sent from remand house to prisons during 
2001. 

Lithuania: Including all entries that must be excluded 
ccording to the explanation to this category, the total 

would be 35000. 

United Kingdom 
England and Wales: Data relate to 2000 (general 
remark for the whole of part 1.2 of the survey). 

Notes -Table 13 

Where we do not have the total number of days spent 
in penal institutions in 2001 we have used the total 
number of prisoners on 1 September 2001 as an esti
mate of the average number of prisoners in that year 
(source: SPACE 2001 ). This applies to Albania, Armenia, 
Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, Germany, Greece, Italy, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Moldova, Portugal, Romania, 
Russia, Ukraine, England and Wales, and Northern 
Ireland. For this reason, these figures are indicated in 
brackets. 

Notes - Table 14 

Andorra: No escape, but there was an attempted 
escape 

Denmark: 

(a) Number of escapes: 30 from closed penal institu
tions and 35 during administrative transfers. 

(b) Other forms of escape: 232 from open penal insti
tutions and 493 during authorised short-term 
absence (or leave). 

Finland: (b) Other forms of escape: 38 from open penal 
institutions and 357 during authorised short-term 
absence (or leave). 

Ireland: (b) Other forms of escape: 95 from open penal 
institutions. 

Latvia: (b) Other forms of escape: 12 from open penal 
institutions and 19 during authorised short-term 
absence (or leave). 

Moldova: (b) Other forms of escape: 111 from open 
penal institutions, 8 while in semi-detention, and 6 
during authorised short-term absence (or leave). 

Portugal: 

(a) Total number of escapes from closed or open esta
blishments, but not including escapes during home 
leave. 

(b) 206 escapes during home leave. 

Russ ia : (b) Other forms of escape: 285 from open penal 
institutions and 160 while in semi-detention. No data 
available on escapes during authorised short-term 
absence (or leave). 

Slovakia: (b) Other forms of escape: 1 while in semi
detention, and 5 during authorised short-term absence 
(or leave) . 

Slovenia: (b) 16 escapes from open institutions, 
76 escapes during leave, including 23 juveniles from the 
correctional home. 

Notes - Table 16 

For reasons that have not been explained, in some 
countries the total is less than the sum of the other 
headings. This applies to Armenia, Cyprus, Moldova 
and San Marino. 

In some other cases the total is greater than the sum 
of the other headings. This is because the total 
includes persons not covered by the headings in the 
questionnaire. This applies to Austria, Azerbaijan, 
Belgium, Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Georgia, 
Greece, Hungary, Norway, Portugal, Russia, 
Switzerland, Ukraine, England and Wales and 
Northern Ireland. 

Croatia: Total number of staff: The total includes 991 
employees working in "prison factories" that do not 
belong in the categories specified in the questionnaire. 

Czech Republic: The "staff responsible for workshops or 
vocational training" is included in the category "treat
ment staff". 

Denmark: Full-time staff and part-time staff on the basis 
of full-time equivalents. 

France: 

- The total number of staff also includes contractual 
staff in establishments and in the prison rehabilita
tion and probation services; 

Management staff include prison directors and 
directors of prison rehabilitation and probation 
services; 

Staff concerned with treatment include social ser
vices technical advisers, senior prison rehabilitation 
and probation service staff, social services assistants 
and rehabilitation and probation advisers; 

- The staff responsible for workshops and vocational 
training are called technical staff. 

Germany: Data relate to 31 March 2002 instead of 
1 September 2002 (general remark for the whole 
part 1.2 of the survey) 

Norway: 

lt is not possible to give an exact differentiation b
etween management and administrative staff for 
four reasons: 

1. The terms management and administration are not 
exactly defined terms. 
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2. The same person may execute administrative and 
management functions . 

3. Professional titles do not always reflect job descrip
tions. 

4. Security staff can also have administrative functions. 

- All figures relate to number of positions (or posts) 
and not persons. lt is not possible to separate 
full- from part-time staff. Each prison is al located a 
certain number of posts. Local management will 
decide if each post will be filled as one full -time or 
two part-time. 

Poland: Data relate to 30 June 2002. 

Romania: Detailed breakdown of custodia l staff 
(6522 persons): guards = 1980; escorts = 2505; sur
veillance = 2067 . 

Russia: Data relate to 30 January 2002. 

Sweden: 

Data about staff are estimated. 

- The total includes kitchen staff, cleaners, staff 
working with stores and staff working with buil 
dings. 

Most of the custodial staff are also working with 
treatment programmes. 

United Kingdom 
England and Wales: Other staff (industrials) = 3088. 

Notes - Table 17 

For reasons not explained, in the case of Moldova 
the total is less than the sum of the other headings. 

n other cases the total is greater than the sum of 
the other headings. This it because the total 
includes persons not covered by the headings in the 
questionnaire . This applies to Azerbaijan, Belgium, 
Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Czech 
Republic, Finland, Liechtenstein, Portugal, San 
Marino, Sweden, Switzerland, England and Wales, 
Northern Ireland and Scotland. 

Fin land: Part-time staff have not been calculated on 
the basis of "full-time equivalents" but on the basis of 
persons. 

Sweden : 

Data about staff are estimated. 

- The tota l includes kitchen staff, cleaners, staff 
working with stores and staff working with buil
dings. 

Most of the custodial staff are also working with 
treatment programmes. 

United Kingdom 
Eng land and Wales: Other staff (industrials)= 135. 
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Notes - Table 18 

See notes on Tables 16 and 17 (Table 17 is a combina
tion of those two tables) . 

Finland: As part-time staff (Table 16 : 66 persons) have 
not been calcu lated on the basis of "full-time equiva
lents" but on the basis of persons, the total s presented 
here overestimate slightly the real totals. 

Notes - Tab le 19 

See Notes on Tables 16 and 17. 

For some countries the sum of the different catego
ries is less than 100%. This is because the tota l of 
staff working in penal institutions includes persons 
not covered by the headings in the questionnaire. 

For countr ies where the sum of the different cate
gories of staff would have given a total greater 
than the total number of staff indicated (that is 
more than 1 00%), we have calculated a new total 
that only takes account of the persons indicated by 
the country for each category of staff in the Table. 
This applies to Armenia, Cyprus and Moldova (see 
also the notes on Tables 16 and 17). 

Notes - Table 20 

Armenia: Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration : 68 doctors and 
9 teachers. 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 
Federation: Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration : 10 doctors and 
4 instructors. 

Cyprus: Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration : 1 teacher, 1 
doctor, 1 social worker and 1 psychologist. 

Estonia: Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration : 59 teachers. 

Finland: Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: 300 teachers, 3 
deacons and 2 clergymen (not Lutheran). 

France: (a) The staff assigned to the national prison 
administrat ion exclude staff of the genera l administra
tion and equ ipment directorate of the Ministry of 
Justice. 

Georgia: Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: 11 teachers, 98 
doctors and 1088 perimeter guards. 

Iceland: Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: 1,5 doctors, 1 
nurse, 4 teachers and 5 kitchen personnel. 

Ireland: Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: 215 teachers 
and 44 probation and we lfare staff. 
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11 ly: Staff work ing in penal institutions, but not 
l' ltlp loyed by the prison administration: 5272 health
' 11 staff, 726 experts in psychology, 112 experts in 
(Jiminology and 212 chap lains (catholic religion) . 

I tvi a: Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
•mployed by the prison administration: 63 teachers 
(linanced by the Latvian Ministry of Education, foreign 
lunds and organisations) and 576 perimeter guards. 

uxembourg: Staff working in penal institutions, but 
not employed by the prison administration: 16 medical 
.1nd paramedical staff and medical secretariat, 9 teachers, 
17 unemployed persons employed by the employment 

rv ice of the Ministry of Labour and Employment and 
I manual workers employed under the "disabled 
workers" provisions. 

Norway: 

(a) The Department of Corrections in the Ministry of 
Justice has 47 positions but these, col lectively, admi
nister both prison and probation services. Some 
tasks w ill be exc lusive ly prison or probation whi lst 
others wil l relate to both services. lt is therefore 
impossible to measure how much time each 
employee spends on either service but at a very 
rough estimate 75% (of 47=35,2) of time is spent on 
prison matters. 

(d) The "import model" is employed consistently 
and the relevant authority supplies all health and 
teaching services, etc. The number of persons invol 
ved w ill vary greatly at different times and the 
Prison Administration collates no such statistics. 

Slovenia: Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison adm inistration: 33 doctors and 
4 teachers. 

Spain: Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: 4206 NGO 
representatives (Non- governmental organisations) . 

"The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia": Staff 
working in penal institutions, but not employed by the 
prison adm inistration: 31 security staff. 

Ukraine: Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: 589 teachers. 

United Kingdom 
Northern Ireland: Staff working in penal institutions, 
but not employed by the prison administration : 20 tea
chers, 23 probation staff, 2,5 doctors, nurses and 
dentists. 
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Appendices 
Italy 
Data concern ing juvenile institutions 

A. Population of penal institutions for minors on 1 September 2002 

1 September 2002 Numbers 

1 total number of prisoners (includ ing pre-trial detainees) 461 

2 total capacity of penal institutions I prisons 622 

3 median age of the prison population (including pre-trial-detainees) 17.7 

4 number of prisoners under 18 years of age (including pre-tria l detainees 240 

5 number of prisoners 181ess to less than 21 years of age 221 

6 number of female prisoners (including pre-trial detainees) 40 

7 number of foreign prisoners (including pre-trial detainees) 231 

8. Breakdown of prisoners (including pre-tr ial detainees) by legal status 

1 September 2002 Numbers 

8.0 total number of prisoners (including pre-trial detainees) 461 

8.1 number untried (i.e. no court decision yet reached) 211 

8.2 number convicted, but not yet sentenced ---

8.3 number of sentenced prisoners who have appealed or who are 
with in the statutory limit to do so 78 

8.4 number of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) 172 

8.5 other cases (specify the make-up of the category "other cases") 

9. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by main offence 

1 September 2002 Numbers 

9.0 number of sentenced prisoners (fina l sentence) 172 

9.1 homicide (including attempts) 12 

9.2 assau lt 3 

9.3 Rape 2 

9.4 Robbery 57 

9.5 other types of theft 42 

9.6 drug offences 33 

9.7 other 23 

10. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by length of the sentence 

1 September 2002 Numbers 

10.0 number of sentenced prisoners 172 

10.1 less than 1 month 0 

10.2 1 month to less than 3 months 8 

10.3 3 months to less than 6 months 12 

10.4 6 months to less than one year 23 

10.5 one year to less than 3 years 69 

10.6 3 years to less than 5 years 39 

10.7 5 years to less than 10 years 17 

10.8 10 years to less than 20 years 4 

10.9 20 years and over 0 

10.10 life imprisonment *** 
10.11 death sentenced prisoners *** 
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Other information 
11 .-12. Entries to penal institutions I prisons in the year 2001 

Year 2001 

11 Total number of entries in 2001 

12 number of entries before final sentence, in 2001 

1 . Total number of days spent in penal institutions/prisons 

Year 2001 

13 Total number of days spent in penal institutions/prisons in 2001 
(including pre-tria l-detention) 

14. Number of escapes 

14.1 

14.2 

Year 2001 

Number of escapes, in 2001 (by convicted prisoners or pre-trial 
detainees under the supervision of the prison administration) from a 
closed penal institution or during administrative transfer 

' ' 
(e g to/from a court another penal institution a hospital) 

Other forms of escape in 2001 (absconding or runn ing off) for example: 
-by prisoners in open institutions (e.g. work farms); 
-semi -detention; 
-during authorised short-term absence (or leave) from all types of 
institutions (including closed prisons). 

15. Number of deaths 

Year 2001 

15.1 Total number of deaths in penal institution I prison in 2001 (including 
pre-trail detainees and sentenced prisoners who died in hospital) 

15.2 Number of suicides in penal institution I prison in 2001 (including 
pre-trail detainees and sentenced prisoners who died in hospital) 

C. Prison staff on 1 September 2002 

Numbers 

1.644 

1.407 

Numbers 

177.755 

Numbers 

3 

16 

Numbers 

0 

1 

17. Full-time staff working in penal institutions, omitting part-time staff (and also omitting staff not employed by the 
prison administration) 

On 1 September 2002 Numbers 

17 .0 Total number of staff* 993 

17.1 Management staff 17 

17 .2 Custodial staff (excluding staff already included in 17.1) 732 

17.3 Treatment staff (including medical staff, psychologists, social 
workers, teachers /educators, etc.), excluding staff already 
included in 17.1 or 17.2 123 

17.4 Staff responsible for workshops or vocationa l training, 
excluding staff already included in 17.1 to 17.3 

17 .5 Administration staff, excluding staff already included in 17.1 to 17.4 106 

* The total number of staff also includes 15 workmen. 
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ff working in penal institutions at 1 18. Part-time sta 
administratio 

September 2002 (omitting staff not employed by the prison 
n) 

On 1 S eptember 2002 Number 

18.0 Totaln umber of staff 6 

18.1 Manag ement staff 0 

18.2 Custod ial staff (excluding staff already included in 18.1) 0 

18.3 Treatm ent staff (including medical staff, psychologists, socia l workers, 
rs /educators, etc.), excluding staff already teache 

includ ed in 18.1 or 18.2 

18.4 Staff r 
exclud 

esponsible for workshops or vocational training, 
ing staff already included in 18.1 to 18.3 

6 

0 

18.5 Admin istration staff, excluding staff already included in 18.1 to 18.4 0 

19. Staff working in penal institutions but not employed by the prison admin istration 

On 1 S eptember 2002 

rs 19. Docto 

Teache rs 

Staff r esponsible for vocational training 

Others 

Number 

17 

40 

60 

50 

20. Staff working 
working in pe 

at the national prison administration or in regional prison administration offices and other staff not 
nal institutions (e.g. at food or equipment storage depots) 

On 1 S eptember 2002 

20.1 Staff a t the national prison administration 

20.2 Staff i n regional prison administration offices 

20.3 Other staff working not in penal institutions but e.g. 
in star age depots - of food, equipment, etc. 

Notes: 

nforcement of cond it ions imposed on - In Italy, the e 
minors, both 
entrusted not 
per i minoren 
but also to ot 
accog/ienza, c 
minorenni). 

awaiting trial and after convict ion, is 
only to juvenile prisons (istituti penali 
ni), to which t he questionnaire refers, 

- In part icular, t 
institutions (so 
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her penal institutions (centri di prima 
omunita, uffici di servizio sociale per i 

he Juvenile Court can entrust to open 
-called comunita) both minors awaiting 

Numbers 

152 

210 

trial, for precautionary measures, and convicted 
minors, for alternative measures. 

- In 2001, there were 1,339 entries to comunita, of 
which 972 were for precautionary measures and 
17 were for alternat ive measures. As of June 30, 
2002, there were 366 minors in comunita. 

- As for the staff, there were 965 working in the other 
penal institutions, on 1 September 2002 . 
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prison Canada 

1.1 Population of penal institutions (29.9.2002) 

total number of prisoners 13528 Prison density per 100 places 98.0 

total capacity of penal institutions 13809 

median age of the prison population 36.5 

number of prisoners under 18 yea rs of age 

number of prisoners 18 to less 
% Prisoners aged under 18 0.0 

than 21 years of age 407 % Prisoners 18 to less than 21 years 3.0 

number of female prisoners 403 % of female prisoners 3.0 -
number of foreign prisoners 685 % of foreign pri soners 5.1 

-
Breakdown of prisoners by legal status 

-
Tota l number of prisoners 13528 

number untried (i.e. no court decision yet reached) *** 

number convicted, but not yet sentenced *** 
-

number of sentenced prisoners who have appealed or who are within the statutory limit to do so *** 
-

number of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) 13528 
-

other cases (Specify the make-up of the category "other cases") *** -
-
- Breakdown of sentenced prisoners by main offence 

number of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) 13528 

not homicide (including attempts) 3408 % homicide (including attempts) 25 .2 

assault 1459 % assau lt 10.8 

- Rape 1453 % rape 10.7 

- robbery 3147 %robbery 23.3 

- other types of theft 966 % other types of theft 7. 1 

drug offences 1186 % drugs 8.8 -
other 1909 % ether cases 14.1 

-
Breakdown of sentenced prisoners by length of sentence 

:ed number of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) 13528 

less than 1 month *** % less than 1 month *** 
of 
nd 1 month to less than 3 months *** % 1 month to less than 3 months *** 

30, 3 months to less than 6 months *** % 3 months to less than 6 months *** 

6 months to less than one year *** % 6 months to less than one year *** 
'er 

one year to less than 3 years *** % one year to less than 3 years *** 

3 years to less than 5 years 6131 % 3 years to less than 5 years 45.3 

5 years to less than 10 years 2961 % 5 yea rs to less than 10 yea rs 21.9 

10 years to less than 20 years 1263 % 10 yea rs to less than 20 years 9.3 

20 years and over 382 % 20 years and over 2.8 

life imprisonment 2791 % life imprisonment 20.6 

death sentenced prisoners *** % death sentenced prisoners *** 
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1.2 Flow of entries, length of imprisonment, escapes and deaths in 2001 

total number of entries in 2001 8812 

number of entries before final sentence, 
in 2001 376 

Total number of days spent in penal 
institutions prisons, in 2001 (including 
pre-trial detention) 6034559 

Number of escapes, in 2001 from a closed 
penal institution or during administrative 
transfer 50 

Other forms of escape in 2001 3330 

Total number of deaths in penal institution 
in 2001 I prison 51 

Number of suicides in pena l institutions/ 
prisons in 2001 12 

Notes 

- Data relate to the federal system only. 

Information on items in part 1.1 for 29 September 
2002; 

- The total number of prisoners also includes prisoners 
under provincial jurisdiction; 

- Sentences of 3 years to less than 5 years : the figure 
shows the number of persons sentenced to 2 years to 
less than 5 years (the original lower limit has been 
modified to reflect federal jurisdiction, that is 
persons sentenced to two or more years' imprison
ment); 

- Number of entries before final sentence, in 2001 : 
includes offenders whose entry is based on revoca
tion of parole with outstanding charges; 
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Entries before final sentence, in % 4.3 

Indicator of the average length of 
imprisonment (in months) 22.5 

Rate of escape per 1 0'000 prisoners 30.2 

%of suicides compared to the total 
number of deaths 23.5 

Mortality rate per 1 0'000 prisoners 30.8 

Suicide rate per 1 0'000 prisoners 7.3 

Number of deaths in 2001 
(suicides excluded) 39.0 

Mortality rate per 10'000 prisoners 
(suicides excluded) 23.6 

- Cell occupation is used to establish the number of 
days spent by offenders in a pena l institution; 

- Other forms of escape: the number indicated is that 
of suspension warrants (3289) issued for which the 
date of execution was more than one day later than 
the date of issue. The computer system does not 
make it possib le to identify those who were genui 
nely at large. This is therefore an estimate of the 
number of persons unlawfully at large following 
authorised temporary absence. The number of 
persons at large fo llowing authorised temporary 
absence (41) is also given. 
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Space 11 -Council of Europe penal statistics 2001 
survey on community sanctions and measures (CSM) 
by Marcelo F. Aebi 
Professor of Criminology and Research Methods in Criminology, 
Andalusian Institute of Criminology, University of Seville, Spain 

The present version of SPACE 11 concerns community 
sanctions and measures (CSMs) ordered in 2001. SPACE 
11 covers only those measures and sanctions applied in 
the community, as defined by the Council of Europe. 
According to Recommendation No. R (92) 16, CSMs are 
to be understood as "sanctions and measures which 
maintain the offender in the community and involve 
some restriction of his/her liberty through the imposi
tion of conditions and/or obligations, and which are 
impl emented by bodies designated in law for that pur
pose." The term, furthermore, "designates any sanction 
imposed by a court or a judge, and any measure taken 
before or instead of a decision or a sanction as we ll as 
ways of enforcing a sentence of imprisonment outside 
a prison estab lishment". 

Arrangements for their implementation must entail 
some form of assistance and supervision in the commu
nity (fines or suspended sentences without supervis ion 
are therefore not CSMs). SPACE 11 is not designed to 
cover all CSMs. lt does not cover the sanctions and mea
sures provided for in juvenile criminal law. lt only 
concerns measures taken subsequent to the passing of 
a sentence. In some countries the prosecuting authori
ties can choose to impose certa in measures which are 
"taken before or instead of a decision on a sanction" . 
Such measures are not covered by SPACE 11 . 

Specific comments 

- The CSMs must have been ordered as principal and 
not supp lementary penalti es . 

SPACE 11 concerns statistics for the CSMs ordered in 
year n, irrespective of the date of enforcement 
(yearn, subsequent year or not enforced at all) . 

SPACE 11 does not cover measures taken in favour of 
a prisoner prior to release from a penal institution 
(semi -liberty for example, unless such measures 
were ordered ab initio). 

SPACE 11 does not cover post-prison supervisory, sup
port or probation measures applied to offenders in 
the community once they have served their sen
tence. 

Sanctions and measures registered 

1. Conditional deferral of a sentence: postponement 
of the passing of a sentence for a given period in order 
to assess the convicted person's conduct over that 
period. 
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2. Treatment ordered ab initio for : 

a. drug-dependent offenders 

b. alcoholics 

c. offenders with mental disorders 

d. persons convicted of a sexua l offence. 

3. Compensation ordered ab initio by a cr iminal court 
(money payable by the offender to the victim in 
damages). 

4. Community service: 

a. a sanction in its own right after an offender has 
been found guilty 

b. a sanct ion in cases where a fully suspended prison 
sentence has been passed 

c. a sanction imposed in the case of non-payment of a 
fine 

d. unsuspended custod ial sentence, fo ll owed by com
munity service after release 

e. commun ity service performed as part of probation 
(sanction in its own right) or other forms of com
munity service. 

5. Probation: 

a. a sanction in its own right after an offender has 
been found guilty (without the passing of a sen
tence of imprisonment), 

b. a fully suspended prison sentence is passed 

c. a partially suspended prison sentence is passed . 

lt is recalled that these sentences must entai l 
assistance and supervision in the community. 

6. Enforcement, in the commun ity, of a sentence 
involving deprivation of liberty under an electronic 
monitoring scheme (measure ordered ab initio). 

7. Semi -liberty ordered ab initio. 

8. Conditional release of an offender before comple
tion of the sentence. 

9. Combined sanctions and measures, other than 
those mentioned in item S.c: unsuspended custodia l 
sentences, followed by treatment ordered ab initio for: 

a. drug-dependent offenders 

b. alcoholics 

c. offenders with mental disorders 

d. persons convicted of a sexua l offence. 
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10. Other sanctions and measures which the respon
dt nl considers important in statistical terms and w hich 

11• not covered by the preceding categories . 

I or purposes of comparison, data were also collected 
nn prison sentences w ithout either partial or full 
u pensions, specifying length of sentence. 

l1r sentation of the statistical data 

nventions 

l se 1 - When the comp leted questionna ire expl icitly 
ndicates that the CSM does not exist in the legislation 
r a state, the entry in the tables is "***" meaning 

"question not app licable" . 

se 2 - When the completed questionnaire explicit ly 
Ind icates that the CSM exists in the legislation of a state 
but that it was not ordered during the reference year, 
the entry in the tab les is "0" . 

ase 3 -When the completed questionnaire exp licitly 
Indicates that the CSM ex ists in the legislation of a state 
but that relevant statistical data are not available, the 
ntry in the tab les is .. . . 

Case 4 - When the comp leted questionnaire indicates 
that there is provision for CSM but that the definition 
of the latter does not correspond with the definition 
used by SPACE, the entry in the tab les is: ( ... ). Where a 
ountry has provided figures, they are given in 

brackets. 

Case 5- When it cannot be decided whether the situa
tion is as specified in Cases 1 to 4 "--- "are entered . This 
is done when the questionnaire box is left blank or 
bea rs a symbol of imprecise meaning (e.g . "I", "- "). 

To sum up : 

*** Question not applicable 

0 No CSM ordered, but it exists in law 

Statistics not avai lable, but the CSM exists in 
law 

( .. . ) There is provision in legislation for CSM but 
the defin it ion is not the same as the one used by 
SPACE. Wherever possib le, differences are exp lained 
in the notes on the tab les. 

[---]Unable to decide between the above options. 
I ----------------------------------~ 

The total numbers for the ten categories of sanctions or 
measures defined above are given in Tab le 1. 

Tab les 2, 3 and 4 contain the data concerning prison 
sentences without full or partial suspension. These 
provide a means of comparison for determining the fre
quency with which the various CSMs are applied . 

On that basis we have calculated two indices: a global 
frequency index (GFI) obtained by f ind ing the ratio of 
the number of CSMs in each category ordered in 2001 
to the number of prison sentences w ithout full or par
tial suspension ordered the same year (figure per 1 00), 
and a specific frequency index (SF!), calculated as 
before but including only sentences of less than one 
year in the denominator. 

Both indices are expressed as a percentage. According ly, 
the GFI represents the number of CSM in each category 
ordered for every 100 custodial sentences, without full 
or partial suspension, handed down in the same year. 
The SFI represents the number of CSM in each category 
ordered for every 100 custodial sentences of less than 
one year, without full or partial suspension, handed 
down in the same year. 

The GFI figures for each of the main categories are 
given in Tab le 5 and the SFI figures on Table 6 Note, 
however, that they are not calcu lated in respect of 
conditional releases (see below). 

Tables 7-11 dea l with CSMs w hich may take different 
forms : treatment ordered, community service, proba
tion, comb ined sanct ions and measures, and others. 

Measures of conditional release (CR) have undergone 
special processing (Table 12). GFI and SFI figures are not 
at all meaningful for these measures, which apply to 
prisoners serving a custodial sentence. lt is more ins
tructive to work out a ratio between the number of CRs 
for the year and the average number of prisoners eli
gib le for them, using as the denominator the number 
of f inally sentenced prisoners present at 1.9.1999 given 
in SPACE I. At all events this does not represent a "rate 
of award", as not all prisoners serving sentences neces
sari ly fulfil the prescribed cond itions to be granted 
cond itional re lease. 

Measures of central tendency 

In the tables containing ratios or percentages for at 
least 10 countries we have used the following measures 
to clarify further the distribution of data : 

a. Average: the arithmetic average or arithmetic mean 
is the sum of the data provided divided by the num
ber of countries having supplied them . Very high or 
very low values can have a pronounced effect on 
the average, which is why we have also indicated 
the median as a measure of central tendency; 

b. Median: the median is the value which divides the 
data provided by the countries into two equal 
groups. 50% of countries wi ll be above the median 
and the other 50% be low it. The med ian is not 
affected by very high or very low values . 

c. minimum: the lowest value in the table; 

d. maximum: the highest value in the table. 

Validation procedure 

We have introduced a validation procedure into this 
edition of SPACE 11. We noticed certain inconsistencies 
in some of the comp leted questionnaires. Sometimes 
these were just minor prob lems, caused by typing errors 
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when the figures were being entered; sometimes the 
data did not seem to be entire ly consistent throughout 
the questionnaire; sometimes the sum of the cells did 
not coincide with the totals given in the tables; and 
sometimes, when calculating the ratios per 100,000 
inhabitants or the GFI and SFI indices, we noticed ano
malous data (outliers), ie extreme values which were 
difficult, if not impossible, to explain. 

Accordingly, we asked for further clarification and veri
fication from 11 of the 29 countries which had sent in 
replies. Six of these responded to our questions. In most 
cases, it was possible to correct the data, but in others, 
it was necessary to add explanations, sometimes very 
detailed, for certain data which might otherwise have 
seemed inconsistent. For those countries which did not 
respond to our questions, we have added some notes to 
those tables containing implausible data. Readers are 
therefore advised to read the notes to the various 
tables. 

Lastly, despite considerable effort to identify errors 
and inconsistencies, some may have been missed. In 
addition, it should be pointed out that it was not 
always possible to correct satisfactorily the erro rs and 
inconsistencies. 
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General Notes 

1) Population figures 

- The 2001 population f igure was arrived at by ca lcu
lating the average popul ation based on figures as 
at 1 January 2001 and 1 January 2002. The figures 
come from "Recent demographic developments in 
Europe 2001" and "Recent demographic devel
opments in Eu rope 2002", Council of Europe 
Publishing, Strasbourg. 

For the population of Scotland, we have used 
figures provided by our national correspondent, 
reflecting the population as at 30 June 2000 (the 
most recent figures available). 

2) Reference year 

Poland: Figures for 2000 (instead of 2001). 

3) Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Only one of the two Entities of wh ich Bosnia and 
Herzegovina is composed, the Federation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina (the Federation), has provided figures. 
The other Entity, Republika Srpska, has not. 
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Table 1. Community sanctions and measures ordered in 2001 : numbers 

Treatment Compensa- Community 
Deferral ordered tion service Probation 

ab initio order 

Alban ia 
Andorra *** 0 158 0 472 
Armenia 
Austria *** *** *** *** .. . 
Azerbai jan *** *** *** 0 *** 
Belgium (3357) *** *** 3567 4177 
Bosn ia and 
Herzegovina : 
Federation *** 92 *** *** [ ---] 
Bu lgaria 
Croatia 
Cyprus ... ... ... 0 179 
Czech Republic 32817 ... ... (8835) .. . 
Denmark *** 2007 *** 4238 1820 
Estonia [---] [ ---] . .. [ ---] [ ---] 
Fin land 
France 
Georgia 
Germany *** 3510 84552 ... ... 
Greece 
Hungary 264 *** ... ... .. . 
Ice land 0 .. . ... (142) 17 
Ire land 
Ita ly *** *** *** *** *** 
Latvia *** 1014 *** ... .. . 
Liechtenstein 
Lithuania 10245 *** 1800 155 *** 
Luxembourg 31 *** (116) 275 ... 
Ma lta 
Moldova *** *** 6029 ... ... 
Netherlands 23001 *** 8488 (22416) *** 
Norway ... ... .. . 766 12440 
Poland 143497 *** 25284 171662 ... 
Portugal *** 31 *** ... ... 
Romania *** 246 *** *** ... 
Russia 
San Marino 
Slovakia 16431 429 *** *** *** 
Slovenia *** 36 *** *** ... 
Spain 
Sweden (9434} *** 4320 6429 ... 
Switzerland *** *** (4027) .. . ... 
"the former 
Yugos lav Repub lic 
of Macedonia" 2421 [---] [---] [---] [ --- ] 

Turkey .. . .. . ... ... .. . 
Ukra ine 
United Kingdom : 
Eng land and Wales 
Northern Ire land 
Scotland .. . ... 1138 4869 8171 

Electronic Semi-liberty Conditional Combined 
monitoring ordered re lease sanctions 

ab initio & measures 

0 0 9 8 

*** *** 1165 *** 
*** *** 1423 *** 
*** *** 832 *** 

*** *** [ ---] 21 

*** *** *** *** 
*** *** 4264 ... 
*** *** 1400 *** 
[---] [---] .. . [---] 

17190 *** ... ... 

*** *** *** .. . 
*** *** 100 0 

*** 39 35 *** 
*** *** 734 .. . 

*** *** 1829 *** 
*** *** 28 ... 

*** 232 *** ... 
[ ---] *** *** *** 
*** *** 3710 *** 
*** 14796 15977 *** 

*** 1903 *** .. . 
*** *** 25512 40 

*** *** 1700 ... 
*** *** (467) *** 

*** *** 5235 *** 
( ... ) *** *** ... 

[---] [ ---] 333 [ ---] 
*** *** .. . .. . 

201 *** 340 ... 
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Table 2. Number of prison sentences ordered in 2001 (without full or partial suspension) per 100 000 inhabitants 

Number of Number of inhabitants Prison 
prison sentences (average in 2001) sentence rat e 

in thousands per 100 000 inhabitants 

Albania 

Andorra 66 66 100 
Armenia 

Austria 5718 8 130 70 
Azerbaijan 14949 8 111 184 
Belgium 12003 10 263 117 
Bosnia and Herzegovina: 
Federation 920 3 900 24 
Bulgaria 

Croatia 

Cyprus 1318 762 173 
Czech Republic 12533 10 268 122 
Denmark 9489 5 359 177 
Estonia *** .. . ... 
Fi n land 

France 

Georgia 

Germany 40753 82 345 49 
Greece 

Hungary *** ... .. . 
Iceland 306 285 107 
Ireland 

Italy *** .. . ... 
Latvia 3272 2 355 139 
Liechtenstein 

Lithuania 10406 3 481 299 
Lu xembourg 408 442 92 
Malta 

Moldova 7061 3 631 194 
Netherlands 21910 16 046 137 
Norway 8441 4 514 187 
Poland (30687) 38 638 79 
Portugal 5118 10 299 50 
Romania 33955 22 430 151 
Russia 

San Marino 

Slovakia 4332 5 379 81 
Slovenia 1197 1 992 60 
Spain 
Sweden 12793 8 896 144 
Switzerland *** .. . ... 
"the former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia " 4555 2 03 5 224 
Turkey *** ... ... 
Ukraine 

United Kingdom : 

England and Wales 
Northern Ireland 

Scotland (16498) 5 115 323 

Average 137 
Median 130 
Minimum 24 
Maximum 323 
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Table 3.1 Prison sentences ordered in 2001 (without full or partial suspension): breakdown according to I 11 J h/ 
numbers 

Less One year 3 years to 5 years to 10 years to 20 years Lif 
than to less than less than less than less than and sent n 

one year 3 years 5 years 10 years 20 years over 

Albania 
Andorra 46 15 2 2 1 0 *** 
Armenia 
Austria 4096 1212 222 181 7 
Azerbai jan 205 1402 5006 5580 2598 0 158 
Belg ium 10203 1417 264 71 25 *** 22 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina: 
Federation 259 216 109 195 135 6 [ ---] 
Bu lga ria 
Croatia 
Cyprus 805 438 49 16 9 0 1 
Czech Republic 8407 3563 562 1 
Denmark 8645 629 109 99 *** 3 
Estonia [---] [---] [---] [---] 47 [---] 2 
Finland 
France 
Georgia 
Germany 24929 10990 3161 1364 202 ... 107 
Greece 
Hungary ... ... .. . ... .. . ... .. . 
Ice land 245 42 8 7 4 0 0 
Ire land 
Ita ly ... .. . ... ... .. . ... .. . 
Latvia 386 2042 386 281 57 *** 1 
Liechtenstein 
Lithuania 817 3373 2353 2765 1010 9 0 
Luxembourg 251 157 
Ma lta I 
Moldova 41 506 1557 3110 1801 46 
Netherlands 19658 1410 555 243 43 0 0 
Norway 7624 611 114 *** ... ... ... 
Poland 13996 13054 2411 836 195 49 12 
Portuga l 782 1657 1149 1267 238 25 *** 

Romania 7079 .. . ... 3242 473 288 8 
Russia 
San Marino 
Slovakia [ ---] [---] [---] [ ---] [---] [---] [ ---] 
Sloven ia 814 270 79 29 5 0 *** 

Spain 
Sweden 10961 1822 *** 10 
Switzerland ... ... ... ... ... . .. .. . 
"the former 
Yugos lav Repub lic 
of Macedonia" 3716 723 77 31 8 *** *** 

Turkey ... ... ... .. . ... ... . .. 
Ukraine 
United Kingdom: 
ng land and Wales 

Northern Ire land 

otland 14487 1326 358 264 29 0 34 
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Table 3.2 Prison sentences ordered in 2001 (without fu ll or partial suspension): br kd wn 
percentages 

rdlng to length/ 

Less One year 3 years to 5 years to 10 y ar t 20 y rs Li fe 
than to less than less than less t han less than nd sentence 

one year 3 years 5 years 10 yea rs 20 ye rs ov r 

Albania 
Andorra 69,7 22,7 3,0 3,0 1, 5 0,0 *** 
Armenia 
Austria 71,6 21 ,2 3,9 3,2 0,1 
Azerbaijan 1,4 9,4 33,5 37,3 17,4 0,0 1,1 
Belgium 85,0 11,8 2, 2 0,6 0,2 *** 0,2 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina : 
Federation 28,2 23,5 11,8 21,2 14,7 0, 7 [ ---] 
Bulgaria 
Croatia 
Cyprus 61,1 33, 2 3,7 1,2 0,7 0,0 0,1 
Czech Republ ic 67,1 28,4 4,5 0,01 
Denmark 91,1 6,6 1,1 1,0 *** 0,0 
Estonia [---] [---) [---) [ ---) ... [---) ... 
Finland 
France 
Georgia 
Germany 61,2 27,0 7,8 3, 3 0,5 ... 0,3 
Greece 
Hungary .. . .. . .. . ... ... .. . .. . 
Iceland 80,1 13,7 2,6 2,3 1,3 0,0 0,0 
Ireland 
Italy 
Latvia 11,8 62,4 15,4 8,6 1,7 *** 0,0 
Liechtenstein 
Lithuania 7,9 32,4 22,6 26,6 9,7 0,1 0,0 
Lu xembourg 61,5 38,5 
Malta 
Moldova 0,6 7,2 22,1 44,0 25,5 0,7 
Netherlands 89,7 6,4 2, 5 1,1 0, 2 0,0 0,0 
Norway 90,3 7,2 1,4 *** ... .. . .. . 
Poland 45,6 42,5 7,9 2,7 0,6 0,2 0,04 
Portugal 15,3 32,4 22,5 24,8 4,7 0,5 *** 
Romania 20,8 ... .. . 9,5 1,4 0,8 0,02 
Russia 
San Marino 
Slovakia [-- -) [ ---) [ ---) [--- ) [ ---) [ ---) [---) 
Slovenia 68,0 22,6 6,6 2,4 0,4 0,0 *** 
Spain 
Sweden 85,7 14,2 *** 0,1 
Sw itzerland ... .. . ... .. . .. . .. . ... 
"the former 
Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia" 81,6 15,9 1,7 0,7 0,2 *** *** 
Turkey ... .. . .. . ... .. . ... ... 
Ukraine 
United Kingdom: 
England and Wales 
Northern Ireland 
Scotland 87,8 8,0 2,2 1,6 0,2 0,0 0,2 

Average 55,8 21,4 9,2 11,2 3,5 0,2 0,2 
Median 67,1 21,2 3,9 3,0 1,0 0,0 0,1 
Minimum 0,6 6,4 1,1 0,6 0,2 0,0 0,0 
Maximum 91,1 62,4 33,5 44,0 17,4 0,8 1,1 
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Table 3.3 Prison sentences ordered in 2001 (without full or partial suspension): breakdown according to length/ 
cumulated frequencies in % 

Total Less than 1 year and 3 years and 5 years and 10 years and 20 years and Life 
sentences one year over (of over (of over (of over (of s over (of sentence 

(Tab. 3.2) determinate determinate determinate determinate determinate (Tab. 3.2) 
duration) duration) duration) duration) duration) 

Albania 
Andorra 100.0 69.7 30.3 7.6 4.5 1.5 0.0 *** 
Armenia 
Austria 100.0 71 .6 28.2 7.0 3.2 .. . ... 0.1 
Azerbaijan 100.0 1.4 97.6 88.2 54.7 17.4 0.0 1.1 
Belgium 100.0 85 .0 14.8 3.0 0.8 0.2 *** 0.2 
Bosnia and Herzegovina : 
Federation 100.0 28.2 71.8 48.4 36.5 15.3 0.7 [ ---] 
Bulgaria 
Croatia 
Cyprus 100.0 61 .1 38.8 5.6 1.9 0.7 0.0 0.1 
Czech Republic 100.0 67 .1 32 .9 ... 4.5 ... ... 0.01 
Denmark 100.0 91.1 8.8 2.2 1.0 *** 0.0 ... 
Estonia ... [---] [ ---] [ ---] [---] [---] [---] ... 
Finland 
France 
Georgia 
Germany 100.0 61 .2 38.6 11 .6 3.8 0.5 ... 0.3 
Greece 
Hungary ... ... ... ... .. . ... ... .. . 
Iceland 100.0 80.1 19.9 6.2 3.6 1.3 0.0 0.0 
Ireland 
Italy .. . ... ... ... ... ... .. . ... 
Latvia 100.0 11 .8 88.2 25 .8 10.3 1.7 *** 0.0 
Liechtenstein 
Lithuania (99.2) 7.9 91.4 59.0 36.4 9.8 0.1 0.0 
Luxembourg 100.0 61.5 38.5 ... ... ... ... ... 
Malta 
Moldova 100.0 0.6 98.8 91.6 69.6 25.5 ... 0.7 
Netherlands 100.0 89.7 10.3 3.8 1.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 
Norway 98.9 90.3 8.6 1.4 *** ... ... .. . 
Poland (99.6) 45.6 53 .9 11.4 3.5 0.8 0.2 0.04 
Portugal 100.0 15.3 84.7 52.3 29.9 5.1 0.5 *** 
Romania 32.7 20.8 ... ... 11.8 2.2 0.8 0.02 
Russia 
San Marino 
Slovakia ... [---] [ ---] [ ---] [ ---] [---] [ ---] [ ---] 
Slovenia 100.0 68.0 32.0 9.4 2.8 0.4 0.0 *** 
Spain 
Sweden 100.0 85.7 14.2 *** 0.1 .. . ... .. . 
Switzerland ... ... ... .. . ... ... ... .. . 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 100.0 81.6 18.4 2.5 0.9 0.2 *** *** 
Turkey .. . ... .. . .. . ... ... ... ... 
Ukraine 
United Kingdom: 
England and Wales 
Northern Ireland 
Scotland 100.0 87.8 12.0 3.9 1.8 0.2 0.0 0.2 

Average 55.8 42.4 23.2 14.1 4.9 0.2 0.2 
Median 67.1 32 .5 7.6 3.7 1.3 0.0 0.1 
Minimum 0.6 8.6 1.4 0.8 0.2 0.0 0.0 
Maximum 91.1 98.8 91.6 69.6 25.5 0.8 1.1 
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Table 4.1 Prison sentences of less than one year; ordered in 2001 (without full or partial suspension): breakdown 
according to length/numbers 

Less than 3 months to less 6 months t o less Total : less than 

3 months than 6 months than one year one year (Table 3.1) 

Albania 

Andorra 32 6 8 46 

Armenia 

Austria 1800 1137 1159 4096 

Azerbaijan *** 67 138 205 

Belgium 5086 3131 1986 10203 

Bosnia and Herzegovina : 
Federation 62 83 114 259 

Bulgaria 

Croatia 

Cyprus 444 227 134 805 

Czech Repub lic 8407 8407 

Denmark 6343 1476 826 8645 

Estonia [ ---] [---] [ ---] [---] 

Finland 

France 

Georgia 

Germany 11543 13386 24929 

Greece 

Hungary .. . .. . .. . ... 

Ice land 153 64 28 245 

Ireland 

Italy .. . .. . .. . .. . 

Latvia 386 386 

Liechtenstein 

Lithuania 0 229 588 817 

Luxembourg 47 66 138 251 

Malta 

Moldova *** *** 41 41 

Netherlands 15297 2766 1595 19658 

Norway 5888 790 946 7624 

Po land *** 920 13076 13996 

Portuga l 117 195 654 966 

Romania 3168 ... 3911 7079 

Russ ia 

San Marino 

Slovak ia [ ---] [ ---] [ --- ] [ ---] 

Sloven ia 191 312 311 814 

Spain 

Sweden 5541 2538 2882 10961 

Switzerland ... .. . .. . ... 
"the former Yugos lav 
Repub lic of Macedonia" 1353 1372 991 3716 

Turkey ... ... .. . .. . 
Ukraine 

United Kingdom : 

England and Wales 

Northern Ire land 

Scotland 4691 7148 2648 14487 
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Table 4.2 Prison sentences of less than one year, ordered in 2001 (without full or partial suspension): breakdown 
according to length/percentages 

Less than 3 months to less 6 months to less Total : less than 
3 months than 6 months than one year one year (Table 3.1) 

Albania 
Andorra 69.6 13.0 17.4 100 
Armenia 
Austria 43.9 27 .8 28.3 100 
Azerbaijan *** 32 .7 67 .3 100 
Be lgium 49.8 30.7 19.5 100 
Bosnia and Herzegovina: 
Federation 23.9 32.0 44.0 100 
Bu lgaria 
Croatia 
Cyprus 55.2 28.2 16.6 100 
Czech Republic 100.0 100 
Denmark 73.4 17.1 9.6 100 
Estonia [ ---] [ ---] [---] ... 
Fin land 
France 
Georgia 
Germany 46 .3 53.7 100 
Greece 
Hungary .. . ... ... .. . 
Iceland 62.4 26.1 11.4 100 
Ireland 
Ita ly ... ... ... .. . 
Latvia 100.0 100 
Liechtenstein 
Lithuania 0.0 28.0 72.0 100 
Luxembourg 18.7 26.3 55.0 100 
Malta 
Moldova *** *** 100.0 100 
Netherlands 77.8 14.1 8.1 100 
Norway 77.2 10.4 12.4 100 
Poland *** 6.6 93.4 100 
Portugal 12.1 20.2 67.7 100 
Romania 44.8 .. . 55 .2 100 
Russia 
San Marino 
Slovakia [ ---] [---] [ ---] .. . 
Slovenia 23.5 38.3 38.2 100 
Spain 
Sweden 50.6 23 .2 26.3 100 
Switzerland ... ... ... ... 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 36.4 36.9 26.7 100 
Turkey ... ... . .. ... 
Ukraine 
Un ited Kingdom : 
England and Wales 
Northern Ireland 
Scotland 32.4 49.3 18.3 100 

Average 44.2 25.6 40.1 
Median 44.8 27.1 28.3 
Minimum 0.0 6.6 8.1 
Maximum 77.8 49.3 100.0 
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Table 4o3 Prison sentences of less than one year, ordered in 2001 (without full or partial suspension): breakdown 
according to length/cumulated frequencies in % 

Total less t han Less than 3 months Less than 
one year (Table 402) 6 months 

A lbania 

Andorra 100 6906 8206 
Armenia 

Austria 100 43 09 71 07 
Azerbaijan 100 *** 32 07 
Belgium 100 4908 8005 
Bosnia and Herzegovina : 
Federation 100 23 09 5600 
Bulgaria 
Croatia 

Cyprus 100 5502 83 .4 
Czech Republic 100 000 00 0 
Denmark 100 73.4 90.4 
Estonia Ooo [ ---] [---] 
Finland 

France 

Georgia 
Germany 100 000 46 03 
Greece 

Hungary 00 0 00 0 00 0 
Iceland 100 62.4 8806 
Ireland 
Italy 00 0 00 0 00 0 
Latvia 100 000 oo o 

Liechtenstein 

Lithuania 100 000 2800 
Luxembourg 100 1807 45.0 
Malta 

Moldova *** *** *** 
Netherlands 100 77.8 91.9 
Norway 100 77.2 87.6 
Poland 100 *** 6.6 
Portugal 100 12.1 32.3 
Romania 100 44.8 000 
Russia 
San Marino 

Slovakia .. . [ ---] [---] 
Sloven ia 100 2305 61 .8 
Spain 

Sweden 100 50.6 73 .7 
Switzerland 000 000 000 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 100 36.4 73 .3 
Turkey 000 000 000 
Ukraine 

United Kingdom: 
England and Wales 

Northern Ireland 

Scotland 100 32.4 81 .7 

Average 4402 63 .9 
Median 44.8 73 .3 
Minimum 0.0 6.6 
Maximum 77.8 91 .9 
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Table 5. Community sanctions and measures ordered in 2001: global frequency index (GFI) per 100 prison sentences 
(without full or partial suspension) 

Treatment Compen- Commu- Electronic Semi- Conditional Combined 
Deferral ordered sat ion nity Probation monitoring liberty release- sanctions 

ab initio order service ordered & mesures 
ab initio 

Alban ia 
Andorra *** 0.0 239.4 0.0 715.2 0.0 0.0 12.1 
Armenia 
Austria *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ... 
Azerbaijan *** *** *** 0.0 *** *** *** *** 
Belgium (28.0) *** *** 29.7 34.8 *** *** *** 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina: 
Federation *** 10.0 *** *** [ ---] *** *** 2.3 
Bulgaria 
Croatia 
Cyprus 0.0 13.6 *** *** *** ... ... .. . 
Czech Republic 261.8 (70.5) *** *** .. . .. . .. . .. . 
Denmark *** 21.2 *** 44.7 19.2 *** *** *** 
Eston ia [---] [ ---] ... [---] [ ---] [ --- J [ --- J [---J 

Finland 
France 
Georgia 
Germany *** 8.6 207.5 *** ... ... ... .. . 
Greece 
Hungary *** *** *** *** .. . .. . .. . ... 
Ice land 0.0 (46.4) 5.6 *** *** 0.0 ... .. . 

Ire land 
Ita ly *** *** *** *** *** *** *** .. . 
Latvia *** 31 .0 *** *** *** ... ... .. . 
Liechtenste in *** 
Lithuan ia 98.5 *** 17.3 1.5 *** *** *** *** 
Lu xembourg 7.6 *** (28.4) 67.4 *** *** ... ... 
Malta ... 
Moldova *** *** 85.4 *** *** *** ... ... 
Netherlands 105 .0 *** 38.7 (102.3) *** [ --- J *** *** 
Norway 9.1 147.4 *** *** *** ... .. . .. . 
Poland 467 .6 *** 82.4 559.4 *** 48.2 *** ... 

Portugal *** 0.6 *** *** *** .. . ... .. . 

Roman ia *** 0.7 *** *** *** *** 0.1 ... 
Russ ia 
San Marino 
Slovakia 379.3 9.9 *** *** *** *** *** ... 
Sloven ia *** 3.0 *** *** *** *** *** .. . 

Spain 
Sweden (73.7) *** 33 .8 50.3 *** *** *** .. . 
Switzerland *** *** ( .. . ) ( ... ) *** *** .. . ... 
"the former 
Yugos lav Repub lic 
of Macedonia" 53.2 [---] [--- J [---] [---] [ ---] [ --- J [---] 
Turkey *** *** ... .. . .. . ... .. . .. . 
Ukraine 
United Kingdom : 
England and Wales 
Northern Ire land 
Scotland 6.9 29.5 49.5 1.2 *** ... .. . ... 
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Table 6. Community sanctions and measures ordered in 2001: specific frequency index (SFI) per 100 prison sentences 
(without full or partial suspension) 

Treatment Compen- Commu- Electronic Semi- Conditional Combined 
Deferral ordered sation nity Probation monitoring liberty release- sanctions 

ab initio order service ordered & mesures 
ab initio 

Albania 
Andorra *** 0,0 343,5 0,0 1026,1 0,0 0,0 17,4 

Armenia 
Austria *** *** *** *** *** *** *** .. . 
Azerba ijan *** *** *** 0,0 *** *** *** *** 

Belgium (32,9) *** *** 35,0 40,9 *** *** *** 

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina : 
Federation *** 35,5 *** *** [---] *** *** 8,1 

Bulgaria 
Croatia 
Cyprus 0,0 22,2 *** *** *** ... ... ... 
Czech Republic 390,4 (105, 1) *** *** ... ... ... .. . 
Denmark *** 23,2 *** 49,0 21 , 1 *** *** *** 

Estonia [- --] [ ---] ... [---] [ ---] [ ---] [ ---] [ ---] 

Finland 
France 
Georgia 
Germany *** 14, 1 339,2 *** .. . ... ... ... 
Greece 
Hungary *** *** *** *** .. . .. . .. . ... 

Iceland 0,0 (58,0) 6,9 *** *** 0,0 ... .. . 

Ireland 
Italy *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ... 
Latvia *** 262,7 *** *** *** .. . ... .. . 
Liechtenstein 
Lithuania 1254,0 *** 220,3 19,0 *** *** *** *** 

Luxembourg 12,4 *** (46,2) 109,6 *** *** ... ... 

Malta 
Moldova *** *** 14704,9 *** *** ... .. . ... 

Netherlands 117,0 *** 43,2 (114,0) *** [---] *** *** 

Norway 10,0 163,2 *** *** *** ... .. . .. . 
Poland 1025,3 *** 180,7 1226,5 *** 105,7 *** ... 

Portuga l *** 4,0 *** *** *** ... ... .. . 
Romania *** 3,5 *** *** *** *** 0,6 ... 
Russia 
San Marino 
Slovakia *** *** *** *** *** .. . ... ... 

Slovenia 4,4 *** *** 

Spain 
Sweden (86, 1) *** 39,4 58,7 *** *** *** ... 

Switzerland *** ( .. . ) ( ... ) *** *** .. . ... 
"the former 
Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia" 65,2 [ ---] [---] [ ---] [---] [---] [---] [---] 
Turkey *** *** .. . ... ... ... ... .. . 
Ukra ine 
United Kingdom : 
England and Wales 
Northern Ireland 
Scotland 7,9 33,6 56,4 1,4 *** ... ... .. . 
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Table 7.1 Treatment ordered ab initio in 2001: numbers 

Treatment ordered ab initio for ... 

Drug- Offenders Persons 
Tota l dependent A lcohol ics with menta l convicted of 

offenders d isorders a sexual 
offence 

Alban ia 

Andorra 0 0 0 0 0 
Armen ia 

Austria *** *** *** *** *** 

Azerba ij an *** *** *** *** *** 

Belgium *** *** *** *** *** 

Bosn ia and 
Herzegovina: 
Federation 92 [ ---] [ ---] [ ---] [ ---] 
Bulgaria 

Croatia 

Cyprus ... 33 .. . .. . 3 
Czech Repub lic .. . .. . ... .. . ... 

Denma rk 2007 33 1627 326 21 
Estonia [ ---] [ ---] [ ---] [ ---] [---] 

Finland 

France 

Georg ia 

Germa ny *** *** *** *** *** 

Greece 

Hunga ry 264 *** 158 106 *** 

Icela nd ... .. . ... .. . ... 
Ire land 

Ita ly *** *** *** *** *** 

Latvia .. . ... .. . ... ... 
Liechtenstein 

Lithuan ia *** *** *** *** *** 

Luxembourg .. . .. . ... .. . ... 
Ma lta 

Mo ldova ... ... ... ... .. . 
Netherlands *** *** *** *** *** 

Norway .. . ... ... ... .. . 
Po land *** .. . .. . ... . .. 
Portuga l 31 3 *** 28 *** 

Roman ia 246 ... ... .. . .. . 
Russ ia 

Sa n Mar ino 

Slovak ia 429 250 135 .. . .. . 

Slovenia 36 *** *** 36 *** 

Spa in 

Sweden *** *** *** *** *** 

Switzer land .. . ... .. . .. . ... 

"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedon ia" [ ---] [---] [ ---] [ ---] [ ---] 

Turkey .. . 134 3 .. . 32 
Ukra ine 

United Kingdom: 

Eng land and Wales 

Northern Ire land 

Scot land ... 276 ... .. . .. . 
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Table 7.2 Treatment ordered ab initio in 2001: percentages 

Treatment ordered ab initio for ... 

Drug- Offenders Persons 
Total dependent Alcoholics with mental convicted of 

offenders disorders a sexual 
offence 

Albania 
Andorra 0 0 0 0 0 
Armenia 
Austria *** *** *** *** *** 
Azerbaijan *** *** *** *** *** 
Belgium *** *** *** *** *** 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina: 
Federation 100,0 [ ---) [---) [---) [---) 

Bulgaria 
Croatia 
Cyprus ... ... .. . .. . .. . 
Czech Republic .. . ... ... .. . .. . 
Denmark 100,0 1,6 81,1 16,2 1,0 
Estonia [ ---) [ ---) [ ---) [ ---) [ ---) 
Finland 
France 
Georgia 
Germany *** *** *** *** *** 
Greece 
Hungary 100,0 *** 59,8 40,2 *** 

Iceland ... ... ... ... .. . 
Ireland 
Italy *** *** *** *** *** 
Latvia ... ... ... .. . .. . 
Liechtenstein 
Lithuania *** *** *** *** *** 
Luxembourg ... .. . .. . .. . .. . 
Malta 
Moldova ... .. . .. . .. . .. . 

Netherlands *** *** *** *** *** 
Norway ... ... .. . ... . .. 
Poland *** ... .. . ... .. . 
Portugal 100,0 9,7 *** 90,3 *** 

Romania 100,0 .. . ... .. . ... 
Russia 
San Marino 
Slovakia 89,8 58,3 31,5 .. . ... 

Slovenia 100,0 *** *** 100,0 *** 
Spain 
Sweden *** *** *** *** *** 
Switzerland ... ... .. . .. . .. . 

"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" [-- -) [ ---) [---) [ ---) [---) 

Turkey ... .. . ... ... ... 

Ukra ine 
United Kingdom : 
England and Wales 
Northern Ireland 
Scotland ... ... ... ... ... 
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Table 8.1 Penalties of community service ordered in 2001: numbers 

(a) Sanction in its own right after an offender has been found gu ilty 
(b) Sanction in cases where a fully suspended prison sentence has been passed 
(c) Sanction imposed in the case of non-payment of a f ine 
(d) Unsuspended custodial sentence, followed by community service after release 
(e) Community service performed as part of probation (sentencing in its own right) or other forms of community service 

Total (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

Albania 

Andorra 0 *** 0 *** 0 *** 
Armenia 

Austria *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Azerbaijan 0 0 *** *** ... ... 
Belgium 3567 *** *** *** 734 ... 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina: 
Federation *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Bulgaria 
Croatia 

Cyprus 0 0 *** *** *** 0 
Czech Repub lic (8835) *** *** *** *** *** 
Denmark 4238 *** 74 4164 ... ... 
Estonia [ ---] .. . [---] ... [ ---] [---] 
Finland 
France 

Georgia 
Germany *** 31372 *** *** ... ... 
Greece 

Hungary ... ... .. . .. . ... ... 
Iceland (142) *** *** *** *** *** 
Ireland 

Italy *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Latvia 1014 101 4 *** *** *** *** 
Li echtenstein 

Lithuania 155 *** *** 155 *** ... 
Luxembourg (116) *** *** *** *** *** 
Malta 
Moldova *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Netherlands (22416) [---] [---] [ ---] [---] [---] 
Norway 766 *** *** *** ... .. . 
Poland 25284 14507 *** 10777 *** *** 
Portugal 94 *** *** ... ... ... 
Romania *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Russia 
San Marino 

Slovakia *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Slovenia *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Spain 

Sweden 4320 *** *** *** *** 4320 
Switzerland (4027) *** *** *** *** ( .. . ) 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" [ ---] [ ---] [---] [ ---] [---] [ ---] 
Turkey ... ... .. . ... .. . ... 
Ukraine 

United Kingdom : 

England and Wales 
Northern Ireland 

Scotland 4869 4869 *** *** *** (1441) 
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Table 8.2 Penalties of community service ordered in 2001 : percentages 

(a) Sanction in its ow n right after an offender has been found guilty 
(b) Sanction in cases where a full y suspended prison sentence has been passed 
(c) Sanction imposed in the case of non-payment of a fine 
(d) Unsuspended custodial sentence, followed by community service after release 
(e) Community service performed as part of probation (sentencing in its own right) or other forms of community service 

Total (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

Albania 

Andorra 0 *** 0 *** 0 *** 
Armenia 

Austria *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Azerbaijan 0 0 *** *** ... .. . 
Belgium (20.6) *** *** *** 20.6 .. . 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina: 
Federation *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Bulgaria 

Croatia 

Cyprus 0 0 *** *** *** 0 
Czech Republic ( .. . ) *** *** *** *** *** 
Denmark 100.0 *** 1.7 98.3 ... ... 
Estonia ... ... [---] ... [ ---) [---) 
Finland 

France 

Georgia 

Germany *** *** *** .. . ... ... 
Greece 

Hungary ... ... .. . ... .. . .. . 
Iceland ( .. . ) *** *** *** *** *** 
Ireland 

Italy *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Latvia 100.0 100.0 *** *** *** *** 
Liechtenstein 

Lithuania 100.0 *** *** 100.0 *** ... 
Luxembourg ( ... ) *** *** *** *** *** 
Malta 

Moldova *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Netherlands ( .. . ) [ ---] [ ---) [---] [ ---] [ ---) 
Norway *** *** *** ... .. . ... 
Poland 100.0 57.4 *** 42.6 *** *** 
Portugal *** *** ... ... .. . ... 
Romania *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Russia 

San Marino 

Slovakia *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Slovenia *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Spain 

Sweden 100.0 *** *** *** *** 100.0 
Switzerland ( .. . ) *** *** *** *** ( ... ) 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" .. . [ ---) [ ---) [---) [---) [ ---) 
Turkey ... ... ... ... ... .. . 
Ukraine 

United Kingdom: 

England and Wales 

Northern Ireland 

Scotland 100.0 100.0 *** *** ** * (. .. ) 
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Table 9.1 Probation measures ordered in 2001: numbers 

(a) Sentence in its own right after an offender has been found gu ilty, w ithout the passing of a sentence of impri llllll 111 

(b) Fu lly suspended prison sentence is passed(*) 
(c) Pa rtia ll y suspended prison sentence is passed (*) 

Tota l (a) (b) (c) 

A lbania 

Andorra 472 *** 445 27 
A rmen ia 

A ustri a *** ... ... ... 

Azerbai jan *** *** *** *** 
Be lg iu m 4177 *** 2265 1912 
Bosnia and Herzegovina: 
Federation [---] [---] [---] [---] 
Bu lgaria 

Croat ia 

Cyprus 179 17 162 ... 
Czech Repub lic *** *** ... .. . 
Denmark 1820 1300 300 220 
Eston ia [ ---] [---] [ ---] [--- ] 

Fin land 

France 

Georg ia 

Germa ny 84552 *** 84552 *** 

Greece 

Hunga ry ... .. . ... .. . 

Ice land 17 ... 13 4 
Ire land 

Ita ly *** *** *** *** 

Latvia *** *** *** *** 

Liechtenste in 

Lithuan ia *** *** *** *** 

Luxembourg 275 *** 219 56 
Ma lta 

Moldova 6029 5788 241 ... 

Netherlands *** *** *** *** 

Norway 12440 *** 10255 2185 
Po land 171662 *** 15977 *** 

Portuga l ... ... 1743 *** 
Roman ia *** *** *** *** 

Russia 

San Marino 

Slovak ia *** *** *** *** 

Sloven ia *** *** .. . ... 
Spa in 

Sweden 6429 6164 *** *** 

Switzerland ... ... .. . ... 

"the forme r Yugos lav 
Repub lic of Macedon ia" [ ---] [ ---] [ ---] [---] 
Turkey .. . ... .. . .. . 
Ukraine 

Un ited Kingdom: 

England and Wa les 

Northern Ireland 

Scot land 8171 8171 *** *** 
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Table 9.2 Probation measures ordered in 2001 : percentages 

(a) Sentence in its own right after an offender has been found guilty. without the passing of a sentence of imprisonment 
(b) Fully suspended pr ison sentence is passed (*) 

(c) Partially suspended prison sentence is passed (*) 

Total (a) (b) (c) 

Albania 

Andorra 100.0 *** 94.3 5.7 
Armenia 

Austria *** *** *** ... 
Azerbaijan *** *** *** *** 
Belgium 100 *** 54.2 45.8 
Bosnia and Herzegovina: 
Federation [ ---] [ ---] [---] [--- ] 

Bu lgaria 

Croatia 

Cyp.rus 100.0 9.5 90.5 ... 
Czech Republic *** *** .. . ... 
Denmark 100.0 71.4 16.5 12 .1 
Estonia ... [ ---] [---] [---] 
Finland 

France 

Georg ia 

Germany 100.0 *** 100.0 *** 
Greece 

Hungary .. . ... ... .. . 
Iceland 100.0 .. . 76.5 23 .5 
Ireland 

Italy *** *** *** *** 
Latvia *** *** *** *** 
Liechtenstein 

Lithuania *** *** *** *** 
Luxembourg 100.0 *** 79 .6 20.4 
Ma lta 

Moldova 100.0 96 .0 4.0 .. . 
Netherlands *** *** *** *** 
Norway 100.0 *** 82.4 17.6 
Poland (9.3) *** 9.3 *** 
Portugal ... ... ... .. . 
Romania *** *** *** *** 
Russia 

San Marino 

Slovakia *** *** *** *** 
Slovenia *** *** ... ... 
Spain 

Sweden (95.9) 95.9 *** *** 
Switzerland ... ... .. . ... 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" ... [ ---] [---] [---] 
Turkey ... ... .. . . .. 
Ukraine 

United Kingdom: 

England and Wales 

Northern Ire land 

Scotland 100.0 100.0 *** *** 
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Table 10.1 Combined sanctions and measures ordered in 2001 (other than those indicated in Table 9, item c): numbers 

Unsuspended custodia l sentence, fo llowed by an ob ligat ion 
to undergo treatment after re lease planned for .. . 

Persons Persons 
Tota l Drugs A lcoho lics suffering from imprisoned 

add icts psych iatric for sex-re lated 
prob lems offences 

A lbania 

Andorra 8 5 2 1 0 
Armen ia 

Austr ia *** *** *** *** *** 
Azerbaijan *** *** *** *** *** 
Be lgium *** *** *** *** *** 
Bosnia and 
Herzegov ina: 
Federation 21 18 3 [ ---] [---] 
Bu lgaria 

Croatia 

Cyprus *** *** *** *** *** 
Czech Republ ic ... .. . .. . .. . . .. 
Denmark *** *** *** *** *** 
Eston ia [---] [ ---] [ ---] [ ---] [---] 
Finland 

France 

Georgia 

Germany *** *** *** *** *** 
Greece 

Hungary *** *** *** *** *** 
Ice land 0 0 0 0 0 
Ire land 

Ita ly *** *** *** *** *** 
Latvia ... ... .. . .. . . .. 
Liechtenstein 

Lithuania *** *** *** *** *** 
Lu xem bourg ... ... .. . .. . ... 
Ma lta 

Moldova *** *** *** *** *** 
Netherlands *** *** *** *** *** 
Norway *** *** *** *** *** 
Po land *** *** *** *** *** 
Portuga l *** *** *** *** *** 
Roman ia 40 2 ... 38 ... 
Russia 

Sa n Marino 

Slovakia .. . ... . .. ... .. . 
Sloven ia *** *** *** *** *** 
Spa in 

Sweden *** *** *** *** *** 
Switze rland *** *** *** *** *** 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" [---] [---] [---] [---] [---] 

Turkey *** *** *** *** *** 
Ukra ine 

United Kingdom: 

England and Wa les 

Northern Ire land 

Scot land ... .. . ... ... .. . 
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Table 10.2 Combined sanctions and measures ordered in 2001 (other than those indicated in Table 9, item c): 
percentages 

Unsuspended custodial sentence, followed by an obl igation 
to undergo treatment after release planned for ... 

Persons Persons 
Total Drugs Alcoholics suffering from imprisoned 

add icts psychiatric for sex- related 
problems offences 

Albania 
Andorra 100.0 62 .5 25.0 12 .5 0.0 
Armenia 
Austria *** *** *** *** *** 
Azerbaijan *** *** *** *** *** 
Belgium *** *** *** *** *** 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina : 
Federation 100.0 85 .7 14.3 [ ---] [---] 
Bulgaria 
Croatia 
Cyprus *** *** *** *** *** 
Czech Republic .. . .. . .. . .. . .. . 
Denmark *** *** *** *** *** 
Eston ia .. . [ ---] [---] [ --- ] [---] 
Finland 
France 
Georgia 
Germany *** *** *** *** *** 
Greece 
Hungary *** *** *** *** *** 
Ice land 0 0 0 0 0 
Ireland 
Italy *** *** *** *** *** 
Latvia ... .. . ... ... .. . 
Liechtenstein 
Lithuania *** *** *** *** *** 
Luxembourg ... ... ... ... .. . 
Ma lta 
Moldova *** *** *** *** *** 
Netherlands *** *** *** *** *** 
Norway *** *** *** *** *** 
Poland *** *** *** *** *** 
Portugal *** *** *** *** *** 
Romania 100.0 5.0 ... 95.0 ... 
Russ ia 
San Marino 
Slovakia .. . .. . ... .. . .. . 
Slovenia *** *** *** *** *** 
Spain 
Sweden *** *** *** *** *** 
Switzerland *** *** *** *** *** 
"the former Yugoslav 
Repub lic of Macedonia" ... [ ---] [ ---] [ ---] [ --- ] 

Turkey *** *** *** *** *** 
Ukraine 
United Kingdom : 
England and Wales 
Northern Ireland 
Scotland ... .. . ... ... . .. 
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--- -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, 

Table 11 Other community sanctions and measures, (with support and supervision) ordered in 2001, 
perceived as important in statistica l terms in the country considered, and not covered by the 
preced ing items 

Type of measure Numbers 

Andorra 1) Conditional release for employment purposes 4 
2) Release conditional on there being no contact w ith certain specified individuals 1 
3) Release conditiona l on not leaving home during specified hours 1 
4) Release conditiona l on compensation given to the victim 6 
5) Release conditional on regular payment of alimony 2 

Cyprus Security for keeping the peace 448 

Czech 1) The conditional cessation of criminal prosecution imposed (ordered) by : 
Republic The Public Prosecutor's Office 7704 

The court 3 589 
2) Lega l sett lement (mediation 242 

Denmark 1) Treatment instead of imprisonment (special alternative to incarceration) 319 
2) Withdrawal of charges: According to the Danish Crimina l Justice Adm inistration Act, 

paragraph 723, the judge can decide to withdraw charges and instead order supervision 
for a period. This is main ly used vis-a-vis young offenders. In the 13 cases reported 
in SPACE 11, the supervision was provided by the probation service. 13 

Iceland 1) Prisoners transferred from prison for the last six weeks of their imprisonment to an 
in-patient treatment program for alcoho l and drug add icts in a private institution 28 

2) Prisoners transferred from prison for the six last months of the ir imprisonment 
to a half way house run by the prisoners Aid Association 43 

3) Cond it ional w ithdrawa l (waiver) of prosecution with two years supervision 97 

Italy 1) Assignment of the offender to the probation service (alternative measure to 
imprisonment) (including 3321 drug or alcoho l addicts) 14454 

2) Home detention (alternative measure granted to some particular categories 
sentenced to imprisonment) 7476 

3) Semi-liberty (a lternat ive measure granted to offenders sentenced to imprisonment) 1835 

Latvia Suspended sentence with obligations. 
Ob ligations: 1) to allay the harm caused; 2) not to change the place of residence; 
3) to appear period ically for registration at a specif ied institution. 6938 

Netherlands 1) The in-patient hospital order. 
This measure can be imposed upon accused persons who were suffering from 
retarded development or menta l illness when they committed the crime. 53 

2) Placement in a special institution for drug addict treatment 7 

Portugal Fully suspended prison sentence 7820 

Slovakia Protective education 6 

Slovenia Work carried out for the benefit of humanitarian organisations or the local commun ity. 
Th is sanction is ordered by the court as a replacement for a prison sentence of up to 
three months. The offender serves such a sentence by working for a humanitarian 
organi zation or local community. The offender thus does not have contact with a penal 
institution. His persona l freedom is restricted only in time and as much as necessary 
to work for a humanitarian organization or local community as an alternative to 
imprisonment. Such an alternative sentence should not interfere with his employment. 
Centres for Social Work supervise th is method of serving a sentence. These Centres 
participate in management, organi zation and supervision of work and they must 
inform the courts if they believe that the offender is not performing his work for a 
humanitarian organ isation or local community. In such cases, the court orders that 
a prison sentence must be served. 4 
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Table 12. Conditional releases before completion of sentence ordered in 2001 

Total of measures Number of finally Rate of measures 
of conditional sentenced prisoners of conditional 

release granted present at release per 1 00 
in 2001 1.9.2001 sentenced prisoners 

Albania 

Andorra 9 14 64.3 
Armenia 

Austria 1165 4609 25.3 
Azerbaijan 1423 ... .. . 
Belgium 832 5133 16.2 
Bosnia and Herzegovina : 
Federation [---) .. . ... 
Bulgaria 
Croatia 

Cyprus *** 319 ... 
Czech Republic 4264 15452 27.6 
Denmark 1400 2291 61.1 
Estonia ... 3357 ... 
Finland 
France 

Georgia 

Germany 17190 57137 30.1 
Greece 

Hungary ... 12425 .. . 
Iceland 100 100 100.0 
Ireland 

Italy 35 29817 0.1 
Latvia 734 4957 14.8 
Liechtenstein 
Lithuania 1829 8486 21.6 
Luxembourg 28 196 14.3 
Malta 

Moldova 232 7399 3.1 
Netherlands *** 5278 ... 
Norway 3710 1980 187.4 
Poland 15977 54763 29.2 
Portugal 1903 9251 20.6 
Romania 25512 37743 67.6 
Russia 
San Marino 

Slovakia 1700 5566 30.5 
Slovenia (467) (733) (63.7) 
Spain 

Sweden 5235 4763 109.9 
Switzerland .. . 2819 ... 
"the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 333 1170 28.5 
Turkey .. . 31447 ... 
Ukraine 

United Kingdom : 
England and Wales 

Northern Ireland 
Scotland 340 ... ... 
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Notes - Table 1 

Deferral 

General note 

Although only some figures appear in brackets, caution 
is required when interpreting this column. The very 
high f igures provided by some countries indicate that 
their understanding of the concept of deferral does not 
correspond to that in SPACE 11. 

Austria 

Although Austrian criminal law does not provide for a 
measure that fully corresponds to deferral in SPACE 11, 
the latter is comparable to one of the measures of 
diversion introduced during a recent reform of the 
Austrian Code of Criminal Procedure (1 January 2000) 
- such measures may be imposed in cases of less 
serious offences. Thus, the Code provides that under 
certain circumstances the prosecutor (before the com
mencement of the judicial proceedings) and the 
judge (during the judicial proceedings but before the 
end of the trial) may issue an order adjourning the 
case for a period of probation (1 to 2 years). The order 
may provide for assistance by the probation service 
and/or compliance with certain obligations. The diffe
rence with deferral in SPACE 11 is that these orders are 
made without the person having been convicted . If 
the suspect is not convicted of an offence during the 
probation period and has fulfilled the obligations 
that may have been imposed on him/her, the prosecu
tor or judge is obliged to discontinue the case . No 
ob I igations may be imposed without the suspect 
having been fully informed of the consequences of 
the measures and the alternatives and ifs/he does not 
voluntarily agree with the settlement. The interests of 
the victim must be also taken into consideration . As a 
rule, the suspect should be required to compensate 
the victim for his/her (financial and/or moral) 
damages. A similar measure of diversion is provided 
for under Austrian juvenile criminal law. In 2001, 
11495 such decisions were made in cases of adult and 
juvenile offenders (9717 with obligations and 1778 
without). 

The juvenile criminal court may also issue a judgement 
suspending the sentence for a probation period of 
up to 3 years, if it considers this to be sufficient to 
deter the juvenile offender from committing 
further offences. There were 714 such cases in 2001. 
This measure does not come under SPACE 11 because it 
exclusively concerns juvenile offenders. 

Belgium 

All deferrals ordered in 2001 were accompanied by 
probation. Therefore, they were not a principal penalty. 

Sweden 

According to the Swedish Criminal Law, a conditional 
sentence may be imposed by a court for an offence for 
which the sanction of a fine is considered inadequate. 

Persons rece1v1ng conditional sentenc ~ 111 1 tiltf 't 
to a t wo-year probationary peri od. If tlw 11lh 1111 1 
does not comply with the conditions, th t owl 111 

revoke the conditional sentence and impO'•' lllttllt 1 

sanction . 

Treatment ordered ab initio 

Austria 

Under the Austrian Criminal Code it is possibl( 11 11111 

treatment ab initio under certain circum l 1111 1t 
offenders with mental disorders, alcohol-< dd 1 11 d 
drug-addicted offenders. In 2001, 119 such 1d11 
made. There is no breakdown per category of ull 11 

ders. This measure does not fully correspond to 11 tl 
ment ordered ab initio in SPACE 11 becaus 11 IIIVtiiV 
deprivation of liberty. 

Belgium 

Treatment cannot be imposed as a principal liltlllll 11 
may only be imposed together with another p 111 ll y 

Slovenia 

The figure is for compulsory psychiatric trealnil ll tl Httl 
care in a medical institution and compulsory p yd tl lilt 
treatment in the community. lt is imposed in IC1H I 11I 
criminal sentence when the offender is not c n , dtt tl 
criminally responsible . 

Compensation order 

Austria 

Austrian criminal law does not provide for compt 11 

tion orders as a principal sentence. 

Belgium 

Compensation orders can only be issued ab ini t i lly tit 
prosecution authorities (i.e. they cannot be i ut d /t 
initio by a court). 

United Kingdom: Scotland 

In addition, 4861 compensation orders were imp 1 cl 1 
a secondary penalty. 

Community service 

Austria 

This is one of the measures of diversion intr h111 tl 
during the reform of the Code of Criminal Pro dlllt 
mentioned under deferral. Measures of diversi 
be imposed under certain circumstances by th 
cutor (before the judicial proceedings) or th jud 1 
(during the judicial proceedings) before the v r l l 1 I 
pronounced. This is why they are not covered by PA I 
I I. In 2001,848 community orders were made in 
juvenile or adult offenders. 

Ill 



Belgium 

Community service did not exist in 2001. lt was intro
duced as an autonomous sentence in 2002. 

Czech Republic, Luxembourg and Netherlands 

The breakdown of the figure for community service 
provided for Tables 8.1 and 8.2 indicates that these 
countries' understanding of the concept of community 
service does not correspond to that in SPACE 11. 

Iceland 

The figure refers to community service as a way of 
serving prison sentences of certain duration or fines 
converted to prison sentences. 

Sweden 

Community service is not a principal sanction . lt can be 
pronounced in connection with a conditional sentence 
(3382 sentences in 2001) or with probation (938 sen
tences in 2001 ). 

Switzerland 

Community service is not a sentence imposed ab initio 
but a way of serving a sentence. The figure refers to 
converted unsuspended prison sentences and fines. 
Moreover. it refers to cases where the community 
service started in 2001 (the original sentence may have 
been imposed before). 

United Kingdom: Scotland 

See note on Tables 8.1 and 8.2. 

Probation 

Austria 

In 2001 there were 14713 cases of suspended sentences 
of imprisonment, concerning either juvenile or adult 
offenders. Not all of them involved assistance and 
supervision in the community. No distinction is made in 
the statistics available between probation with assis
tance and supervision in the community (e .g. designa
tion of a probation officer) and without. In 2001, there 
were 12385 cases of fully suspended prison sentences 
and 2328 cases of partially suspended prison sentences 
concerning either juvenile or adult offenders. In 
Austrian criminal law there also exists the possibility of 
suspension of fines on probation . 

Probation as a sentence in its own right, after the 
offender has been found guilty and without a sentence 
of imprisonment having been imposed, only exists in 
the Austrian juvenile criminal law. The juvenile criminal 
court may, under certain conditions, issue a judgment 
without a sentence. There were 99 such cases in 2001 . 
As mentioned under deferral, it is also possible for the 
juvenile Court to suspend the sentence for a probation 
period of up to 3 years, if it considers that this is suffi
cient to deter the juvenile offender from committing 
further offences. There were 714 such cases in 2001 . 
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Bosnia and Herzegovina: Federation 

The same figure (394) has been provided in respect of 
conditional release . 

Germany 

Figure for 2000. 

United Kingdom: Scotland 

See note on Tables 8.1 and 8.2. 

Electronic monitoring 

Belgium 

Electronic monitoring is not a principal sentence but a 
way of serving a sentence. lt is the Prison Service that 
decides on the use of this measure . 

Sweden 

Electronic monitoring is not a principal sentence but a 
way of serving a prison sentence. Persons sentenced to 
a maximum of three months' imprisonment may 
request that they serve their prison sentences in this 
manner. In 2001, 2269 persons began serving their 
prison sentences in this manner (although some of 
them may have been sentenced in 2000) . 

Semi-liberty ordered ab initio 

Belgium 

Electronic monitoring is not a principal sanction but a 
way of serving a sentence. The Prison Administration 
decides on the use of this measure. 

Italy 

The figure refers to semi-detention. Under Italian law, 
this is the closest measure to semi -liberty ordered ab 
initio . 

Conditional release 

Bosnia and Herzegovina: Federation 

The same figure (394) has been provided in respect of 
probation. 

Slovenia 

The figure refers to conditional releases ordered by the 
competent commission. Prison governors may a I so 
under certain circumstances release on parole offen
ders that have served at least three quarters of their 
sentence and have less than a month to serve. In 2001, 
there were 315 such cases. There is no supervision of 
conditionally released prisoners. 



Notes - Table 2 

Belgium 

The figure includes 17 military sentences. 

Poland 

Total number of absolute deprivations of liberty as 
opposed to total number of convictions. 

United Kingdom: Scotland 

Total number obtained by adding the figures of 
Tables 3 and 4. 

Notes -Tables 3.1 to 3.3 

Austria 

Prison sentences imposed in 2001 

Figures include convictions of both adults and juveniles. 

The breakdown of the sentences is as follows: up to 
3 months (including a sentence of 3 months), more 
than 3 months up to 6 months (including a sentence of 
6 months) and so on. 

Belgium 

The breakdown of sentences according to their length 
is given for a total number of 12002 sentences (instead 
of the 12003 indicated in Table 2). 

Czech Republic 

The 562 sentences given under "5 years and over" can 
be broken down as fol lows: 

5-14 years: 547 

15 years and over: 15 

Denmark 

The 99 sentences given under "5 years and over" can be 
broken down as fo llows: 

5 -11years:93 

12-16years:6 

Four more sentences should be added under "indeter
minate custody" (sentences to an indeterminate depri
vation of liberty for grave offences), giving a total of 
9489 custodial sentences. 

Latvia 

The breakdown of the sentences is as follows: more 
than 1 year up to 3 years, more than 3 years up to 
5 years, more than 5 years up to 10 years and more than 
1 0 years and over. 

Lithuania 

Categories do not add up to 100% for unknown 
reasons . 

Moldova 

The 1801 sentences given under "1 0 years and V(' f " 

can be broken down as follows: 

10-14 years : 1402 

15 years and over : 399 

Netherlands 

The breakdown of the sentences accord ing to t h lr 
length is given for a total number of 21909 senten 
(instead of the 21910 ind icated in Table 2). 

Norway 

Categories do not add up to 100% because no data w 
available for three categories. 

Poland 

Categories do not add up to 100% because the total 
refers to the total number of absolute deprivations of 
liberty as opposed to total number of convictions (se 
note on Table 2) . 

Romania 

Categories do not add up to 100% because no data was 
avai lable for two categories . 

"the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia" 

According to the Criminal Code, imprisonment may not 
be shorter than 30 days or longer than 15 years. 

United Kingdom: Scotland 

There was 1 case where the sentence length was not 
known . 

Notes- Tables 4.1 to 4.3 

Belgium 

The figure in Table 4.1 for prison sentences of less than 
3 months includes 16 military sentences and the figure 
for 3 months to less than 6 months 1 military sentence. 

Notes- Table 5 

See notes on Table 1. 

Notes -Table 6 

See notes on Table 1. 

Notes -Tables 7.1 and 7.2 

General note 

See notes on Table 1. 

Slovakia 

Categories do not add up to 100% because data was 
not available for two categories. 
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Notes- Tables 8.1 and 8.2 

General note 

See notes on Table 1. 

Belgium 

Categories do not add up to 100% because no data 
was available for some categories . 

Community service performed as part of probation 
(sentencing in its own right) or other forms of 
community service: 734 sentences of which 675 
were ordered by the Public Prosecution Service and 
59 under conditional release. 

Germany 

Community service: sanction imposed in the case of the 
non-payment of a fine: Figure for 1999 (except for 
Berlin, Hamburg and Schleswig-Holstein) . 

United Kingdom: Scotland 

Community service wh ile on probation (sanction in its 
own right) or community service: other cases. 

1441 cases not included in the 4869 total but included 
in the totals of the category "Probation" and the sub
category "Probation: a sentence in its own right after 
an offender has been found guilty (without the pro
nouncement of a sentence of imprisonment)" . 

This means that, when the community service is impo
sed together with a probation sentence, it is not consi
dered a sanction in its own right; therefore, only the 
probation sentence is counted . 
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If that had not been the case, Scotland would have had 
6310 community services, of which 4869 (77.2 %) as a 
sanction in its own right and 1411 (22.8%) while on 
probation. 

Notes- Tables 9.1 and 9.2 

General note 

See notes on Table 1. 

Denmark 

Figures for (a), (b) and (c) are estimates. 

Poland and Sweden 

(a), (b) and (c) do not add up to 100% because thecate
gories of the national system do not correspond to the 
categories of SPACE 11. 

United Kingdom: Scotland 

See notes on Tables 8.1 and 8.2. 

Notes - Table 12 

Bosnia and Herzegovina: Federation 

See notes on Table 1. 

Slovenia 

See notes on Table 1. 
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Updating the European prison rules 

On 18 September 2002 at the 808th meeting of the 
Ministers' Deputies, the Committee of Ministers of 
the Counc il of Europe decided, on a proposal by the 
European Committee on Crime Problems (CDPC), 
that the European Prison Rules contained in 
Recommendation No . R (87) 3 should be updated. lt 

gave a mandate, to this effect, to the Counc il for 
Penological Co-operation (PC-CP), which is reproduced 
below together with a discussion paper by Mr Norman 
Bishop that had been put before the CDPC when it 
decided to propose to the Committee of Ministers the 
updating of the Rules. 

I. Ad hoc terms of reference for the Council of Penological Co-operation (PC-CP) 
relating to the revising of the European prison rules 

Decis ion CDPC/125/1 30202 

1. Name of the Committee: Council for Penological 
Co-operat ion (PC-CP) 

2. Source of the terms of reference : European 
Comm ittee on Crime Problems (CDPC) 

3. Date by which the terms of reference must be 
carried out : 31 December 2005 

4. Terms of reference: 

The European Prison Ru les were origina lly introduced 
in Resolution (73) 5. They were based on the United 
Nations Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment 
of Prisoners. They were subsequently revised and, in 
their present vers ion, are conta ined in Recommenda
tion No. R (87) 3. The Rules have thus long provided 
progressive standards to improve both the treatment of 
prisoners and the management of penal establish
ments. As the main normative instrument in the 
pen itentiary field, the European Prison Ru les fulfil a 
paramount reference function in the continuous 
development and reform of prison systems in Europe, 
part icu larly in the new member States. 

Since their revision in 1987, developments in society, 
crime policy, sentencing practice, research and infor
mation technology, together with the accession of 
new member States to the Council of Europe, have 
signif icant ly changed the context for prison manage
ment in Europe. These changed circumstances give rise 
to a number of questions that the existing Prison Rules 
do not address. Furthermore, the existing Rules need 
to be harmonised with the provisions of the more 
recent Recommendations of relevance in this field and 
shou ld take account of the work undertaken by the 
European Committee for the Prevention of Torture 
and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment (CPT), of deve
lopments in the case-law of the European Convention 
on Human Rights as we ll as of the outcome of the 
work undertaken by t he Steering Committee for 
Human Rights (CDDH) on a draft Protocol to the 
European Convention on Human Rights to secure 
certain additiona l rights to persons deprived of their 
liberty. 
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In updating the Prison Rules, attention shou ld be paid 
to contemporary trends and changes in the philosophy 
and practice of prison treatment and management so 
as to promote the best of these developments. In doing 
so, account should be taken of general problems aris ing 
from new forms of criminality and specific problems 
encountered in new member States. A major aim 
should be to uphold the requirements of human rights 
and dignity of prisoners and lay down standards for 
humane and effective prison management that inter 
alia seeks to enable prisoners to lead a law-abiding life 
after re lease wh ile ensuring the safety of prisoners, the 
prison staff and the community. 

Among the issues to be addressed the following merit 
particular consideration: 

Remand in custody: ways and means of providing 
appropr iate cond itions of detention and safeguards 
against undue restrictions of the ir rights, bearing in 
mind the princ iple of presumption of innocence as 
enshrined in article 6.2 of the European Convention 
of Human Rights; 

The management of particular categories of priso
ners such as young prisoners, the elderly, women, 
mothers with babies, cultural or ethnic minorities, 
foreigners, long-term prisoners and lifers, the 
mentally disturbed, vulnerab le prisoners, violent, 
disruptive and/or socia lly dangerous prisoners, 
alcohol and drug misusing prisoners, HIV- positive 
prisoners, prisoners deta ined in connect ion w ith sex 
offences, domestic vio lence, organised crime and 
terrorist acts; 

Management prob lems concerning such matters as 
sentence planning, maximum security units, prison 
overcrowding, staff, medical and psychosocial ser
vices, privatised prisons, violence among inmates, 
riots and disturbances, the distinction between dis
ciplinary and crim inal offences and the procedures 
to be fo llowed for either type of offence; 

Guaranteeing prisoners' fundamental rights inclu
ding civil, political and social rights, as we ll as their 
rights in comp laint and in disciplinary procedures; 

Research on and evaluation of effective methods of 
treatment, management and organisation. 



With a view to ensuring congruence between the 
Prison Rules and more recent Recommendations, 
account should be taken of the following : 

Recommendation No. R (89) 12 on education in 
prison 

Recommendation No. R (92) 16 on the European 
Rules on community sanctions and measures 

Recommendation No. R (93) 6 concerning prison 
and criminological aspects of the control of trans
missible diseases including aids and related health 
prob lems in prison 

Recommendation No. R (97) 12 on staff concerned 
with the implementation of sanctions and measures 

Recommendation No. R (98) 7 concerning the 
ethical and organisational aspects of health care 
in prison 

Recommendation No. R (99) 22 concerning prison 
overcrowding and prison population inflation 

Recommendation Rec(2000)22 improving the imple
mentation of the European rules on commun ity 
sanctions and measures 

Due account should also be taken of previous work of 
the Counci l for Penological Co-operation (PC-CP) on 
conditional release, of the work of the Committee of 
Experts on the management of life-sentenced and 
other long-term prisoners (PC-LT) as we ll as that of the 
Committee of Experts on pre-trial detention and its 
implications for the management of penal institutions 
(PC-DP). 

Consideration should furthermore be given to the 
substantive sections of the General Reports of the 
European Committee for the Prevention of Torture 
and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment (CPT). 

The work should lead to: 

a) a report identifying 

significant problems and new possibilities for the 
management of prison systems; 

- the results of recent research bearing on the mana
gement of prisons and prisoners; 

- the need for provisions on matters not covered by 
the present Prison Rules; 

examples of good contemporary prison practice 
and 

b) a draft Recommendation with explanatory memo
randum updating the European Prison Rules. 

In order to perform this task, the PC-CP would need to 
consult, as and when appropriate, the European 
Committee for the Prevention of Torture and Inhuman 
or degrading treatment (CPT), the Steering Committee 
for Human Rights (CDDH) and the Committee of 
Experts on pre-trial detention and its implications for 
the management of penal institutions (PC-DP). it would 
also need the assistance of three scient ifi c experts and 
ad hoc consultants with specific knowledge of relevant 
legis lati on and legal practice, of international norms 
and conventions and in particular the European 
Convention on Human Rights and its case law, of recent 
developments in research and practice in penitentiary 
issues and of the main problems encountered in the 
reform of the prison systems in member States. 

The PC-CP should keep the European Committee on 
Crime Problems (CDPC) regularly informed about the 
progress of its work. 
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11. The European Prison Rules: why they should be revised 
A discussion paper prepared by 
Norman Bishop (Sweden) 

Purpose of this paper 

1. This paper is a revised version of an earlier paper. 
As with the previous version the purpose is to present 
reasons why the European Prison Rules (EPR) should be 
amended. The aim, however, of the revision has been 
to provide a greater number of concrete examples of 
lacunae in the EPR. This is not to say that all weaknesses 
in the EPR have been identified. If it is decided that they 
should be revised, further weaknesses and deficiencies 
will doubtless come to light. 

History and development of the EPR 

2. The EPR first appeared in 1973 as a European 
version of the UN Standard Minimum Rules for the 
Treatment of Prisoners. The latter, adopted in 1955, 
have never been revised although a new rule (Rule 95) 
was added in 1977. lt has been suggested from time to 
time that the UN Standard Minimum Rules should be 
revised but hitherto it has been successfully argued that 
political divisions at world level would probably only 
result in a weakening of the UN Rules if a revision were 
attempted. This argument has considerable force since 
the Standard Minimum Rules are applicable in a world 
in which there exist fundamental conflicts about the 
nature and protection of human rights. 

3. The situation is different with Council of Europe 
member States. All member States have ratified the 
Council of Europe Convention on Human Rights and 
the European Convention for the Prevention of Torture 
and Inhuman or Degrading Punishment or Treatment. 
The decisions and judgements of the control organs of 
the Convention on Human Rights and the often-critical 
inspection reports of the Committee for the Prevention 
of Torture (CPT) exercise a significant influence on 
national penal practice. In addition, a number of 
Recommendations on the enforcement of imprison
ment have been adopted and transmitted to member 
governments, among them Recommendation No. R (87) 3 
containing the EPR. The member States of the Council 
of Europe share a common interest in developing good 
prison practice with the help of the Council's legal 
instruments. 

4. Unlike the UN Standard Minimum Rules, the EPR, 
following inquiries into their implementation, have 
already been revised on a previous occasion, in 1987. 
The revision led to Recommendation No. R (87) 3, which 
contains the present version of the EPR. Originally, the 
intention was to follow up the implementation of the 
EPR at five-yea rly periods and assess whether further 
revision was called for. For various reasons this has not 
been done. However, in 1993, the Council for 
Penological Co-operation undertook an inquiry into 
the implementation of the EPR. The late Mr K.J. Uing 
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(Finland) reported to the 11th Conference of Directors 
of Prison Administrations on the results of the inquiry1

• 

He drew attention to a number of problems that had 
been reported in the responses, among them: 

- The harsh conditions of remand in custody; 

Staffing problems; 

Failure of staff to maintain conduct in accordance 
with international ethical norms; 

Poor staff-inmate relations; 

- Violence between inmates; 

Inadequate provision for special groups of 
prisoners, among them young offenders, foreign 
prisoners, and mentally disturbed inmates; 

- The poor physical and material condition of many 
prisons. 

He concluded by emphasising the important part 
played by the EPR in combating these and other 
problems. 

Some findings from the visits of the Committee for the 
Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading 
Treatment or Punishment (CPT) 

5. The CPT was created in 1987 by the European 
Convention for the Prevention of Torture or Inhuman 
or Degrading Treatment or Punishment. The 
Convention, which was opened for signature on 
26.11.87 and entered into force 1 .2.89, empowers the 
CPT to inspect any place in which persons are deprived 
of their liberty by decision of a public authority. Its 
inspections are not, therefore, limited to prisons. The 
inspections are intended to lead to the prevention of 
torture and degrading or inhuman treatment or 
punishment. 

6. The CPT visits have led to published reports on pri
son conditions in member States. A marked feature of 
these conditions is that they are frequently shown to be 
unsatisfactory and in some cases wholly unacceptable. 
This is especially true of the conditions of remand in 
custody under which in many countries a sizeable 
number of legally innocent persons are held pending 
investigation and arraignment' . 

7 The CPT reports covering the last three years 
reveal the following examples of unsatisfactory con
ditions concerning remand in custody: 

Long periods of restricted contact with families, 
newspapers, and association with other prisoners 
with few, if any, activities; 

1. See Document CDAP (95) 5. 
2. "Everyone charged with a criminal offence shall be 
presumed innocent until proved guilty according to law", 
Article 6 (2) of the European Convention on Human Rights. 



- Time out of cel l frequently less than five hours in 
every 24 hours; 

- Visits limited to 10 minutes per week ; 

No access granted within four days remand in 
custody to a lawyer; 

The right to notify next of kin about the remand 
not always clearly laid down in instructions; 

Information on the rights of remanded persons not 
always made available; 

Depression, suicidal thoughts (and on occasion com
pleted suicide) by reason of harsh conditions during 
a time, for many remanded persons, of considerable 
stress; 

- An absence of clear directives about the treatment 
of persons remanded in custody; 

Insufficient control by the courts of the prosecutor's 
decision to restrict the contacts of a remanded 
person with the outside world; 

Courts insufficiently attentive to medical reports on 
the state of mind of the accused, especially con
cerning depression and suicidal thoughts. 

8. Rules 90 - 98 of the EPR deal with untried priso
ners. The provisions are of very general character and 
do not take account of the specific problems noted by 
the CPT, examples of which are given above. Thus, 
for instance, Rule 92 (2) merely states that untried 
prisoners shall be able to receive visits under humane 
conditions " ... subject only to such restrictions and 
supervision as are necessary in the interests of the admi
nistration of justice ... etc.". Such a general formulation 
fails to take account of the CPT finding that severe res
trictions on association, contact and communication 
have been imposed by prosecutors w ithout judicial 
control and with deleterious effects on remanded 
prisoners. 

9. Since Rule 92 (2) contains no provisions to safe
guard remanded prisoners from harmful and unjust 
treatment, a revision of the Rules is required. The 
revision should take full account of the CPT reports on 
remand in custody and, having regard to the presump
tion of innocence, provide comprehensive protection 
and guarantees for persons remanded in custody. 

10. The CPT reports covering the last three years 
reveal the following examples of unsatisfactory con
ditions concerning ordinary prisons: 

Credible complaints by prisoners of staff violence 
and intimidation; 

Cell size has been found inadequate; 

In cel ls without integrated sanitation, access to 
toilets, especially at night has been found inade
quate; 

- Violence between prisoners has not always received 
sufficient attention by national administrations; 

Inadequate visiting and checking by a supervising 
judge or supervising body charged with scrutiny of 
prison conditions; 

Inadequate complaints procedures; 

Life prisoners unnecessarily kept apart from otl111 
long-term prisoners; 

Medical examinat ions conducted with in ofthe lqlll 
and hearing of basic grade staff although thi s w 1 

not requested by the examining doctor; 

- Absence of statement of ethical requirements 11 

the part of staff. 

11 . 11 The following comments can be made about 
the above-mentioned deficiencies. Part Ill of the EPR 
deals with staff. No rule in this section prohibits staff 
violence and intimidation. Rules 14- 19 contain general 
provisions on accommodation for prisoners but no 
specific provision on access to toilets at all times. The 
prevention of violence between prisoners is not 
mentioned in the EPR. Rules 4 and 5 provide for quali 
fied inspections and judicial control to ensure the lega
lity of enforcement and protection of prisoner rights. 
However, cons ideration might well be given to reinfor
cing the Rules by referring to inspection objectives and 
methods, emphasising the importance of frequency of 
inspections, requiring special inspections on the occa
sion of serious incidents, noting the importance of spe
cialised inspections, for example concerning industrial 
safety, and urging the publication of inspection reports. 
The provisions on inspections should include a recom 
mendation that inspection reports be made public '. The 
questions of complaint procedures and the absence of 
ethical guidelines are dealt w ith below. 

12. In view ofthe comments in paragraph 11, the EPR 
should be revised so that comprehensive and specific 
standards are laid down concerning the absence of 
good prison practice as noted in paragraph 10. 

Characteristics of contemporary prison populations 

General 

13. One finding of the inquiry into the implemen
tation of the EPR that the Council for Penolog ical 
Co-operation conducted in 1993 was that prison popu
lations were tending to become more difficult. 
Although no comprehensive survey of the characteris
tics of prison populations has been conducted since 
then, reports from a number of member countries 
suggest that the prison population continues to be 
difficult, perhaps increasingly difficult, to manage. And 
as community sanctions come more and more into use, 
it is inevitable that the prisons w ill increasingly have to 
cope with offenders who, for various reasons, cannot 
be contained in the commu nity. In short, the increasing 
use of community sanctions - not least for reasons of 
economy - is likely to "skim off the cream" of the 
offender population and leave the most difficult and 
dangerous offenders to be dealt with in the prisons. In 
this context, it may be noted that prison administra
tions have, over recent years, had to deal with severe 

1. An excel lent overview of inspection goals and methods is 
to be found in "Making standards work: an international 
handbook on good prison practice", (joint publication of the 
United Nations and Prison Reform International) . 
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prison riots and disturbances. Prison riots and distur
bances always run the risk of causing injury and even 
death to prisoners, staff and others involved. They 
frequently give rise to serious debate about possible 
infringements of human rights . 

14. The EPR give no guidance on the prevention of 
prison riots and disturbances or on the methods for 
dealing with them if they occur. New rules might well, 
therefore, be added to deal with these matters. 

15. Even if certain of the problems mentioned below 
have long existed, their severity seems to have increa
sed in recent years. Other problems are of recent origin 
and have not, therefore, been taken account of in the 
EPR. A brief account of some of these problems fo llows. 

Dangerous prisoners 

16. In a number of countries more dangerous offen
ders are being sent to prison- for example, motorcycle 
gang members (type "He ll's Angels), terrorists and 
organ ised cr ime profess ionals. Their presence in prison 
has led to a climate of blackmai l, threats and vio lence 
against other prisoners as well as staff. The manage
ment of difficu lt and dangerous prisoners, often with 
long sentences, has led to imposition of severe restr ic
tions on such prisoners and, notably, the setting-up of 
especia ll y secure units w ith in maximum-security pri
sons. Dealing with prob lems posed by these prisoners 
places prison administrations in a dilemma. Prisons 
shou ld be safe places for other prisoners, the staff and 
the community at large. In order to achieve this, firm 
measures may have to be adopted . But the retained 
human rights, even of difficu lt and dangerous priso
ners, must be respected. In dealing with difficu lt prison 
populations, prison administrat ions have to steer a deli
cate course between sat isfying public and political 
demands for effect ive action and maintaining the 
humane and ethical standards demanded by inter
nationa l legal instruments. The CPT has on at least one 
occasion cr iti cised the operation of a maximum-security 
unit ' . 

17. The EPR give no guidance to prison administra
tions on the handling of dangerous prisoners. Indeed, 
nowhere in the Rules is the term "dangerous priso
ners" to be found. In particu lar, the Rules do not 
lay down desirable standards in the operation of 
maximum-security units or principles that should 
govern the use of necessary force. These deficiencies 
should be remedied by a revision of-the Rules. 

Drug misuse, HIV and AIDS 

18. Increasingly prisons contain drug-misusing priso
ners. Although it is possib le to motivate some of them 
to undertake treatment or serve their sentences in 
drug-free wings, others have no desire to deal with 
their drug dependence and are on ly interested in trying 
to obta in drugs illi ci tly while serving the ir sentence. 

1. The CPT vis ited Sweden in May 1991. In its report on Kumla 
Prison, the maximum-security un it there was criticised as 
having an oppressive atmosphere and an unduly restrict ive 
interna l regime. 
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Related to t his problem is the presence of HIV-positive 
prisoners and those who have already developed AIDS 
illnesses. 

19. Qu ite apart from the pract ica l aspects of mana
ging these problems, important ethica l issues arise 
concern ing the testing of pr isoners for HIV infection, 
drug misuse and access to the information obtained . A 
further question concerns the treatment of prisoners in 
term inal illness, which increasingly arises in connection 
w ith AIDS. These matters are to some extent dea lt wi th 
in Recommendat ion No. R. (98) 7 on the Ethica l and 
Organisational Aspects of Health Care in Prison (see 
further reference to this Recommendation below) . 

The problems aris ing from drug misuse, HIV infection 
and AIDS are not mentioned in the EPR. The Ru les 
should be revised to give guidance on these matters. 

Sex offenders and those sentenced for domestic 
violence 

20. Recent years have seen an increase in the number 
of rap ists, paedophiles and other sex offenders senten
ced to imprisonment. They are usually despised by 
other prisoners and, in consequence, are subject to 
threats and vio lence by other inmates. At the same 
time, it is obvious ly an urgent task to get them to 
address their offend ing behaviour and seek to contro l 
it. Simi lar considerat ions app ly to prisoners who have 
been sentenced for assau lts on women. 

21 . The management of sex offenders and those sen
tenced for domestic violence receives no mention in 
the present EPR. The Rules should be revised to give 
gu idance on the protection of sex offenders in prison 
and on providing treatment for them and prisoners 
sentenced for acts of domestic violence. 

Mentally disturbed prisoners 

22. There is some evidence that prison populations 
contain a number - perhaps an increasing number- of 
mental ly disturbed prisoners. Often, a precise psych ia
tric diagnosis proves difficult to obtain (so-ca lled 
"border line" cases). Often, too, they are not motivated 
for treatment . Such prisoners are usually highly dis
ruptive and are not, therefore, we lcomed in civi lian 
psychiatric hospitals. Prison services need sk illed staff to 
deal with them . 

23. The present EPR acknowledge the importance of 
providing psychiatric treatment in Ru les 26 and 32. 
Having regard, however, to the seriousness of the 
problems posed by mentally disturbed prisoners, the 
difficulty of providing them with treatment and the 
need for ski lled handl ing, the EPR might well be revi
sed to give improved guidance on the control and care 
of such prisoners. 

Prison staff 

24. lt is platitudinous to assert that the most impor
tant instrument avai lable to prison administrat ions is a 
staff that, at all leve ls, acts professiona lly and in accord 
w ith ethical principles. Yet, the CTP visits reveal on 



occasion that prison staff are not always correct in their 
dea li ngs with prisoners and may even be guilty of 
physica l and mentally abus ing them. The problem of 
recruiting, training and retaining prison staff is 
especia lly acute in the newer member countries. The 
importance of recruiting, training and using staff in the 
most advantageous ways has led to a major Council 
of Europe Recommendation, namely Recommenda
tion No. (97) 12 on Staff concerned w ith the 
Implementation of Sanctions and Measures. 

25. This Recommendation deals w ith the recruitment, 
selection, training and management of both prison and 
probation staff. This fact alone is of importance. As 
Pierre Tournier states in his Conclusions to the 
European Conference on the implementat ion of 
European standa rds for imprisonment and community 
sanctions and measures ': "The frequent dichotomy bet
ween prison on the one hand and community sanctions 
and measures on the other is simplistic and dange
rous ... the two often interlock. Custodial measures for 
instance, can be converted into early release under 
supervision ... To a large extent it is at the interface 
between the 'closed setting' and the 'open setting' that 
the direction which prisoners' lives will take is decided" 
(my emphasis). The Recommendation emphasises inter 
alia the importance of col laboration between staff 
work ing with custodial and commun ity sanctions. 

26. Appendix 11 of Recommendation No. R (97) 12 
conta ins guidelines for national codes of ethics for pri
son and probation staff. These guidelines deal with the 
eth ical responsibilities that prison adm inistrations and 
their staffs at all leve ls in the organisation, have 
towards the employing adm in istration, to other mem
bers of staff and to the offenders w ith wh ich they have 
to deal. The EPR in their present form make no refe
rence to the ethica l ob ligations of prison adm inistra
tions and their staff. 

27. Part Ill of the EPR emphasises the importance of 
prison staff as the major instrument of good prison 
management. lt contains provisions concern ing the 
recruitment, selection, training and use of prison staff. 
However, these provisions might be strengthened. 

28. The existing EPR provisions might well be reinfor
ced either by citing or making reference to, for example, 
the requirements of Recommendation No. R (97) 12 
concerning debriefing sess ions for prison staff who 
have been involved in traumatic incidents (Provi
sion 43) and mobility between staff with responsibility 
for enforcing custodial sanctions and those responsible 
for supervising offenders in the community (Provi
sions 48-51). Attention should also be drawn in the EPR 
to the ethical provisions contained in Appendix 11 of 
the Recommendation. 

The EPR and Council of Europe Recommendations 

29. Many of the situations and problems currently 
facing prison administrations - some of wh ich have 
been described above - have received attention in 

1. Document CDAP (2000) 1. point 7 .b. 

Counci l of Europe Recommendations. These Recom
mendations contain detailed principles for constructive 
approaches to many of the problems faced by prison 
administrat ions. Recommendation No. R (97) 12 is only 
one of a number of such Recommendations. At least 
two other Recommendations are particularly relevant 
to the EPR provisions. 

30. Recommendation No. R (98) 7 on the Ethical 
and Organisational Aspects of Health Care in Prison 
sets out standards for the health care of prisoners and 
delineates the status of and funct ions of medical per
sonnel working in prisons. As the problems associated 
with drug and alcoho l misuse, HIV infection and AIDS 
illnesses accumulate, the Recommendation is of excep
tional importance. The Recommendation is also of 
importance in defining the role and function of doctors 
and nursing staff work ing in prisons. In particular, the 
Recommendation emphasises that they should have 
norma l doctor-patient relations with prisoners, shou ld 
not certify whether prisoners are fit to receive punish
ment but should instead be active in intervening when 
such punishment causes phys ical or menta l deteriora
tion. The Recommendation also deals with the impor
tance of using community health services and of 
co llaboration with Ministries of Health. 

31. Whil st the EPR in their present form lay down 
many important standards concerning medical services 
they might well be strengthened by citing or making 
reference to the Recommendation. In particular, the 
definition of the role and function of doctors working 
in a prison as laid down in the Recommendation should 
come to expression in the EPR. 

32. Recommendation No. R (99) 22 on Prison Over
crowding and Prison Population Inflation reviews the 
problems associated with overcrowding and the over
use of imprisonment. A number of solutions are put 
forward for the amelioration of these problems. The 
over-use of imprisonment and overcrowd ing are to 
be found in a number of countries, especia lly those of 
eastern and centra l Europe. 

33. Prison administrations shou ld be encouraged by 
suitable provisions in revised EPR to seek to promote 
these solutions to overcrowding and the over-use of 
imprisonment. 

Comparison between the EPR and the European Rules 
on Community Sanctions and Measures 

34. A lively interest in the development of non
custodial sanct ions came to express ion in the United 
Nations Standard Minimum Rules for Non-custodial 
Measures, the so-called Tokyo Rules. These Rules were 
adopted at the Eighth UN Congress on the Prevention 
of Crime and the Treatment of Offenders in 1990. A 
later Council of Europe Recommendation - Recom
mendation No. R (92) 16- conta ins the European Rules 
on Community Sanctions and Measures (ERCSM). These 
are an adaptation of the UN Rules to European condi
tions and possibilities. Some of the provisions of the 
ERCSM cou ld, I suggest, usefully be included in the EPR. 
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35. To begin w ith, Chapter 11 of the ERCSM conta ins 
detailed provisions about comp laint procedures. The 
CPT has noted that comp laint procedures in some 
countries' pr isons are inadequate. The ERCSM pro
visions emphas ise the need for simple and speedy 
comp laints procedures, the desirabi li ty of hearing the 
comp lainant in person, the communication of a deci 
sion on a complaint in writing, and the possibility of 
being assisted by a lawyer or other person of the com
plainant's choice (see Rules 13-19). The provisions on 
complaint procedures in the EPR (see Rule 42) also 
emphasise simple and speedy procedures. But they 
make no reference to the comp lainant being heard in 
person or to being supported by a lawyer or other 
person or to wr itten communication of decision . 

36. Accordingly, I recommend that the provisions on 
complaint procedures in the ERCSM be studied with a 
view to making the present provisions of the EPR more 
comprehensive and precise. 

37 . Chapter Ill of the European Ru les on Commun ity 
Sanctions and Measures conta ins detailed provisions 
concerning respect for the fundamental rights of offen
ders subject to community sanct ions and measures. The 
EPR provisions as at present formulated are far less 
comprehensive and detailed. In particular, they do not 
require inter alia that: 

- the civi l and political rights of prisoners shall not be 
restricted except as unavoidably necessary for the 
enforcement of imprisonment (cf. ER CSM Ru le 21); 

enforcement procedures shal l not jeopardise the 
dignity of prisoners' families and relatives (cf. 
ER CSM Rule 23); 

medical or psychological treatment or procedures 
must be in conformity with internationally adopted 
ethica l standards (cf. ER CSM Rule 25; 

imprisonment shall be enforced in ways that do 
not aggravate its afflictive character (cf. ERCSM 
Rule 27); 

- where pr isons are privatised, responsibi lity for 
ensuring compliance with the EPR sha ll rest with 
the prison adm inistration (cf. ERCSM Rule 29). 

38. The EPR should be revised with a view to streng
then ing the provisions on the fundamental rights of 
prisoners. 

39. Chapter X of the ERCSM deals with the operation 
of the sanction or measure and the consequences of 
non-compliance w ith cond itions or ob ligations laid 
down. To begin with, Rules 78 and 79 refer to minor 
transgress ions. These may be dealt with by discretio
nary means, usually of administrative character. Major 
transgressions are to be reported to, and dealt with by, 
a judicial body or a body possessing simi lar powers. 
There are also provisions on the manner of reporting 
non-compliance, the necessity of making a detailed 
examination of the facts with reported non
compliance, and the opportunities for defence to be 
given to offenders reported for non-compliance (see 
Rules 80-85). 
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40. Non-compliance by offenders w ith the require
ments of a non-custodial sanction or measure can be 
considered as simi lar to discip linary infractions com
mitted by prisoners. Hence, provis ions that are similar 
to those in the ERCSM might wel l be considered app li
cable to prisoners reported for disciplinary infractions. 
The EPR contain no provisions on the procedures 
for deal ing with disciplinary offences. This is a serious 
omiss ion . 

41. Minor disciplinary infractions wi ll normally be 
dealt w ith by an internal prison adjud icat ion and w ill 
not attract the "due process" safeguards of Article 6 of 
the Convention on Human Rights. But Convention case 
law makes pla in that some all eged disciplinary offences 
are of such gravity, and open possibilities for such 
severe punishment, that they amount, in effect, to 
criminal charges ' . As such, they should attract the same 
safeguards as wou ld app ly to a crimina l court hearing. 

42 . Even internal prison discip linary procedures 
shou ld offer guarantees of fairness to prisoners. (I per
sona ll y found on one occasion in a member State that a 
prison governor punished prisoners who had commit
ted disciplinary offences without either seeing or 
hearing them in person. He relied sole ly on the reports 
presented by his staff and awarded punishment 
accordingly) . 

43. The EPR shou ld be revised to give guidance on the 
importance of making a distinction between major and 
minor infractions and the ways of dealing with each. 
The EPR should also lay down principles for the 
conduct of internal prison disciplinary procedures in 
order to ensure that prisoners are dealt with fairly. In 
particular, the provisions shou ld state the necessity for 
the accused prisoner to be heard in person, and for a 
full record of the proceedings to be kept. 

44. Chapter XI of the ERCSM contains rules on 
research and evaluation . An important part of the fol 
low -up of the implementation of the ERCSM which led 
to the adoption of Rec(2000)22 is devoted to describing 
the results of meta-analyses of personal change pro
grammes for offenders and their implications for 
influencing offenders more effectively. These results 
suggest that programmes modelled on cogn itive psy
cho logy and social learning offer markedly better possi
bilities than heretofore to influence offenders 
positively'. 

45 . The meta-analytic findings, and the programmes 
that are based on these findings, apply to rehabilitative 

1. See in this connection the European Court's decision in 
Campbell v the United Kingdom (1985) 7 EHRR 165.1n this case 
a prisoner had been charged with mutiny and severely dea lt 
with under a prison disciplinary procedure . The Court held 
that the alleged offence and the severity of the potential (and 
actual) punishment meant that the mutinous conduct shou ld 
have been resulted in a criminal charge. 
2. An account of these results and their implications for work 
w ith offenders can be found in the report "Psychosocial inter
ventions in the crimina l justice system", Criminological 
research, Volume XXI, Council of Europe Press 1995, and in the 
draft Final Activity Report of Committee PC-ER referred to in 
footnote 4. 



efforts with prisoners as we ll as to those sentenced to 
non-custodial sanct ions. One further consequence of 
this development is an increased emphasis on evalua
ting persona l change programmes in order to ascertain 
what does, and what does not, make for effectively 
influencing offenders. In short, there is now a strong 
emphasis on the importance of evidence-based action 
rather than action based on hope or belief unsuppor
ted by eva luated results. 

46. The EPR contain no provisions on research and 
evaluation. In view of the research knowledge that is 
emerging on more effective ways of influencing offen
ders, the EPR shou ld be revised to conta in provisions 
urging the use of evidence-based methods and empha
sis ing the importance of evaluating personal change 
programmes based on these approaches. 

Counci l of Europe instruments and prison practice 

47. Prison practice in member States is influenced by 
the Convention on Human Rights, the case law deriving 
from the decisions of its control organs, the 
Recommendations adopted by the Committee of 
Ministers, and the vis it and annua l General Reports of 
the CPT. 

48. Under Article 53 of the Convention on Human 
Rights, the contracting parties undertake to abide by 
the decision of the Court in any case to which they are 
parties. Recommendations do not have the same 
ob ligatory force. They amount instead to informed 
advice to member governments about improving law, 
po li cy and practice. Recommendations are arrived at 
through intergovernmenta l discussions and a decision 
by the European Committee on Crime Problems to 
transmit any particular draft recommendation to the 
Committee of Ministers for adoption .. This procedure 
imbues Recommendations w ith cons iderable authority 
even if there is no formal obl igation to fol low their 
provisions. '. 

1. The General Reports of the CPT contain "substantive sec
t ions" in which the CPT enunciates the general principles that 
should guide practice on particular matters. 

49. As mentioned above and in footnote 9, the CPT 
also presents general principles for the guidance of 
member governments in the substantive section of its 
annual General Reports . This means that member 
governments receive two series of recommendations, 
one series by decision of the Committee of Ministers 
and another set from the CPT in the substant ive 
sections of its annua l Genera l Reports. 

50. The question whether it is desirable for two sets of 
recommendations, arr ived at by two different proce
dures, to enjoined upon governments has never been 
examined. Nor, if this practice is considered desirable, is 
any attempt made ensure that the recommendations 
made are congruent. 

51. If it were decided to revise the EPR, steps should 
be taken to involve the CPT in some suitable way 
in order to discuss solutions to the problem here 
described. 

Final remarks 

52. Governments frequently plead that a shortage of 
financial and human resources accounts for prison 
condit ions and operat ions that receive - and often 
deserve- criticism . The EPR, by laying down standards 
that represent the best advice that can be given at a 
particu lar moment in time, can play a part in assisting 
prison administrations to request and receive budge
tary all ocations that are congruent with the standards 
that shou ld be met. However, as I have sought to 
demonstrate in this paper, new prison situations arise 
and new knowledge about prison management 
becomes available in the course of time. The "best 
advice" that can be given is always, therefore, to some 
extent, provisiona l. Periodic revision of the EPR thus 
becomes essential if they are to be seen as focusing on 
contemporary problems and solutions that are in 
accordance with an observance of human rights requ i
rements, the findings of research and an implemen
tat ion of imprisonment that is safe, humane and 
effective. 
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In 2001, the Austrian Prison Service requested the 
Counci l of Europe, more specifically the latter's 
Directorate General I - Legal Affairs, Department of 

Crime Problems, to carry out a survey on the issue of 
conjuga l vis its in prison. 

Summary of the survey on conjugal visits in various 
Member States of the Council of Europe 
by lrene Koeck 
Senior Public Prosecutor, Prison Service, Austria 

I. Background of Austria's request 

A. The origins of modern penal enforcement 

The enforcement of punishment for criminal offences 
has undergone a radical change during the last two 
hundred years. In this connection, two important steps 
may be discerned. The first reflects the influence of 
enlightenment which brought about, very broadly, the 
transition from punishment as a form of retaliation -
expressed in the traditional definition of punishment, 
according to wh ich poena est malum inflictum quod 
infligitur propter malum factum- to punishment as a 
means of prevention, by deterring the perpetrator 
from further criminal offences (so-called special preven
tion) as well as other members of the society from 
engaging in like activities (so-cal led general preven
tion). This change of approach towards the purpose of 
punishment was accompanied by a change of approach 
towards the person of the criminal offender who was 
not regarded anymore as having put himself outside 
society and as having become a hostis humani generis 
who was to be made harmless by all possible means; 
rather, the criminal offender- whi le continuing to be a 
member of society- came to be seen as someone infec
ted by a social disease who had to be kept in quaran
tine until cured and thus no longer constituting a 
danger for society at large. According to this approach, 
it was recognised that criminal offenders retained their 
character as human beings with all the consequences 
deriving thereof for their treatment under punishment. 
Yet, the influence of these ideas remained limited for a 
long time, as is proven by the retention of capita l 
punishment - the social disease reflected in certain 
cr iminal offences being regarded as too dangerous to 
be coped with otherwise than by eliminating the 
person infected - and the rather harsh cond itions 
prevailing in the various systems of prison regime, a 
fact that has even provided the material for several 
renowned works of world literature. 

The second step was brought about by the recognition 
of punishment primarily as a means of reforming the 
criminal offender into a valuable member of society. 
Regarding the individual perpetrator, deterrence had 
thus to give way, at least in principle, to soc ial educa
tion; and mere detention of the offender was, in itself, 
no longer regarded a sufficient means for that purpose. 
As a consequence, imprisonment had to change from a 
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regime of mere custody to a regime of treatment. This 
new approach was accompanied by a growing aware
ness of the impact of human rights on the conditions of 
imprisonment, and the offender kept in custody was no 
longer accorded the minimal rights of a human being 
only but came to be regarded as continuing to be an 
individual endowed with human dignity and entitled to 
have it respected even in prison. 

B. The new approach to penal execution 

Both resocialisation and the quest for humane condi
tions of imprisonment have resulted in important 
changes. In recent decades, penal institutions have 
been transformed, from (to express it in a simpl ified 
manner) jails, i.e. places of detention, into estab lish
ments that are, at the same time, living quarters for 
living, work areas, and educational institutions. The 
pace of this development has not been the same in all 
countries, even in Western Europe; but this region may 
be said to have set the standards, especial ly if we take 
into account not only the principles professed in the 
various national legislations but also their practica l 
implementation . 

The realisation of these objectives has, of course, 
always to be compatible with the objectives of security 
and good order in prisons. Making the different objec
tives compatible requires measures that permit their 
combined attainment. These measures constitute an 
additional financial burden for all national prison 
services; and this burden has come to be felt more 
strong ly in times when there is a pressing need to cut 
down public expenses. lt is, therefore, understandable 
that countries wa nt to draw on the experience of 
others in this field, both for establishing the current 
trends and for discerning the most efficient ways for 
realising the various ends. For member States of the 
Council of Europe, this institution offers a valuable 
platform for information and an exchange of views; 
and the Council has engaged in several important 
programmes and activities to enhance the above
mentioned objectives. 

C. The issue of conjugal visits 

Apart from this over-all approach towards what may be 
considered an ideal system of penal enforcement, there 
are its various aspects which are taken up individually 
whenever a need for improvement is felt, either from 



practica l experience w ith in the particular national 
system or from the ir discussion on the international 
leve l. One aspect that has become a focus of interest for 
some time already is the maintenance of the relation
ship between an inmate and his or her fami ly, and, 
more particularly, of conjuga l ties. This prob lem is 
general ly addressed, because of the most usual way it is 
dea lt w ith, as the issue of conjuga l visits. 

This issue adds a new dimension to the area of penal 
enforcement. So far, penal enforcement has been 
regarded a bilateral re lationsh ip, one side being the 
prisoner, and the other being society acting t hrough its 
political organ isation, the State, and, more specifical ly, 
its prison service. With conjuga l vis its (or what goes by 
the term of it), a third person enters the scene, and a 
trilatera l re lationship is created. This new dimension is 
characterised by t he fact that the t hird person - a 
spouse or other long-term partner - has not vio lated 
the law and therefore claims a right to be not unduly 
affected by the imprisonment of her or his partner. lt is, 
therefore, not only the interests of the prisoner which 
have to be weighed against the considerat ions of 
security and good order but also the rights of the third 
person involved. 

D. Current legal basis for conjugal visits 

The issue of conjuga l visits has been given increasing 
attention in lega l wr iting and penal practice. While 
national legislation is the basis for handling the issue in 
the var ious countr ies, there also exist certain inter
national rules wh ich either override the respective 
national provisions or which at least serve as a guide for 
their interpretation, taking into account that domestic 
law shou ld always be construed, as much as possible, in 
conformity with international norms and standards, 
whether the latter may be direct ly bind ing or may 
constitute a recommendat ion only; for there exists a 
duty for all States to wh ich the recommendation is 
di rected to give it due cons ideration. 

1. Article 8 ECHR 

For Member States of the Counci l of Europe, Article 8 of 
the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) has 
turned out to be relevant also with regard to prisoners. 
While paragraph 1 conta ins the principle that 
"[e]veryone has the right to respect for his [ ... ] family 
life[ ... ]", paragraph 2 provides that "[t)here sha ll be no 
interference by a public authority w ith the exercise of 
this right" unless this should be necessary for certain 
enumerated reasons, amongst wh ich being also "the 
prevention of disorder or cr ime". 

lt is th is reservation that offers the basis for placing 
restrictions on the exercise of the family life of a 
prisoner in general, and for conjuga l vis its in particular, 
because for these a certa in amount of privacy is an 
inherent condition, and this of course poses specia l 
problems of surveil lance and security. 

2. Article 23/CCPR 

Similarly, the International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights (ICCPR), concluded under the auspices of 

the United Nations and adopted in 1966, provides in 
Article 23: "The fami ly is the natura l and fundamental 
group unit of society and is entitled to protection by 
society and the State." 

3. Europea n Prison Rules and Standard Minimum 
Rules 

In addition to Art icle 8 ECHR and Art icle 23 ICCPR, there 
exist two sets of internationa l standards which are also 
app licable in th is context. The European Prison Ru les 
(EPR)- Recommendation No. R (87) 3 of the Comm ittee 
of Ministers of the Council of Europe adopted on 12 Feb
ruary 1987- contain, in this regard, only a very general 
provision in Rule 43.1, stat ing that "[p)risoners should 
be allowed to communicate with their fam ilies[ ... ]". 
Even more lacon ic is Rule 60 of t he United Nations 
Standard Mini mum Rules on the Treatment of Prisoners 
(SMR) which date back to 1957. 1t provides in paragraph 
1 that "[t]he regime of the institution shou ld seek to 
min imise any differences between prison life and life at 
li berty wh ich tend to lessen the[ ... ] respect due to their 
dignity as human beings." 

While the SMR are thus silent on th is specif ic matter, 
the princ iple of normalcy as expressed in Rule 60 (1) 
above has come to be regarded as implying that 
the right to sexual contacts between prisoners and 
their partners should be all owed, if this is possib le 
under re latively norma l conditions. The Exp la natory 
Memorandum to the EPR (EM) does mot make express 
reference to the issue of conjuga l visits either but 
contains certain statements which are of importance in 
t his context. With regard to Rule 43.1, the EM states, on 
the one hand, that " [f]ami ly vis its to prisoners or the 
arrangements for and the ava ilabi lity of prison leave 
shou ld command high priority for resources and in daily 
routines", and on the other t hat "[p]rison leave is espe
cia lly important in strengthening family ties and facili
tat ing the socia l reintegration of prisoners." Since the 
EM conta ins, in this connection, also a reference to the 
need for privacy, stat ing that "[v]isits in prison shou ld 
be without surveil lance, at least subject to visua l sur
ve illance only", it may be conc luded that conjugal visits 
are also covered by the notion of "fami ly visits". If no 
comparab le reference is made w ith regard to prison 
leave, t his can be easi ly expla ined by the fact that they 
inherently also provide privacy for sexual relations, a 
privacy wh ich is not a matter of course in prison . 

4. The case law under the ECHR 

The case law of the inst itutions set up by the ECHR for 
the international protect ion of human rights may be 
regarded as ambivalent in this regard. While the 
Europea n Court of Human Rights has ru led, in 1979, 
that prisoners have the right to marry wh ilst in prison, 
a right which wou ld presumably also include the right 
to intercourse, the European Commiss ion of Human 
Rights stated, in 1978, that security and good order in 
prison would be serious ly put in quest ion if all married 
prisoners were permitted to continue t hei r conjuga l 
relations in prison . 
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The Commission, before w inding up its activities under 
the revised ECHR, confirmed its position in 1997. The 
case dealt with the special aspect of procreation. The 
Commiss ion opined that a reduced possibility for 
prisoners to procreate may be regarded as the direct 
result of a lawfu ll y imposed prison sentence, and may 
therefore be deemed to have a reasonable and objec
tive justification. 

5. Legal writing 

Notwithstanding the rather cautious approach taken 
by the Commission, doctrine has expressed, in recent 
years, some doubts in this regard, questioning the 
continuing valid ity of the Commission's reasoning in 
the light of the experiences of those Member States of 
the Council which, in the meantime, have adopted a 
more liberal practice. 

E. The Austrian situation 

In Austria, the issue was recently raised in a case 
brought before the Constitutional Court, which refer
red it to the Administrative Court where it is still 
pending; and it is not improbable that it w ill also have 
to be dealt with by the permanent European Court of 
Human Rights set up in 1998. 

The Austr ian Prison Act provides that prisoners should 
be granted, for the maintenance of family and other 
personal relations, the opportunity of receiving visits 
in adequate rooms. These vis its should be of reaso
nable frequency and length. Surveillance of such visits 
may be dispensed with if there appear to be no objec
tions in the particular case. lt is up to the prison gover
nor to decide on the visit and the conditions under 
which it could be made. In addition, the Austrian 
Prison Act also prov ides that leave for the settlement 
of important family affairs may be granted to priso
ners whose remaining term of imprisonment does not 
exceed three years . 

11. The request for a survey on the issue 
of conjugal visits 

Since internationa l norms and ru les and the standards 
reflected therein do not petrify but should be regarded 
a living thing that has to be taken together w ith its 
entire context, and since their meaning is also expres
sed in the relevant practice of the States parties to the 
instrument in which they are embodied, the Austrian 
Prison Service decided, in 2001, to inquire into the 
handling of the issue of conjugal visits in other Member 
States of the Council of Europe. On request of the 
Austrian Prison Service, the Directorate General I -
Legal Affa irs, Department of Crime Problems, sent a 
Restrictions (length of the sentence, type of offence, 
restrictions concerning the person of the visitor or the 
prisoner); 

1. Restrictions (length of the sentence, type of 
offence, restrictions concerning the person of the visi 
tor or the prisoner); 
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2. Frequency and length of the visit; 

3. Furnishing and location of the visiting rooms; 

4. Security checks of the visitors and prisoners ; 

5. Precaution in hygienic matters; and 

6. Legislation (rights granted to the prisoner by law 
or left to the discretion of the prison administration). 

Ill. The results of the survey 

Within the time limit set by the circular letter, replies 
were received from the Prison Services of the fo llowing 
Member States: Denmark, Estonia, Hungary, Italy, 
Romania, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey and the United 
Kingdom (Prison Service of Eng land and Wales) '. While 
the number of member States participating in the 
inquiry may not seem to be so impressive, the rep lies 
received reflect the state of affairs in practically al l the 
different regions of Europe, and the outcome of the 
inquiry may therefore be regarded a representat ive 
picture of the situat ion. 

A. Scandinavian States 

As regards the Scandinavian States, family visits are 
perm itted rather frequently. 

1. Denmark 

In Denmark, visitors - whether family members or 
friends- are admitted at least once a week. The length 
of the visit is at least one hour, but this is considered to 
be a minimum on ly. Where the circumstances make it 
possible, visits may be made even more frequently and 
for a longer time. 

These visits may also be used for sexual intercourse. This 
can be taken from the fact that a limited number of 
condoms is discretely placed in the visiting rooms and is 
also distributed to those who request it. 

2. Sweden 

In Sweden, there does not exist a regu lation concerning 
the frequency and length of visits . Prisoners may 
receive visits to the extent that this can be conveniently 
arranged. 

lt is left to the local prison authority to decide about 
the visit in each specific case . In order to determine 
whether a particular prisoner may be al lowed, in a 
particular case, to receive a visit, or whether the visit 
sha ll be supervised, an investigation is conducted prior 
to it and the necessary information collected about the 
visitor. This includes the question of whether the visitor 
has been already sentenced for, or is suspected of, 
criminal activities. 

1. Editor's note: The Secretariat of the Council of Europe 
received, in addition, replies from Armenia, Azerbaijan, 
Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Finland, Georgia, 
Germany, Iceland, Ireland, Luxembourg, Moldova, Poland, and 
Slovenia, which the Austrian Prison Service, for a variety of 
reasons, could not take into account. 

l 



Conjugal visits seem to occur frequently and to be 
regarded as normal. In prisons where there exists a 
visiting flat the visitor may even stay overnight. These 
flats are furnished like ordinary homes. In these cases, a 
visiting spouse may even be accompanied by a chi ld, as 
is indicated by the fact that there are also toys for the 
children. 

Visits may go without surveillance. However, a prisoner 
who has had an unsupervised visit shall be subject to a 
body search . 

B. Baltic States 

Baltic States permit conjugal visits under similar condi
tions as in Scandinavia. 

1. Estonia 

In Estonia, prisoners may receive short-term visits as 
well as long-term ones. The law provides the right to 
both kinds of visits. 

A prisoner is allowed to receive long-term visits from 
his or her partner on the following conditions. The 
prisoner and his or her partner (a) have a common 
child, or (b) have shared a common household, or (c) 
have cohabitated, prior to the commencement of the 
prison sentence, for at least two years. 

A prisoner is entitled to a long-term visit at least every 
six months. The length of a long-term visit may be up to 
three days. 

Long-term visiting rooms are furnished with beds, 
chairs, a table, a cooking rage, and a television set. The 
visiting area is equipped with the necessary sanitary 
installations, permitting both the visitor and the inmate 
to use a bathroom and a WC. 

2. Latvia 

Long-term visits are granted to close relatives only. 
These visits may have a length from 24 up to 48 hours. 
Visitors may be accompanied by children. 

There exist long-term visiting rooms which are, in fact, 
small apartments, because they include also a toilet, a 
bathroom and a kitchen equipped with all necessary 
things. The long-term visiting rooms are furnished with 
beds for adult persons as well as for children. There are 
also chairs, tables, a cooking rage, and a television set. 

C. Western Europe 

The replies received from member States in Western 
Europe show a tendency of facilitating family visits. This 
does not, however, extend necessarily to conjugal visits . 

1. United Kingdom: England and Wales 

Within the Prison Service of England and Wales, there is 
an emphasis on initiatives which attempt to maximise 
fully the existing potential for allowing prisoners to 
establish and maintain contact with their families. This 
includes the creation of new family visitors' centres, 
refurbishing of existing visiting rooms and providing 
play areas for children. 

Howeve r, the Prison Service of England ,uul W 11 tilt 

not permit conjuga l visits. The reason for llt l 11 1111 th•l• 
is twofold. First, conjuga l visits are consld '" tl t 11 I ltt 
security and good order. Second, limiti ng lll 1 11 1111 1 
activities in relation to, and freedom of u· 'I HI lh 11 

with, the outside world in a way which i 011 lilt 11 tl 
necessary for maintaining the effective ne 1l 1111111 I 
sonment and of the system of crimina l justi .tppt 1 . 
in the view of the Prison Service of England an I W '" , 
to be called for by the need to ensure publi c afttly lit 
this regard, reference is made to the above-m nll ltH t1 
decision of the European Commission of Human Rlql1t • 
rendered in 1997 in a case that had come from til t' 
United Kingdom . 

2. Switzerland 

In Switzerland, the administration of penal enforc 
ment is a matter for the component states (th 
Cantons). Therefore, the practice with regard to 
conjugal visits may differ in the various Cantons. 

In general, it may be said that Switzerland permits 
family visits without surveillance. However, the availa
bility of adequate rooms at a given time may pose a cer
tain limit. The fact that the prisoners and their visitors 
may enjoy privacy during the visit, and that the family
visit rooms are furnished not only with tables and chairs 
but also with a bed, and are equipped with a separate 
bathroom, indicates that family visits also include 
conjugal visits. 

Visitors, on entering the penal institution, are subject 
to a security check; but in general no body search is 
carried out. 

D. Southern Europe 

As regards this region, a reply was received from : 

Italy 

In this reply it is stated briefly that the law provides 
neither for conjugal visits nor for other kinds of long
term or unsupervised visits. 

E. Central and Eastern Europe 

This region appears to be at the beginning a transition 
from a system of restricted visits only to a system that 
would also provide for conjugal visits. 

1. Hungary 

The cond itions under which visits are permitted are 
determined by the prison governor. The law provides 
for visits in penal institutions so that each prisoner has 
the right to receive one visit per month, for a length of 
one to one-and-a-half hours. Since this is the compul
sory minimum only, some institutions are in a position 
to offer more frequent visits. 

In order to provide decent conditions for the visits, both 
the visitor and the inmate are offered a seat, but there 
is a desk that separates the former from the latter. 
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In some of the Hungarian penal institutions, separate 
family-visit facilities have already been introduced. 
These facilities will seemingly offer an opportunity for 
conjugal visits, too. 

2. Romania 

In Romania, prisoners may receive visitors four times a 
month . The length of the visits varies from half an hour 
up to two hours. 

The visiting rooms are furnished with chairs and tables. 
One may conclude that there are no conjugal visits 
permitted in Romania. 

F. South-Eastern Europe 

As regards this region, a reply was received from 

Turkey 

In this country, the law does not allow unsupervised 
family visits. 

However, prisoners who have served one fourth of their 
term with good behaviour are entitled to prison leave. 
Such right to prison leave may be exercised three times 
a year, and each leave may have a length of up to seven 
days. 

Apparently, in Turkey conjugal relations can be enter
tained only outside the pena l institutions. 

IV. Conclusions 

lt appears from the replies received that the practice of 
Member States of the Council of Europe with regard to 
the issue of conjugal visits still varies considerably. 
While some regimes can be regarded, in this respect, as 
rather liberal, others are more restrictive. 

The survey ref lects the st ill conf licting positions taken 
by the various Member States of the Council of Europe 
on the question of how important it is that a prisoner 
be allowed or even encouraged to maintain a marital 
re lationship as fully as possible. This question is, how
ever, relevant both under the human rights aspect 
involved and from the therapeutical point of view, 
because these relations are considered as useful for the 
prisoner's social reintegration . 

Those who advocate the maintenance of marital 
relationships plead for an extensive right of family 
members to visit prisoners in penal institut ions. These 
visits should take place under conditions which are as 
natural as the prison environment wil l permit, and 
shou ld include the opportunity of sexual intercourse 
between spouses, long-term and other partners. Where 
conjuga l visits exist, the pract ice by the Member States 
concerned recognises also that as much privacy as 
possible should be allowed to the partners. 
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According to recent developments and the change of 
attitude vis-a-vis homosexual relationships, some juris
dictions do not limit the right to visit and to have sexual 
relations to heterosexual partners only. Thereby, the 
notion of conjugal visits takes a broader meaning. 

Other Member States sti ll give priority to the aspects of 
security and good order - important for society at large 
- over the rights of the prisoner and his or her family. 
While recognising, at least to a certain degree, that the 
maintenance of marital relationships may be desirable 
in principle, they have not yet found a way of reconci
ling the conflicting interests of the individual and of 
society. Some may even doubt that such reconciliation 
is possib le. 

Moreover, these Member States incline to the view that 
visits, espec ially with close family members, which may 
also include conjugal visits, are to be regarded as a pri 
vilege rather than a right. In contrast, the more liberal 
Member States consider such visits a basic human right. 
They more or less adhere to the opinion that - as 
Andrew Coyle's Handbook for prison staff, edited by 
the Internationa l Centre for Prison Studies, King's 
College, in 2002, states - "[a]ny restriction on [the] fre
quency of private fami ly vis its or the conditions in 
which they take place [would need] to be justified in 
each case. The presumption should be to maximise 
visiting and to al low the most favourab le conditions 
possible." This stand does not exclude, however, that 
these countries too take the precautionary measures 
which they deem necessary for preserving security and 
good order. This may include prior investigations into 
the person of the visitor as wel l as examinations on 
entering the pena l institutions. Even body searches 
seem not to be excluded. 

An intermediary position is taken by those countries 
which- while not excluding conjugal visits as a matter 
of principle - tend to regard prison leave as the more 
appropriate t ime and place for sexual relations . 

At present, no uniform practice or theory on conjugal 
visits can be identified . As long as the European Court 
of Human Rights wi ll not declare, on the basis of Article 
8 ECHR, that the maintenance of a marita l relationship 
is a basic human right of the prisoner as wel l as of his or 
her spouse, that this right also includes a right to regu
lar sexual intercourse and therefore to conjugal visits or 
to prison leave, and that - although this right may be 
implemented according to the laws and regulations of 
each Member State- such regulation must not (to use 
the Court's termino logy) " injure the substance of the 
right", a common position of the Member States of the 
Council of Europe on the issue of conjuga l visits is not 
likely to evolve in the near future . Recent decisions by 
the European Court of Human Rights, especia lly in the 
Kalashnikov case referred to in this context by the 
Austrian Constitutional Court, do not seem to be fully 
pertinent. 



-- --------------------------------------------------------------------------

Sir Graham Smith 
(1939-2002) 
by Hans-Jurgen Bartsch 
Former Head of the Department of Crime Problems 
Directorate General I- Legal Affairs 
Council of Europe 

lt is my sad duty to inform readers that Sir Graham 
Smith passed away on 11 August 2002, four days before 
his 63rd birthday, succumbing to the cruel illness which 
had afflicted him, just when he had begun to enjoy his 
retirement. 

Sir Graham was an outstanding leader of his country's 
probation service. From 1992 to 2001 he served as HM 
Chief Inspector of Probation. Although in appearance 
and style the typical Englishman, he was no parochial 
civil servant. He was genuinely interested in other 
countries' experience and developed many inter
national professional contacts. 

One of these was with the Council of Europe which he 
generously let benefit from his unique experience in all 
matters concerning the enforcement of non-custodial 
sentences. For over six years, he was a member of the 
Council for Penological Co-operation, an advisory body 
to the European Committee on Crime Problems (CDPC) 
on the international aspects of both prison manage
ment and probation. From 1998 until 2002 he chaired 
it. In fact, he had just been re-elected when he learned 

of his illness and was forced to resign. Until2000 he also 
chaired a committee on the implementation of commu
nity sanctions. 

His commitment, his expertise, his wisdom, his kindness, 
his tolerance, and his sense of humour won him many 
friends in Strasbourg. Having had the privilege of 
working with him over many years, I should like, also on 
behalf of my colleagues, to pay tribute to this out
standing man and wonderful person. Nothing describes 
Graham better than this entry in his diary which was 
read out at a very moving memorial service at 
Westminster Abbey in London on 27 November 2002; 
he had written it a few hours after the diagnosis of his 
cancer had been confirmed: 

"Do not think what you will miss, but take pleasure in 
imagining it. Do not consider you have been unlucky, 
because you have not. Be grateful for what you have 
had- the love you have felt." 

Graham will be dearly missed by his colleagues and 
friends. 
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Information 

Mr Necati Nursa l, Judge, Head of Education and 
Foreign Relations Department at the Genera l 
Directorate of Prisons and Detention Houses of the 
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Turkish Ministry of Justice has produced a compilation 
of al l Council of Europe and other international instru
ments related to prisons. 



List of directors of prison administration 
of Member States of the Council of Europe 
and Canada 

Mr Ramadan HASANAJ 
Director General of Prison Administration 
Ministry of Justice 
Drejtoria e Pergjithshme e Burgeve 
TIRANA 
Albania 

M. Antoni MOLNE SOLSONA 
Directeur General 
Centre Penitentiaire 
Casa de la Vall 
ANDORRA-LA-VIELLE 
Andorra 

Mr Samvel HOVHANNISYAN 
Head of the Department of the 
Enforcement of Sentences 
Min istry of Justice 
8 Khorhurdarani str. 
375 010 Yerevan 
Armenia 

Mr Michael NEIDER 
Director General of Prison Administration 
Ministry of Justice 
Museumstrasse 7 
1016 VIENNA 
Austria 

Mr Ayd in GASIMOV 
Deputy Minister of Justice 
Head of the Department of Execution of 
Court Decisions 
Bulbul avenue 
BAKU 
Azerbaijan 

M. John VANACKER 
Directeur General de I' Administration 
Pen itentiai re 
Ministere de la Justice 
Rue Evers 2-8 
1000 BRUXELLES 
Belgium 

Mr Resad FEJ ZAGIC 
Assistant Minister 
Ministry of Justice of the Federation of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 
Valtera Perica 15 
71000 SARAJEVO 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Mr Starhinja CURKOVIC 
Assistant Minister 
Ministry of Justice of Republika Srpska 
Government Building 
58000 BANJA LUKA 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Mr Petar VASSILEV 
Director General 
General Directorate of the Execution of 
Sentences 
Ministry of Justice 
21 Stoletov blvd 
1309 SOFIA 
Bulgaria 

Mr Josip HEHET 
Director General 
Directorate for Detention System 
Ministry of Justice. Administration and 
Self-Government 
Petrinjska 12 
1000 ZAGREB 
Croatia 

Mr Panicos KYRIACOU 
Director of Prisons 
Ministry of Justice and Public Order 
NICOSIA 
Cyprus 

Ms Kamil a MECLOVA 
Director General 
Prison Service 
Soudn i 1672/1 a 
PO Box 3 
140 67 PRAGUE 4 
Czech Republic 

Mr William RENTZMANN 
Director General 
Department of Prisons and Probation 
Ministry of Justice 
Strandgade 100 
1401 COPENHAGEN K 
Denmark 

Mr Peeter NAKS 
Deputy Secretary General 
Ministry of Justice 
Head of Department of Prisons 
Tonismagi Sa 
15191 TALLINN 
Estonia 

Mr Markku SALMINEN 
Director General of Prison Administration 
Ministry of Justice 
POBox 319 
Albertinkatu 25 
00181 HELSINKI 
Finland 
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M. Patrice MOLLE 
Directeur de !'Administration Penitentiaire 
Ministere de la Justice 
247 rue St Honore 
75001 PARIS 
France 

Mr Shota KOBADZE 
Director General of Prison Administration 
Ministry of Justice 
30 Rustaveli Avenue 
380046 TBILISSI 
Georgia 

Mr Christ ian LEHMANN 
Deputy Director General of Crimina l Law 
Federal Ministry of Justice 
Jerusalemer Str. 24-28 
10117 BERLIN 
Germany 

Mm' Sevasti ANASTASSAKOU 
PAPAMITROPOULOU 
Directrice des Affaires Penitentiaires 
Ministere de la Justice 
Messoghion 96 
11527 ATHENES 
Grece 

Mr lstvan BOKONYI 
Director General 
National Prison Administration 
Ministry of Justrice 
Steindllmre u. 8 
1054 BUDAPEST 
Hungary 

Mr Thorsteinn A. JONSSON 
Director General 
Prison and Probation Administration 
Borgartun 7 
105 REYKJAVIK 
Ice land 

Mr Sean AYLWARD 
Director General 
Irish Prison Service 
SIAC Building 
Monastery Road 
Clondalkin 
DUBLIN 22 
Ireland 

Mr Giovanni TINEBRA 
Head of the Department of Prison 
Adminsitration 
Ministry of Justice 
Largo Luigi Daga 2 
00164 ROME 
Italy 

Mr Dailis LUKS 
Director of Prison Adminsitration 
Ministry of Justice 
Stabu iela 89 
1009 RIGA 
Latvia 
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Mr Lothar HAGEN 
President of the Criminal Court 
Aeulestrasse . 70 
9490 VADUZ 
Liechtenstein 

Mr Rimvidas KUGIS 
Director General of the Prison Department 
Ministry of Justice 
Sapiegos Street 1 
2033 VILNIUS 
Lithuania 

Mm' Eliane ZIMMER 
Deleguee du Procureur General d'Etat 
Secretariat Genera l des etablissements 
penitentia ires 
21 rue du Nord 
2229 LUXEMBOURG 
Luxembourg 

Mr Sandro GATI 
Director 
Department of Correctional Services 
Corradino Correctiona l Facility 
Valletta Road 
PAOLA 
Malta 

Mr Valentin SEREDA 
Director General 
Department of Penitentiary Institutions 
Ministry of Justice 
Titulescu str. 35 
2032 CHISINAU 
Moldova 

Mr Peter JAGERS 
General Director 
National Agency of Correctional 
Institutions 
Ministry of Justice 
PO Box 30130 
2500 GC THE HAGUE 
Netherlands 

Ms Krist in B0LGEN BRONEBAKK 
Director General 
Prison and Probation Department 
Ministry of Justice and Police 
PO Box 8005 Dep . 
0030 OSLO 1 
Norway 

Mr Jan PYRCAK 
Director General 
Central Authority of Prison Adm inistration 
ul. Rakowiecka 37A 
00-975 WARSAW 
Poland 

Mr Luis MIRANDA PEREIRA 
Director General of the Prison Service 
Ministry of Justice 
Travessa da Cruz do Tore! 
1150-122 LISBON 
Portugal 



Mr Emilian STANISOR 
Director General of Prison Administration 
Ministry of Justice 
Str. Maria Gh icu leasa No 47- Secteur 2 
72228 BUCHAREST 
Romania 

Mr Vladimir YALUNIN 
Head of the Principal Department 
of Prison Admins itrat ion 
Ministry of Justice 
B. Kavetny per. 1 OA 
101434 MOSCOW 
Russian Federation 

Mr Pietro GIACOMINI 
Director General 
Department of Foreign Affairs 
Palazzo Begni 
Contrada Omerelli 
SM- 47890 SAN MARINO 

Mr Dragan VULIC 
Assistant Minister 
Ministry of Justice and Local Adm inistration of the 
Republic of Serbia 
Nemanjina st. 22-26 
BELGRADE 
Serb ia and Montenegro 

Mr Dragan PAJOVIC 
Acting Direcor 
Institute for Enforcement of Criminal 
Sanctions of the Republic of Montenegro 
Velje Brdo bb 
81102 PODGORICA 
Serbia and Montenegro 

Mr Oto LOBODAS 
Director General of Prison Administration 
Ministry of Justice 
Chorvatska Street 3 
81304 BRATIS LAVA 
Slovak Republic 

Mr Dusan VALENTINCIC 
Director Genera l 
Nationa l Prison Administration 
Ministry of Justice 
Tivolska 50 
1000 LJUBLJANA 
Sloven ia 

M. Angel YUSTE CASTILLEJO 
Directeur General de !'Administration Penitentiaire 
Ministere de l'lnterieur 
Cl Alcala 38-40 
28014 DP MADRID 
Espagne 

Mrs Lena HALL ERIKSSON 
Director General 
National Prison and Probation Administration 
Slottgatan 78 
60180 NORRKOPING 
Sweden 

Mm• Priska SCHURMANN 
Chef de la Section execution des peines et mesures 
Office federal de la justice 
Departement Federal de Justice et Poli ce 
Taubenstrasse 16 
3003 BERNE 
Switzerland 

Mr Ljupcho SHAPCHEVSKI 
Director of Prison Administration 
Ministry of Justice 
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