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Ad Hoc Conference of Directors of Prison 
Administration (CDAP) and Probation Service, Rome, 
25-27 November 2004 

Keynote introductory speech 
by Mr Dirk van Zyl Smit' 
Rapporteur 

lt is my extraordinary privilege to set the scene for this 
meeting by giving you an overview of recent advances 
in penology in Europe that make an impact on the work 
of this conference. There is much to talk about, as recent 
developments, both completed and prospective, are 
exciting and far reaching. My brief is to set the scene for 
the discussion of the two most recent penological 
recommendations of the Committee of Ministers of 
the Council of Europe, the Recommendations on 
Conditional Release (parole) and on the Management 
by Prison Administration of Lite Sentence and other 
Long-Term Prisoners. 1 am also to introduce, generally, 
the revised European Prison Rules, which, as you would 
have seen from your documents, are in an advanced 
stage of development. 

1 propose to proceed in the following way: 1 will start by 
giving a brief history of international penal standards 
and their reception and further development in 
Europe. Then I will highlight tour major factors that 1 
believe underlie the most recent developments: They 
are the successful implementation of the European 
Convention for the prevention of Torture and Inhuman 
or Degrading Treatment and Punishment; the growing 
number of judgments of the European Court of Human 
Rights applying the European Convention for the 
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
Freedoms to prison matters; the expansion of the num­
ber of member states of the Council of Europe and the 
increased European política! interest in matters peno­
logical. 1 then turn to the three instruments that I have 
been asked to introduce. Finally, 1 make a few remarks 
about likely future developments. 

Most members of this audience will know that interna­
tional rules and standards in the a rea of prisons in par­
ticular have a long and distinguished history. In 1935 
the League of Nations, prompted by the lnternational 
Penal and Penitentiary Commission, adopted the first 
Standard Mínimum Rules. These rules were never given 
much international prominence and any momentum 
they may have had was lost in the conflagration of the 
second World War. After the .war, a determined etfort 

1. Professor of Criminology, University of Cape Town, South 
Africa & Professor of Comparative and lnternational Penal 
Law, University of Nottingham, United Kingdom 

was made to create a new world order that encom­
passed fundamental human rights. Thus the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights outlawed torture and 
cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment and punish­
ment (Art. 5), a cal! that was echoed in a similar prohi­
bition in the European Convention of Human Rights in 
1950 (Art. 3). But what did this mean for prisons? 

In the 1950s, the United Nations first became involved 
in the process of answering this question. The result 
was that in 1955 a set of 94 Standard Mínimum Rules 
for the Treatment of Prisoners (UN SMRs) was approved 
by the First United Nations Congress on the Prevention 
of Crime and the Treatment of Offenders and was 
endorsed by the United Nations Economic and Social 
Council in 1957. The UN SMRs rema in largely unaltered. 
They are not themselves binding international law but 
have served to interpret other international instru­
ments, most notably the lnternational Covenant on 
Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR). (1 should remark in 
passing that of all the general international human 
rights instruments of treaty status the ICCPR is one that 
has the most direct injunctionson how prisonersshould 
be dealt with.) The use of the UN SMR in interpreting 
international instruments, particularly the ICCPR by the 
Human Rights Committee, has led to a gradual increase 
of their status. In h is work Treatment of Prisoners under 
/nternational law, Professor Nigel Rodley has noted: 

Although not every rule may constitute a legal 
obligation, it is reasonably clear that the SMRs can 
provide guidance in interpreting the general rule 
against cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment or 
punishment. Thus, serious non-compliance with 
sorne rules or widespread non-compliance with 
sorne others may well result in a leve! of ill­
treatment sufficient to constitute violation of the 
general rule. 

lt was against this background of recognition of the 
value of the UN SMRs that in the late 1960s the 
European Committee on Crime Problems was invited to 
develop a European version of the UN SMRs. There 
were two reasons for this: it was felt that a Euro pean 
version would further the effective application of the 
UN Rules in Europe and also that the European version 
would be able to reflect more accurately contemporary 
penal policy. To a large extent both these goals were 

3 



achieved. The European SMRs were soon widely publi­
cised. For example, an early commentary on the then 
revolutionary German Prison Act of 1976 reproduced 
the relevant rule of the European SMR asan adjunct to 
the discussion of each individual section of the German 
Act (Grunau and Tiesler). Similarly, in Switzerland in 
1976 the Federal Constitutional Court took them into 
consideration as a reflection of the legal convictions of 
the member states of the Council of Europe from which 
the Court would not easíly depart when applying the 
Swiss Constitution to the regime to be followed in 
police detention (BGE (1976) 102 1a 279). 

At both the United Nations level and at that of the 
Council of Europe the need for international standards 
that recognised new developments in penal policy was 
increasingly accepted. Various strategies evolved to 
meet this need. Both institutions developed specialist 
instruments to deal with specific areas of penal policy 
where the need for standards seemed most imperative. 
At the UN level much was done in the area of juvenile 
offenders in particular: one thinks immediately of the 
United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for the admin­
istration of Juvenile Justice (the Beijing Rules) and the 
United Nations Rules for the Protection of Juveniles 
Deprived of their Liberty. At the European level the rel­
atively flexible device of the Recommendation by the 
Council of Ministers was used almost annually, 32 times 
since the recommendation in 1962 on electoral, civil 
and social rights of prisoners. These recommendations 
have varied greatly in their scope and ambition. While 
sorne are very wide ranging, others have dealt with 
very specific issues such as prison health care (No. R (98) 
7 or education in prison No. R (89) 12). 

However, Europe, perhaps more easily than the United 
Nations, has proved capable of tackling large issues of 
penal policy. Thus it has been prepared to amend its 
general SMRs. In 1987 they were comprehensively over­
hauled and renamed the European Prison Rules. The 
1987 Rules were designed, as its explanatory memoran­
dum noted, "to embrace the needs and aspirations of 
prison administrations, prisoners and prison personnel 
in a coherent approach to management and treatment 
that is positive, realistic and contemporary". Another 
revision driven by similar ideals is befare you now. The 
UN SMRs in contrast have remained substantially 
unchanged and in 2005 celebrate their 50th anniversary 
with the addition of only a single jurisdictional rule in 
half a century. And this brings me to my contemporary 
theme of the factors leading to current developments. 

The first of these is the implementation of the 
European Convention on the Prevention of Torture. 1 

stress implementation rather than the convention 
itself, for the key factor in extending the influence of 
this instrument has been the Committee for the 
Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading 
Treatment of Punishment - the CPT as it is almost uni­
versally known. As this audience will be very well 
aware, the CPT visits places of detention of all kinds in 
European countries and produces reports on them. This 
is highly valuable in itself as their reports, which are 
eventually published, are a source of information and 
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suggestions for improvement; both to countries con­
cerned and to others who may read its reports (and I am 
proud to say that the Human Rights Centre at my 
English university, the University of Nottingham, pub­
lishes these reports for public edification). However, the 
CPT has gane further. In each of its annual reports it 
produces sorne substantive general comments on desir­
able practices in detention facilities as well as descrip­
tions of what it regards as totally unacceptable, 
inhuman or degrading. The CPT has not considered 
itself bound by the precise interpretations of these 
terms given by the European Court of Human Rights, 
which has allowed it to develop its own standards. The 
word "develop" is key. The findings of the CPT are based 
on practica! observation and are also evolutionary, thus 
allowing for the gradual improvement of standards in 
places of imprisonment and growing insight into the 
best practice for achieving them. The substantive com­
ments in the CPT's annual General Reports have been 
extracted by the CPT and published in a booklet, The 
CPT Standards. Although this way of working means 
that the standards are not organised as a code and that 
they are therefore harder to apply systematically, this 
booklet is vital for anyone, not only in Europe but 
throughout the world, who wants an insight into cur­
rent best practice. They have certainly been of great 
value to reformers and require close consideration in 
any new or updated recommendation in the penal 
field. 1 

The second factor has been the jurisprudence of the 
European Court of Human Rights. The Court, together 
initially with the European Commission on Human 
Rights, is undoubtedly the world's premier tribunal giv­
ing binding interpretations of international human 
rights standards. Large numbers of detainees and pris­
oners of ali kinds have long turned to it for assistance. 
lnitially, however, its reactions to these requests were 
mixed. Access to lawyers and fair disciplinary proce­
dures were areas in which the Court was prepared to 
recognise the rights enstrined ine the European 
Convention on Human Rights (the Convention) and the 
impact of these decisions was felt in the United 
Kingdom in particular. As late as 2000, however, Steven 
Livingstone, a professorial colleague from Northern 
lreland, whose recent untimely death has left a gap 
amongst experts on prison law, could still conclude in 
his overview of prisoners' rights in the context of the 
ECHR that procedural compliance with Convention 
standards had been more important to the Court than 
how prisoners were in fact treated. In his view in areas 
such as prison conditions, the Court in Strasbourg had 
done little more than legitimise the practice in most 
states. This has changed dramatically in recent years: in 
the evocatively named case of Kalashníkov v. Russia the 
Court recognised for the first time that overcrowding 
could create prison conditions that constituted inhu­
man and degrading treatment that contravened Article 
3 of the ECHR. As the Court had pointed out the year 
befare in Peers v. Greece, this applied even where there 
had been no intention on the part of the authorities to 
degrade or humiliate the prisoner. Other conditions of 
imprisonment have also been found to contravene the 



provisions of the Convention: it is now recognised, 
since the case of Van der Ven v. The Netherlands, that 
the frequency and method of body searching can also 
amount to a violation of Article 3. Also other 
Convention rights have been used by the Court in 
prison matters. The protection of family life in Article 8 
of the Convention was used in Messina v. Ita/y to find 
that a regime that made visits virtually impossible vio­
lated the Convention. In ali, the Court is now squarely 
involved in deciding on substantive prisoners' rights. In 
its decisions it increasingly refers to both the existing 
European Prison Rules and the findings of the CPT. Like 
the CPT, its interpretations are underpinned by what 
human rights lawyers call evolving standards of 
decency. Ali Europeans are bound to take note of these 
standards, in particular the authors of penological rec­
ommendations and rules. 

The growing number of prisoners' rights cases comes 
from both old and new member states of the Council of 
Europe, but it is clear that the accession of many new 
member states in Central and Eastern Europe is a third 
factor influencing the way in which European prison 
standards are developing. There are several reasons for 
this. New member states often have much higher 
imprisonment rates than old member states; this is cou­
pled to the fact that they often have smaller per capita 
incomes and less state expenditure per citizen, which 
makes it harder for them to conform with European 
prison standards and rules. More specifically, many of 
them have only recently abolished the death penalty 
and have for the first time to deal with large numbers 
of prisoners serving life sentences: conversely there is 
also a particular need for forms of conditional release 
to reduce the over-reliance on imprisonment. 

lt should be recognised that the traffic in new ideas is 
not only from West to East. My fellow expert, Andrew 
Coyle, has emphasised, for example, that, when it 
comes to intimate visits between prisoners and their 
partners, the Eastern European custom of allowing 
seventy-two hours or more for such visits is far more 
acceptable then the brief "conjuga! visits" customary in 
sorne Western countries, which can be humiliating for 
both the prisoner and the partner. 

A fourth factor is the increased political activity at a 
European level around prison issues. Here we find 
something un usual if not unique in the early 21 st cen­
tury. lt is a feature of our time that prison populations 
are increasing in many countries, and that much public 
debate about criminal justice matters is dominated by 
populist punitiveness. As the cynical slogan goes: 
"there are no votes in being soft on crime." Prison 
administrators, who have to battle with the daily reali­
ties of housing, feeding and clothing prisoners, have all 
winced I am sure, when they hear politicians say that 
our prisons should not be five-star hotels (and have 
wished they had the budgets even to approach that). 
However, at the level of both the European Parliament 
and the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of 
Europe we find politicians who are prepared publicly to 
support the calls for improvements to conditions of 
imprisonment, for the humane treatment of offenders 

in the community and for various new instruments to 
ensure that this is done. In both bodies these cal Is have 
been prefaced by a perception that, to quote, for exam­
ple, the Parliamentary Assembly, "living conditions in 
many prisons and pre-trial detention centres have 
become incompatible with respect for human dignity". 

Such comments may sometimes be irritating to prison 
administrators who are doing their best to run their sys­
tems under difficult conditions. But they also present 
an opportunity to those of you who do want human 
dignity for the prisoners in your systems. You can point 
to the European commitment to human rights as set­
ting a standard to which Europeans jointly aspire; and 
sotto voce perhaps suggest that it is important to 
ensure that in European places of detention there are 
not the abuses wj,ich have caused so much embarrass­
ment to countries fighting wars against terrorism. You 
can then justifiably say to your political masters that 
providing decent facilities costs money. 

Political activity at the European parliamentary level 
has been mirrored by a series of recommendations of 
the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe. 
They are particularly important because they reflect not 
only an abstract concern with human rights but are 
concrete statements, formally endorsed by government 
ministers, of what they believe should be done. Once 
these recommendations have been adopted the com­
mitment to implementing and, importantly, funding 
their implementation can be taken to exist ata national 
level. 

This brings me to the two recent recommendations, 
both adopted by the Committee of Ministers late last 
year that we will be discussing in detail. The first of 
these recommendations, the subject of Saturday morn­
ing's discussion, concerns the management of life sen­
tence and other long-term prisoners. lts adoption 
illustrates how the factors I have discussed can come 
together. The CPT, in its 11th Annual Report in 2001, 
paid particular attention to this topic, noting that 

In many European countries the number of life 
sentence and other long-term prisoners is on the 
increase. During sorne of its visits, the CPT has 
found that the situation of such prisoners left 
much to be desired in terms of material condi­
tions, activities and possibilities for human con­
tact. 

The CPT went on to make a number of specific propos­
als that have found their way into the new recommen­
dation on these prisoners. 

The European Court of Human Rights has dealt with life 
imprisonment in a number of cases. Sorne have con­
cerned release procedure (for example, Weeks v. United 
Kingdom and Stafford v. United Kingdom) but others, 
mostly those coming from new member states, have 
dealt with the conditions of imprisonment of persons 
who were first detained under sentence of death. 
However, their subsequent detention under very 
restrictive regimes, after their sentences had been 
changed to lite imprisonment, has also played a part in 
finding contraventions of the Article 3 prohibition on 
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torture and inhuman or degrading treatment or pun­
ishment. Most of these cases come from new member 
states: /orgov v. Bulgaria and G.B. v. Bulgaria, both 
decided on 11 March 2004, are examples in point. This 
jurisprudence is useful, as many of the new member 
states are dealing with the implementation of sen­
tences of life imprisonment for the first time. 

What is notable about the new recommendation is that 
it adopts a highly principled approach to the growing 
problem posed by lifers and other long-term prisoners 
in many European countries. lt emphasises that these 
prisoners, even if they committed heinous crimes that 
justify the ultimate penalties that may now be imposed, 
still are ordinary prisoners and should be seen as indi­
viduals. They should not be put in separate units. They 
are not necessarily the prisoners presenting the highest 
risks, either in the sense of posing a danger to other 
prisoners or because they are highly likely to escape. 
More fundamentally, they should not be segregated 
because the prison authorities do not have a duty to 
punish them more harshly than others. The long sen­
tence itself is the punishment. 

What prisoners serving life and other long sentences 
need is a regime that allows them to live as normal a 
life as possible and to be given responsibilities within 
prison that will enable them to continue to develop 
their own personalities. lf I may add a slightly more con­
troversia! thought of my own about what their contin­
uing to be able to develop means for release policíes 
for lifers. Most European countries allow sentences of 
life imprisonment, although the degree to which they 
use them varies greatly. What is still unclear is whether 
so-called whole life sentences (what the Americans call 
LWOP, life without parole), in which the prisoner has no 
prospect of release, are acceptable in Europe. In a 
major judgment as long ago as 1977 the German 
Federal Constitutional Court ruled that a life sentence 
without a realistic prospect of eventual release would 
be contrary to the principie of human dignity, a view 
that has been echoed by courts of similar status in ltaly 
and France. The House of Lords in England in the case 
of the notorious murderess, Myra Hindley, rejected such 
an argument. The matter was taken on appeal to 
Strasbourg but she died before the Court could finally 
rule on it. The argument that every prisoner, no matter 
how bad, should have at least the prospect of release is 
a powerful one, particularly from the point of view of 
the prison administrator who has to deal daily with 
such offenders. lt seems to me that the tenor of the lat­
est recommendations supports an eventual ruling that 
may ensure that ali lifers are at least considered for 
release at sorne stage and that, at that stage, their 
release can only be refused if they continue to be dan­
gerous. 

The second recent recommendation of the Committee 
of Ministers, which will be discussed tomorrow, deals 
with conditional release - parole as it is called in many 
jurisdictions. lt too is a product of the factors I have out­
lined above. The recommendation builds closely on ear­
lier recommendations, particularly the recommendation 
concerning prison overcrowding and prison population 
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inflation, which endorses the use of community sanc­
tions and measures. What the latest recommendation 
seems to be saying is that conditional release offers a 
way of better adapting sentences to the individual cir­
cumstances of offenders, while at the same time reduc• 
ing high prison populations and the costs that go with 
them. 

The solution of conditional release and the careful pro• 
cedural guidelines spelt out in the recommendations, as 
well as the attention to the sort of conditions that can 
be imposed, all speak to the European commitment to 
human dignity. The approach adopted might seem 
common sense to us, but it is not universal: planners 
may set out to produce the opposite. 1 recall a confer• 
ence paper by an American penal "expert" who began 
by explaining that his brief was to see how he could 
best change the sentencing system in a particular state 
to achieve increased use of imprisonment of about 
20%. Prison population increases may sometimes hap• 
pen in our jurisdictions too, but never to my knowledge 
as a result of a deliberate overall plan. 

The implementation of recommendations on condi• 
tional release will require close co-operation of prison 
and probation services. lt is important to link the work 
of directors of prison administrations and directors of 
probations services, who are both represented here. 

The final instrument that I have been asked to intro• 
duce, the revised European Prison Rules, differs from 
the other two in that it is still being developed. The 
rules too are very much a product of the four factors 
that I have outlined. In drafting them we were con• 
scious that we should incorporate the developments in 
this area flowing from the work of both the CPT and 
the Court and you will find many references to them in 
the draft commentary. Similarly, we sought to take into 
account the needs of new member states and the wider 
aspirations of political leaders concerned about penal 
matters. 

We were also conscious of the need to bring more sys• 
tem to the Rules. lf you compare the draft revision to 
the current Rules you will notice many differences of 
style and substance. We have reorganised and simpli· 
fied the layout of the whole: the bulk of the Rules now 
apply to all prisoners with only relatively brief parts 
toward the end dealing with the special position of 
untried and sentenced prisoners. There is also a sepa­
rate part on inspection and supervision at a national 
and local leve l. Th is should complement the work of the 
CPT and perhaps in the future, of its international 
equivalent. 

You may have noticed that the focus is not only on pris· 
oners. lt has now been recognised as a key general prin• 
ciple that "prison staff carry out an important public 
service and shall have conditions of work that enable 
them to maintain high standards in their care of prison• 
ers." Much prominence has been given to the running 
of prisons with good order and management. Staffing 
matters are thus dealt with comprehensively in sepa­
rate parts. The draft rules that you were given are still 



subject to revision and your comments on them this 
afternoon will be very valuable to us. 

In conclusion, sorne general comments about future 
developments. Both the Parliamentary Assembly of the 
Council of Europe and the European Parliament want 
us to go further. They have now endorsed the idea of a 
European Prison Charter that should be directly binding 
on governments, even while recognising that the 
revised European Prison Rules are likely to meet many 
of their concerns. lt is not sure yet whether such a 
Charter will emerge or, if it does, whether the member 
states of the Council of Europe will ratify it. The fact 
that the idea is being so powerfully mooted is, how­
ever, an indication that even in this time of threats of 
organised crime and terrorism there is the commitment 
to stand firm in the recognition of fundamental rights. 
In drafting the revised European Prison Rules we were 
very conscious of these dynamics. We deliberately chose 
not to make special provision for conditions of deten­
tion of "terrorists," for example, lest they be of a lower 
standard and become the norm. At the same time we 
should not be blind to the fact that new challenges, 
such as the scourge of HIV/Aids, for example, will 

continue to arise and that special measures will be 
required to deal with them. The right way of doing that 
is through more focused detailed recommendations of 
the kind we already have. 

There is an urgent need for systemisation of the various 
recommendations into a coherent whole. 1 hope the 
Council of Europe will at sorne stage tackle this large 
task. What I envisage is a clear hierarchy, perhaps with 
a Prison Charter setting out general principies at its 
apex. The European Prison Rules will then operate at 
the next level with enough detail to guide practice gen­
erally, but with the option of leaving particularly diffi­
cult prison issues and complex questions of the relation 
between prisons and community measures to more 
detailed recommendations. Both the Rules and 
recommendations need to be updated regularly. 
Recommendations that have been overhauled by 
others should be discarded so that practitioners know 
more easily what is expected of them. 

That is for the future. For the present we look forward 
to fruitful discussion of the revised European Prison 
Rules and the two new recommendations. 

7 



Recommendation Rec(2003)23 on the management 
by prison administrations of life sentence and other 
long-term prisoners 
by Ms Sonja Snacken' 
Rapporteur 

1. lntroduction 

In June 2000, the European Committee on Crime 
Problems established a Committee of Experts in order 
re-examine the question of the management of long­
term prisoners. This question had earlier been dealt 
with in Resolution (76) 2 on the treatment of long-term 
prisoners. Sorne twenty years later, it was discussed at 
the 12th Conference of Directors of Prison 
Administrations (26-28 November 1997). lt was noted at 
this Conference that a marked increase in the number 
of long-term and life-sentenced prisoners was taking 
place in many European countries. Theory and practice 
concerning the management of such prisoners 
appeared to vary considerably from country to country. 
Nevertheless, there was a growing awareness among 
practitioners and penologists that the aim should be to 
secure a balance between preventing escapes, main­
taining good order and discipline and providing active 
regimes (Snacken, 1999). The terms of reference for the 
"Committee of Experts on the management of life sen­
tence and other long-term prisoners, the PC LT, entailed 
the preparation of a new recommendation, with partic­
ular regard to following questions: 

• What are the most pertinent criteria for classifying 
long-term prisoners - length of sentence, type of 
offence(s), dangerousness, need of psychosocial 
interventions and treatment, etc? 

• Should long-term prisoners be separated from pris­
oners serving shorter sentences? 

• How can the negative effects of imprisonment be 
counteracted so that adjustment in the community 
is not rendered impossible? 

• How can pre-release preparation be made as effec­
tive as possible and how can pre-release prepara­
tion be co-ordinated with post-release supervision 
and assistance? 

• What are the best ways of handling life sentence 
prisoners who under present legislation are not eli­
gible for any form of conditional release? 

The Committee consisted of government experts from 
Belgium, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, 
France, Greece, lreland, Lithuania, Moldova, Romanía, 
"the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia", Turkey, 

1. With the assistance of Hilde Tubex also of Vrije Universiteit 
Brussels (Belgium) 
2. "Treatment of long•term prisoners", Council of Europe 
1977, paragraph 1 O. 
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Ukraine and the United Kingdom. Three scientific 
experts, Ms Hilde Tubex (Belgium), Mr Klaus Koepsel 
(Germany) and Mr Norman Bishop (Sweden), were 
appointed to assist the committee. A questionnaire was 
sent to ali member states in order to evaluate the 
problems and good practices in the different countries. 

This paper will concentrate on the main principies set 
out in the recommendation. 

2. Definition 

Before discussing the management and treatment of 
life sentence and long-term prisoners, it is important to 
explain the definition of these concepts in the present 
recommendation. 

The responses to the questionnaire sent to the member 
governments show that in sorne countries no defini­
tions exist, usually because no special regimes are pro­
vided for long-term or life-sentence prisoners. And 
where national definitions of "long-term" do exist, 
they use widely differing periods, varying from one 
year to twenty-five years. The criterion of five years is 
however the most frequently used. No definition had 
been given in resolution (76) 2, but the general report 
that accompanied the Resolution defined long-term 
imprisonment as "sentences of five or more years of 
deprivation of liberty, including life imprisonment. 
regardless of the time actually served and of possible 
conditional release" .1 Under these circumstances, it was 
decided for the current recommendation that long­
term imprisonment should mean sentences of five years 
or more. 

The definition in the present recommendation states 
that "a life sentence prisoner is one serving a sentence 
to life imprisonment" and "a long-term prisoner is one 
serving a prison sentence or sentences totalling five 
years or longer". The latter defin ition takes account of 
cases where more than one sentence of imprisonment 
has been imposed and the combined effect of these 
sentences is equivalent to a sentence of five years or 
longer. lt was decided to adopt this broader definition 
since, in practice, from the point of view of the imple­
mentation of sentences, it is not important whether the 
five-year term is reached through one or more sent­
ences. 
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3. Quantitative and qualitative aspects of 
the management and treatment of long­
term and lite sentence prisoners 

Statistics 

The quantitative aspects refer to the already men­
tioned increase in the number of persons sentenced to 
five years' imprisonment or more in several European 
countries. 

However, on the basis of the Council of Europe's 
Annual Penal Statistics (SPACE Survey 2003, doc. PC-CP 
(2004) 6rev, Tables 9 and 10), giving the most recent 
information on 1 September 2003, we can conclude 
that the proportion of prisoners serving 5 years or more 
(excluding lifers) varies considerably between the mem­
ber states. Six countries have a proportion of 20% or 
less: Germany (10%), Norway (15.1 %}, Austria, the 
Netherlands, lceland and Sweden (around 20%). Six 
countries have a proportion of almost SO% or more: 
Albania (74.2%), Greece (62.2%), Azerbaijan (54.9%), 
Georgia (52.6%), the Russian Federation (49.9%) and 
Turkey (48.S%). Another eight countries have propor­
tions of more than 40%. 

As with general detention rates, we see a regional 
diversity in these proportions, with generally higher 
percentages of long-term prisoners in Eastern and sorne 
Southern European countries, and lower percentages in 
Scandinavian and sorne Western and Central European 
countries. This is in line with sentencing practice, where 
more than SS% of prison sentences ordered in 
Scandinavian countries in 2001 were for less than one 
year, while more than 85% were for more than three 
years in for instance Azerbaijan or Moldova 
(Penologica/ Jnformation Bulletin, December 2003, 
Table 3.3.). lt also reflects the diverse national defini­
tions of a "long-term" prison sentence in the question­
naire, which is one year or eighteen months in 
Scandinavian countries, and more than ten years in 
most Eastern European countries. 

The proportions of long-term prisoners in the different 
national statistics will however also be intluenced by 
the size of the total prison population (that is the divi­
sor in the calculation of a percentage proportion). Thus, 
a country may have only a small absolute number of 
long-term prisoners. But if that country uses imprison­
ment sparingly and has only a small prison population, 
the proportion of long-term prisoners may appear to 
be high. Conversely, those countries that make exten­
sive use ot imprisonment and have large prison popula­
tions may show relatively small proportions of 
long-term prisoners. 

The proportion of prisoners serving lite sentences also 
varies greatly. By far the largest proportions are found 
for the United Kingdom (Northern lreland, 15.2 %, 
Scotland, 11.6%, England and Wales, 9.2%), a result of 
the wide-ranging legislation (infra). A medium range 
from 4 to 6% is found for Albania, Belgium, lreland, 
Luxemburg, and Turkey. The smallest proportions - 1 o/o 
or less - are reported for Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, 

Estonia, Georgia, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, the 
Netherlands, Romania, the Russian Federation, Slovakia, 
"the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia" and 
Ukraine. 

With the exception of the Netherlands, all these latter 
countries belonged to the former Soviet Union or the 
former "east bloc", in which life sentences usually did 
not exist and were only recently introduced to replace 
the death penalty. Although the number of life sen­
tence prisoners may not be very high in these countries, 
the emergence of this new category raises many quali­
tative questions and problems ot management and 
treatment (see also CPT 11th General Report, CPT/lnf 
(2001} 16). 

In addition, the meaning and implications of a life sen­
tence are strongly influenced by the length ot time that 
has to be served before an early release becomes possi­
ble. 

Legislation on life sentences 

A majority of Council of Europe member states make 
legislative provision for lite sentences. The extent to 
which such sentences can be, and are in fact imposed, 
varies. Lite sentences do not necessarily imply imprison­
ment for the remainder of natural life. Most countries 
make provision for a review of lite sentences with the 
possibility of granting release from prison. Sorne coun­
tries impose a very long period of mandatory detention 
for lifers, for instance, thirty years in Estonia, twenty-six 
years in Latvia, twenty-five years in Poland, Slovakia 
and Moldova, twenty years in the Czech Republic, 
Albania, Romania and Turkey, while in others release is 
possible after ten years, for example in Belgium, or fif­
teen years in France, Germany, Luxembourg and 
Switzerland (Tubex, 2000). 

Probably the most wide-ranging provisions for the use 
ot life imprisonment are to be found in England and 
Wales. There, a lite sentence is mandatory for murder 
and a discretionary life irnprisonrnent can be imposed 
for other serious offences against the person. With 
mandatory life sentences, a tariff giving the earliest 
date at which conditional release may be granted is set. 
"Whole lite tariffs" mean that the imprisonment can­
not be exhausted during the natural lite of the pris­
oner. This tariff can be reviewed atter twenty-five years. 
In addition, since 1997, an otfender found guilty for the 
second time of serious sexual or violent crimes auto­
matically receives a life sentence unless there are excep­
tional reasons for not imposing it (autornatic life 
sentence). 

By contrast, five European countries, Croatia, Norway, 
Portugal, Slovenia and Spain, make no legislative provi­
sion for life imprisonment. In Croatia, the most severe 
sanction is a sentence from twenty to forty years that 
may only be imposed exceptionally. Conditional release 
may be granted atter one halt, exceptionally one third, 
of the sentence has been served. Three persons were 
sentenced to exceptionally long-term imprisonment 
between 1998 and 2001. In Norway, the most severe 
sanction is a determinate sentence ot imprisonment for 
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twenty-one years. Conditional release is possible after 
twelve years have been served. In Portugal, the maxi­
mum prison sentence is for twenty-five years, excep­
tionally for thirty years. Slovenian legislation provides 
for a maximum of thirty years but such a sentence has 
never been imposed to date. Prisoners serving more 
than fifteen years may be conditionally released after 
three quarters of the sentence has been served. In 
Spain, the maximum sentence is imprisonment for 
thirty years. In lceland, the legislation provides for life 
sentences but no such sentence has been imposed since 
1940. 

Penal policies 

From our own scientific research, we have seen that 
over the last two decades, the increase of long-term 
imprisonment in Western European countries is related 
to a combination of an increasing number of such pris­
oners entering prison anda decreasing number of them 
leaving prison. This results from more severe policies 
and legislation for police, prosecution, sentencing and 
early release, regarding specific crimes and offenders. 
These policies currently focus on sexual delinquency, 
violent crimes, drug offences and recidivism. This has 
resulted in more severe sentencing and more restrictive 
conditions for early release (Tubex & Snacken, 1996). In 
central and eastern European countries, the number of 
long-term and life sentence prisoners appear to result 
partly from the imposition of long sentences, but also -
to no small extent - from the abolition of or at least a 
moratorium on the use of the death penalty. 

Qualitative aspects 

The management and treatment of life sentence and 
long-term prisoners raises important qualitative ques­
tions. 

1) Forty years of prison experience and research have 
accumulated evidence concerning the detrimental 
effects of long-term imprisonment. 

We attempted to give an overview of this research at 
the 12th CDAP (Snacken, 1999). 

The length of detention has been shown to greatly 
influence the emergence of a prisoner subculture, as 
prisoners are forced to cope with the interna! life inside 
prison while the externa! world grows more distant. 
This subculture usually entails a hierarchy between pris­
oners, in which the lower caste may be physically or sex­
ually assaulted, especially but not exclusively, in large 
dormitory systems. lt often also involves the organisa­
tion of an informal economy, which may in its turn lead 
to debts, extortion or violent interactions. 

Lengthy detentions also increase the risk of prisoners 
becoming completely dependent on the institution, a 
phenomenon known as "institutionalism", in which 
they lose their possibilities for individual responsibility 
and experience emotional regression, growing passivity 
and psychological regression towards infantilism. Other 
psychopathological effects have been described, includ-
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ing intropunitive (suicide, self-harm) and acting out 
hostility. 

More generally, institutional adjustment has been 
found to correlate negatively with a successful reinte­
gration into society. This is easily understood if life in 
prison is very different from life in the outside world: 
inmate adaptation to the prison will then be counter­
productive in terms of post-release success. 

Studies have however also demonstrated the impor­
tance of prison regimes in reducing such harmful 
effects. Apart from the duration of the incarceration, 
the level of "prisonisation" is mainly explained by the 
structurally generated powerlessness of prisoners 
(reliance on coercive power by staff) and their post­
release expectations. The implication for the manage­
ment of long-term prisoners clearly is that 
"prisonisation" can be reduced by offering prisoners 
sorne control over their situation and by fostering their 
contacts with the outside world. Similar results were 
found concerning the process of "institutionalisation": 
the degree to which prisoners become institutionalised 
is dependent on the length of continuous detention, 
the monotony of the regime, the lack of autonomy for 
the prisoners and their lack of contact with the outside 
world. 

Conclusions on how to avoid the detrimental effects of 
long-term incarcerations therefore focus on the impor­
tance of certain basic needs which must be met: 

• comfort: access to basic "creatu re comforts" such as 
food, shelter, medical services and protection from 
physical harm; access to sensory and cognitive stim­
ulation; access to sorne means of satisfying the 
need for recognition (status), independence (to 
make one's own decisions), protection, acceptance 
by other people; 

• "control": the fundamental need of human beings 
to believe that they exercise sorne form of control 
over their fate and environment; this can be 
answered by offering inmates a number of choices 
(e.g. between activities, possibilities of association, 
etc.) and by encouraging prisoner participation in 
the organisation of prison life; 

• "meaning": every human being's existen ce must 
have sorne meaning, which encompasses religious, 
philosophical or experiential concerns; education 
and training courses can thus offer long-term goals 
and motivations which may help prisoners retain a 
sense of worth and self-esteem. 

2) On the other hand, the increase in /ong-term 
imprisonment is a/so known to be one of the major 
factors contributing to prison overcrowding. 

This may result in inhuman and degrading treatment, 
as ascertained by the European Committee for the 
Prevention of Torture (Second General Report and visit 
reports by CPT) and the European Court of Human 
Rights (see cases of Dougoz v. Greece, March 2001, No. 
40907/98; Peers v. Greece, 19 April 2001, No. 28524/95; 
Kalashnikov v. Russia, 15 July 2002, final judgment 15 
October 2002, No. 47095/99). lt also increases the level 
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of insecurity and lack of safety far both prisoners and 
staff, and hinders an efficient and adequate handling 
of prisoners. 

These different quantitative and qualitative aspects are 
referred to in the preamble to the recommendation, and 
have influenced both the "general objectives" and the 
"general principies" laid down in the recommendation. 

4. General objectives for the management 
of life sentence and long-term prisoners 

"The aims far the management of life and long-term 
prisoners should be: 

• To ensure that prisons are safe and secure places far 
prisoners and far all those who work with or visit 
them; 

• To counteract the damaging effects of life and long­
term imprisonment; 

• To increase and improve the possibilities for 
released prisoners to adjust in society." 

The first aim refers to the well-known "loss of security" 
far prisoners as one of the five "pains of imprisonment" 
as described by Sykes (1958), and expresses the principie 
that prisoners, as well as staff and visitors, are entitled 
to safety and security inside the prison. lt is an impor­
tant signal that prisoners are not only to be seen as per­
sons who pose a threat to the safety and security of 
others. lt means that prison administrations also have a 
duty of care far the safety and security of the inmates 
under their responsibility. Reference could again be 
made to CPT standards, not only concerning ill-treat­
ment by staff, but also concerning staff responsibility in 
cases of inter-prisoner violence (11th General Report). 

The second aim explicitly accepts that life and long-term 
imprisonment do have damaging effects on the prison­
ers, and that the management of these prisoners should 
focus on reducing these effects as muchas possible. 

The third aim recognises the fact that although impris­
onment segregates inmates from society, prison 
regimes should take into account that most prisoners 
eventually return to society. This aim must hence 
be seen in association with the Recommendation 
Rec(2003)22 on conditional release. 

5. General principies for the management 
of life and other long-term prisoners 

Six basic principies are then developed as guidelines on 
how to achieve the three mentioned basic aims of the 
management of life sentence and long-term prisoners. 

1) Principie of individualisation 

Consideration should be given to the diversity of 
personal characteristics to be found among life sen­
tence and long-term prisoners and account taken of 
them to make individual plans far the implementa­
tion of the sentence (individualisation principie). 

This principie is based on the evidence that life and 
long-term prisoners are not different from other pris­
oners, in the sense that they comprise a wide diversity 
of individuals with regard to age, intellectual capaci­
ties, training, social background, personality and 
behaviour. In addition, the nature of the offence that 
led to the sentence, the circumstances surrounding the 
offence and the criminal history of the individual pris­
oner constitute important areas of diversity. lt becomes 
axiomatic that exemplary management must take 
account of this diversity when implementing the prison 
sentence. This is done through individual sentence 
planning (see below). 

This principie hence argues against the management of 
these prisoners as if they constituted one homogeneous 
category. This individualisation principie is also to be 
found in the draft European Prison Rules. With regard 
to security measures, rule 45.1 states "the security mea­
sures applied to individual prisoners shall be the míni­
mum necessary to achieve their secure custody". With 
regard to prison regimes, rule 102.2 states "as soon as 
possible after such admission, full reports for each sen­
tenced prisoner shall be drawn up about the personal 
situation, proposed regime and strategy far prepara­
tion for release". 

2) Principie of normalisation 

Prison life should be arranged so as to approximate 
as closely as possible to the realities of life in the 
community (normalisation principie). 

This principie is further developed in the explanatory 
memorandum: 

35. The principie of normalisation is emphasised as a 
countermeasure to the traditional prison situation. 
Traditionally, prison lite has been characterised by 
requiring prisoners to obediently fallow a series of 
unchanging routines. This leads - especially over 
long periods - to passivity, learned helplessness and 
an inability to exercise responsibility. Such routines 
make prisoners unfit for life in the community. 

36. The normalisation principie recognises that the 
practice of good citizenship is fostered by continu­
ing contact with the values, responsibilities and 
realities that characterise daily life in the commu­
nity. Translating the principie into practice means 
reproducing to the greatest extent possible within 
the prison the typical situations, routines and prob­
lems that are encountered in the wider community 
and, as preparation far conditional release, provid­
ing opportunities for the prisoner to deal with 
these realities of community life. 

37. Normalisation implies examining prison routines and 
activities of every kind and asking whether they are 
orare not comparable with the routines, responsibil­
ities and realities of everyday lite in the external 
world. To the extent that they are not comparable, 
consideration should be given to bringing them 
closer to the social practices found in the commu­
nity. 
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Prison communities are traditionally very different 
from outside society. Prisoners live ali aspects of their 
lives in one place, without the possibility of separating 
them (sleep, work, leisure time); are forced to live with 
other persons they have not chosen; lose their different 
social identities and are given a new identity which 
determines their treatment (criminal, prisoner). In tra­
ditional prisons, everything that is not explicitly 
allowed is prohibited; prisoners are continually under 
control and supervision by staff members who may use 
force against them. Prisoners are not supposed to take 
any personal responsibility or initiative. 

In outside society, the principie of legality ensures that 
everything that is not explicitly prohibited is allowed. 
Social interactions are based on exercising different 
social identities in different social areas (family, work, 
friends, sport, associations), which are more or less sep­
arated from each other. This diversity and separation 
allows for a balance between these social roles, for 
compensation of failure or frustrations in one role by 
success in another role. 

In prison, the number of roles to be played is restricted, 
and a prisoner is often considered to have failed in his 
global role as a citizen. He is identified to his criminal 
act, either in general "a criminal" or in particular "a 
murderer, a pervert". The predominance of order and 
security in prison will often result in his role of "pris­
oner" prevailing over any other possible role. 

"Normalisation" hence refers to two different levels: 
the individual level and the collective leve! (Snacken, 
2002). At the individual leve!, prison regimes should 
aim at recognising and fostering the diverse social iden­
tities, and increasing personal choices and responsibil­
ity. Participation in his own sentence planning, 
provision of an active regime, maintenance of his rights 
as a citizen, allowing extensive family visits, are sorne 
illustrations of ways to achieve this aim. Ata collective 
level, "normalisation" entails that services provided for 
inside prison should be similar to the positive aspects of 
life outside prison. 

This is also to be found in basic principie 5 of the draft 
European Prison Rules 2006: "Life in prison shall 
approximate as closely as possible the positive aspects 
of life in the community". 

The explanatory memorandum stresses in § 35 that nor­
malisation is necessary to counter institutionalism, 
which makes prisoners unfit for life in the community, 
and is hence in the interest of society at large. lt is also 
an implementation of the internationally recognised 
principie that refers to "imprisonment as punishment, 
not for punishment": the deprivation of liberty is suffi­
cient punishment in itself. This is explicitly referred to in 
rule 101 on sentenced prisoners in the draft European 
Rules 2006. 

The statement in § 37 of the explanatory memorandum 
illustrates that "normalisation" is not a static concept, 
but requires a dynamic and permanent screening of 
prison routines in order to reduce as much as possible 
discrepancies with the outside world. 
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3) Principie of responsibility 

Prisoners should be given opportunities to exercise 
personal responsibility in daily prison life (responsi­
bility principie). 

This principie is further explained in the explanatory 
memorandum: 

38. The responsibility principie is closely allied to the 
normalisation principie since the exercise of respon­
sibility is required when dealing with the typical sit­
uations of community life. Traditional prison 
routines rob prisoners of the opportunity to take 
decisions and the consequences of those decisions. 
Hence, there is no learning about taking responsi­
bility. Without learning about responsibility, there 
can be no change of the attitudes and behaviours 
that lead to a life without crime. lt is a major chal­
lenge for prison administrations to create situations 
for the exercise of personal responsibility and for 
their staff to assist prisoners to do so through moti­
vating, counselling and guiding them. 

lmprisonment is imposed on offenders in response to 
the crimes they have committed and for which they are 
considered to be responsible. Traditional prison life 
then takes away any personal responsibility during 
detention, but expects those same persons to take ful! 
responsibility of their lives again the moment they are 
released into society. Possibi lities to increase responsi­
bility in prison are linked to what has been described 
supra under "comfort", such as access to sorne means of 
satisfying the need for recognition (status) and inde­
pendence (to make one's own decisions), "control", for 
instance offering inmates a number of choices 
(between activities, possibilities of association, etc.), 
encouraging prisoner participation in the organisation 
of prison life, and "meaning", for example education 
and training courses can offer long-term goals and 
motivations which may help prisoners to reta in a sense 
of worth and self-esteem. 

This responsibility principie is also to be found in rule 
101.1 of the draft European Prison Rules 2006, stating 
that the prison regime offered to sentenced prisoners 
should "enable them to lead a responsible and crime­
free life". Participation of prisoners in the organisation 
of prison life is also mentioned in rule 44.2 of the draft 
European Prison Rules 2006: "prison authorities shall 
encourage representation of prisoners to communicate 
with them about matters relating to their imprison­
ment". 

4) Principie of security and safety 

A clear distinction should be made between any 
risks posed by lite sentence and other long-term 
prisoners to the externa! community, to themselves, 
to other prisoners and to those working in or visit­
ing the prison (security and safety principie). 

This principie warns against the wrongful assumption 
that the fact of alife or long-term sentence, imposed for 
a serious crime, automatically implies that a prisoner is 
dangerous. lndeed, years of experience and research 
show that life sentence and long-term prisoners are not 
necessarily "dangerous" or "difficult" inside the prison. 
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Many are even known to be "good" prisoners, accepting 
the punishment imposed on them, and mainly interested 
in "doing time" with as few problems and conflicts as 
possible, especially if they can hope for an early release. 
They exhibit stable and reliable behaviour and are 
unlikely to repeat their offence. The likelihood of an 
offender engaging in violent or dangerous behaviour 
frequently depends not only on personality 
characteristics but also on the typical situations that per­
mit or provoke the emergence of such behaviour. 
"Dangerousness" is therefore considered to be the result 
of an interaction between an individual person and spe­
cific circumstances. lt has also been demonstrated that 
prisoners who are very difficult in one prison may pre­
sent little or no problem in another prison. Finally, the 
definition of a person as dangerous varíes according to 
the defining authority. Research in England and Belgium 
has shown that central prison administrations use differ­
ent criteria than local prison authorities and staff, and 
that these definitions also fluctuate over time (Bottoms 
& Light, 1987; Snacken, 2004). 

lt is hence important to make a clear distinction 
between security and safety. The first refers to prison 
systems' duty to keep prisoners out of society as long as 
deemed necessary and to prevent escapes from prison­
ers considered to present a threat to society. The latter 
refers to prison systems' duty to ensure a safe and 
orderly execution of the imprisonment inside the 
prison, both for inmates, prison staff and visitors. 
"Safety" hence refers not only to aggression towards 
other persons, but also to suicides (risks to themselves). 

This distinction between security and safety is also men­
tioned in the draft European Prison Rules, where under 
"general approach to good order", rule 43 states 
"good order in prison shall be maintained by achieving 
a proper balance between considerations of security, 
safety and discipline, and the obligation to treat pris­
oners with humanity and with respect for their human 
dignity". This rule more fully recognises the importance 
of a proper balance, not only between security and 
safety, but also of justice and care in achieving order in 
prisons (Morgan, 1994). 

lndeed, security and safety have sometimes proven to 
be competing aims, thus presenting prison administra­
tions with permanent dilemmas. Prioritisation of the 
occasional but high consequence risk of escape (secu­
rity) may increase the endemic risk of reduction in the 
quality of life for prisoners, leading to the unintended 
outcome of stimulating frustration and opposition, and 
hence bringing about exactly the behaviour prison 
management sought to suppress (reduction in safety) 
(Sparks a.o., 1996: 91). In his famous report on the 
causes for the majar riot in Manchester's Strangeways 
prison, based on extensive interviews with prisoners, 
staff and scholars, Justice Woolf deduced that it was the 
combination of overcrowding, poor living conditions 

1. Judgment X v. the United Kingdom of 5 November 1981; 
J udgment Weeks v. the United Kingdom of 2 Ma rch 1987; 
Judgment Thynne, Wilson and Gunne/1 v. the United Kingdom 
of 25 October 1990. 

and the perceived grievances and injustices that had 
provided the fuel for the riot to take hold and spread in 
the way it did, amongst an inmate population that was 
antagonistic towards the prison system in general 
(Woolf Report, 1991: par. 3.432). He carne to the conclu­
sion, much discussed since, that "security, control and 
justice" must be kept in balance (ibid.: par. 1.148). 
Another interesting example of the difficult relation­
ship between security and safety is given by the escape 
from the Special Security Unit in Whitemoor prison, 
which resulted from a belief that the physical properties 
of the unit made it escape-proof (passive security) and 
from a policy of non-confrontation with prisoners out of 
fear for a Manchester-like prisoners' riot (Woodcock 
Report, 1994, mentioned by Sparks a.o., 1996: 329-334). 
These examples also stress the importance of the con­
cept of "dynamic security" (infra). 

In sorne countries however, security classification inside 
prison is based exclusively on the type of crime commit­
ted or the length of sentence imposed. This is sorne­
times even decided by the judge at the time of 
sentencing. Sorne legislation even provides that life 
sentence prisoners must always be kept isolated from 
other prisoners and are routinely subjected to extreme 
forms of coercion. Such practices are contrary to the 
principie of individual assessment developed in this rec­
ommendation, and described in the explanatory mem­
orandum as: 

The level of security required when allocating pris­
oners to suitable prisons, transfer to other prison 
regimes, the specific programmes that should be 
offered - all are dependent on assessments of the 
eventual nature and degree of dangerousness. 

lt may also raise questions of inhuman and degrading 
treatment, and CPT has issued new standards and rec­
ommendations in this respect in its 11th General Report: 

33. In many European countries the number of life sen­
tence and other long-term prisoners is on the 
increase. During sorne of its visits, the CPT has found 
that the situation of such prisoners left much to be 
desired in terms of material conditions, activities 
and possibilities for human contact. Further, many 
such prisoners were subject to special restrictions 
likely to exacerbate the deleterious effects inherent 
in long-term imprisonment; examples of such 
restrictions are permanent separation from the rest 
of the prison population, handcuffing whenever 
the prisoner is taken out of his cell, prohibition of 
communication with other prisoners, and limited 
visit entitlements. The CPT can see no justification 
for indiscriminately applying restrictions to all pris­
oners subject to a specific type of sentence, without 
giving due consideration to the individual risk they 
may (or may not) present. 

Judgments from the European Court of Human Rights 
have also emphasised that dangerousness is not neces­
sarily a permanent characteristic of an offender.' 

Individual re-classification and re-allocation should 
hence also be undertaken when changes in the levels of 
security and safety risks warrant it. 
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S) Principie of non-segregation 

Consideration should be given to not segregating 
life sentence and other long-term prisoners on the 
sole ground of their sentence (non-segregation 
principie). 

The non-segregation principie follows from the princi­
pie of individual assessment of security and safety risks. 
The special segregation of life sentence or long-term 
prisoners cannot be justified by an unexamined charac­
terisation of such prisoners as dangerous. As a general 
rule, the experience of many prison administrations is 
that many such prisoners present no risks to themselves 
orto others. And if they do present such risks, they may 
only do so for relatively limited periods or in particular 
situations. In consequence, the special segregation of 
these prisoners should only be undertaken if, and foras 
long as, clear and present risks exist. 

6) Principie of progression 

Individual planning for the management of the 
prisoner's life or long-term sentence should aim at 
securing progressive movement through the prison 
system (progression principie). 

The progression principie refers to the importance of 
trying to secure a beneficia! movement through the 
prison system for all life sentence and long-term prison­
ers. During the prison period, progression may be an 
important antidote to mental deterioration by provid­
ing for specific goals that can be achieved within fore­
seeable periods of time. lt allows the prisoner to 
construct a new vision of "time" in prison and to fore­
see sorne "future", both in prison and with regard to a 
possible release. Progression allows for the increasing 
exercise of responsibility and has, as its ultimate aim, a 
constructive transition from prison life to life in the 
community. 

These six general principies are then further developed 
throughout the recommendation and made more con­
crete concerning sentence planning, risk and need 
assessment. security and safety in the prison, counter­
acting the damaging effects of life and other long-term 
sentences. Special attention is also given to sorne spe­
cial categories of life and other long-term prisoners 
(including foreign prisoners, vulnerable prisoners, the 
mentally handicapped or disturbed, elderly prisoners 
and women prisoners), to managing reintegration for 
life sentence and long-term prisoners, to recall to 
prison and to prison staff. 

lt would lead us too far to discuss ali these aspects. 1 will 
hence selecta few topics that are of particular interest 
or concern to me. 

6. Discussion 

6.1. Sentence planning 

Sentence planning is an important tool for achieving 
the general objectives and the application of the gen­
eral principies. These plans should seek to identify the 
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most constructive ways in which life and long-term 
imprisonment can best be carried out for each individ­
ual prisoner. Sentence plans encompass ali the import­
ant steps and aspects of detention: the initial allocation 
of a prisoner, progression through the prison system, 
participation in work and other activities, participation 
in programmes addressing risks and needs, the 
reduction of the damaging effects of the long-term 
imprisonment, the preparation of conditional release 
and the possibilities of living a law-abiding life after 
release. As a result, sentence plans should not be 
imposed on the prisoner, but should be the result of 
consultation with the prisoner. This is a prerequisite for 
their effectiveness, as plans will have "an increased like­
lihood of being followed if they are developed as far as 
possible with the active participation of the prisoner". 
lt is also an important aspect of the responsibility prin­
cipie for the prisoner. As sentence planning must aim at 
preparing the release of the prisoner, they should be 
undertaken in close collaboration with the post-release 
supervision authorities. 

We fully agree with the statements in the explanatory 
memorandum that "as supervision includes help and 
support as well as control, relevant social services or 
agencies should also be involved", and "after the initial 
placement of the prisoner in a suitable prison, the aim 
of the sentence planning should be to bring about 
movement through the prison system so that restrictive 
conditions of confinement are progressively eased. The 
final aim should be to allow the prisoner to spend the 
final phase of imprisonment under conditions that are 
minimally restrictive. At least, this should include the 
possibility of placement in an open prison. Preferably, 
however, the final phase should be spent in the com­
munity. Placement possibilities include the prisoner's 
family, a foster family, a halfway hoste!, ora treatment 
instance." 

1 am rather concerned though by the way in which 
these aims of the sentence planning are developed in 
conjunction with the responsibility principie in the 
explanatory memorandurfl': 

§ 45: The aim of such plans should be to assist the 
prisoner to adjust to the reality of the sentence 
imposed, to use to the full the opportunities 
offered for progression through the prison system 
and, eventually, to prepare for release and a 
constructive use of post-release supervision. 
Participation in educational, cultural and personal 
change programmes should be seen as a key ele­
ment in the management of life and long-term 
imprisonment. Prisoners should be given every 
encouragement to enter such programmes, for 
example, by ensuríng that participation is remuner­
ated. 

§ 46: Sentence planníng should seek, in accordance 
with the responsibility principie, to stimulate and 
motivate the prisoner to co-operate in addressing 
criminal behaviour and using personal, prison and 
community resources that promete coping with 
prison life and preparing for a crime-free life in the 
community. 
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The aim of sentence planning is to reach the three gen­
eral objectives mentioned in the recommendation: "to 
ensure that prisons are safe and secure places for the 
prisoners and ali those who work with them or visit 
them, to counteract the damaging effects of lite and 
long-term imprisonment, to increase and improve the 
possibilities for these prisoners to be successfully reset­
tled in society and to lead a law-abiding life following 
their release". These objectives are primarily the 
responsibility of the prison authorities. The third objec­
tive of resettlement into society seems to be reduced 
here to a purely personal responsibility of the prisoner, 
to be achieved through providing "prisoners with 
opportunities to reflect on their criminal or harmtul 
behaviour and provide programmes that enable them 
to find ways of neutralising it." No reference is made to 
other means of fostering reintegration into society that 
should be reflected in sentence planning, such as allo­
cation to a prison as close as possible to the prisoner's 
social network, the already mentioned importance of 
offering choices and sorne autonomy, the participation 
in the organisation of prison lite, the importance of 
assuring continuity between activities organised inside 
the prison and their effects after release (for example 
work programmes or vocational training), Sorne of 
these issues are mentioned further under the heading 
"counteracting the damaging effects of lite and other 
long-term sentences", but they should be fully part of 
the sentence planning as well. 

The double emphasis on "personal change pro­
grammes" {§ 45 and 51) announces the heavy reliance 
on cognitive behavioural programmes which becomes 
clear in the following chapter on risk and need assess­
ment and the "What works?" discussion {§ 60-64). As 
with the earlier concept of dangerousness, criminal 
behaviour seems again to be reduced to personal char­
acteristics, without taking into account the interaction 
with other factors such as the fact that, in most coun­
tries, the large majority of the prison population comes 
from the lowest socioeconomic strata, which points to 
the need for psychosocial support. Risks and needs of 
prisoners are reduced to criminogen ic needs (risks for 
society). This seems to point more towards Foucault's 
(1975) analysis of "normalisation of the prisoner" than 
towards "normalisation of the prison regime". None of 
the fundamental questions raised about such pro­
grammes and the limits of state intervention into the 
lives and privacy of citizens, albeit prisoners, are men­
tioned (von Hirsch & Maher, 2000; Duff, 2001; Hudson, 
2003). Again, security and safety seem to overshadow 
justice and care. 

6.2. Security and safety in prison 

Recommendation 18 refers explicitly to the concept of 
"dynamic security": 

18. a. The maintenance of control in prison should be 
based on the use of dynamic security, that is the 
development by staff of positive relationships with 
prisoners based on firmness and fairness, in combi­
nation with an understanding of their personal sit­
uation and any risk posed by individual prisoners. 

b. Where technical devices, such as alarms and 
closed circuit television are used, these should 
always be an adjunct to dynamic security methods. 

c. Within the limits necessary for security, the rou­
tine carrying of weapons, including firearms and 
truncheons, by persons in contact with prisoners 
should be prohibited within the prison perimeter. 

Dynamic security means that basic-grade prison staff 
are trained and encouraged to develop good personal 
relationships with prisoners, to know and understand 
them as individuals, to provide sympathetic help with 
personal problems and to engage in meaningful dia­
logues with them. This concept was already at the cen­
tre of Recommendation No. R (97) 12E on staff 
concerned with the implementation of sanctions and 
measures, which ·took particular account of the fact 
that the prison services of many countries consider the 
development of dynamic security to be the most impor­
tant way of maintaining security and safety in prisons. 
Technical devices (passive security) constitute only an 
adjunct to it. 

Prisoners have their most frequent and continuing con­
tacts with the basic-grade staff. Dynamic security is 
based on the idea of "dialectic of control" between 
staff and prisoners (Sparks a.o., 1996). Prisoners do not 
passively undergo imprisonment but live it. Prisoners 
are still social agents, who reflect upon their situation 
and respond to it not automatically but strategically. 
An important aspect in this dialectic of control is "the 
extent to which staff in prisons succeed or fail in legiti­
mating their deployment of power and authority and 
the techniques and strategies which they deploy in 
seeking to secure such legitimacy" (Sparks a.o., 1996: 
35). The nature of their daily interactions with the 
basic-grade staff greatly influences their behaviour and 
attitudes. Positive interactions tend to reduce destruc­
tive behaviour and attitudes, and facilitate constructive 
work with prisoners. In addition, dynamic security per­
mits the staff to become more easily aware of disturb­
ing prisoner behaviour such as escape attempts, 
violence between prisoners or against staff, the smug­
gling of prohibited goods, etc. 

The concepts of "firmness and fairness" used in 
Recommendation 18a refer to Justice Woolf's already 
mentioned analysis of the importance of justice and 
reliability in daily interactions between staff and pris­
oners. "Understanding of their personal situation and 
any risk posed by individual prisoners" refers to the 
application of the other aims of security, safety and 
care. To find the exact balance between these four 
tasks constitutes a major challenge for basic-grade 
staff. But dynamic security is also recognised as offering 
a more rewarding work with prisoners than the formal 
and distant relations that result from sole reliance on 
passive security. One problem may however be what 
has been called "the slippery slope", the uncertainty for 
guards as to how flexible and understanding they can 
be without risking that certain prisoners may abuse 
their trust. Assisting the basic-grade staff to maintain a 
correct balance is the responsibility of senior supervis­
ing staff. lt is essential, therefore, for senior supervisory 
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staff to keep themselves informed by direct observation 
and discussion of the nature of staff- prisoner relation­
ships. 

"In sorne countries, interna! satety and order are main­
tained by the use of patrolling guards carrying 
weapons, notably truncheons and firearms. Other coun­
tries have long found it possible to dispense with such 
means of control, not least because they may actually 
provoke prisoner aggression and hostage taking. The 
presence of weapons works to the disadvantage of staff 
if they are taken hostage or otherwise overwhelmed 
and the weapons seized. Accordingly, the carrying of 
we~pons by persons in contact with prisoners should be 
prohibited within the prison perimeter. The prison 
perimeter is that designated boundary over which 
unauthorised movement of a prisoner constitutes 
escape. Training in the use of dynamic security lays the 
foundations for forms of control built upen respect 
(legitimacy) rather than force. Recommendation No. R 
(97) 12 on staff concerned with the implementation of 
sanctions and measures describes the implications for 
recruitment and training of enlarging of the functions 
of basic grade prison staff to include the development 
of positive relationships with prisoners." 

Recommendations 19 and 20 refer to the possibility 
that segregation of individual prisoners may sometimes 
be necessary. Taking into account the damaging psy­
chosocial effects of lengthy isolations, this segregation 
should always be as short as possible. 

Not all countries have maximum security units. We 
found in an earlier survey that policies towards diffi­
cult, violent or escape-risk prisoners vary greatly within 
Europe: individual segregation in his own cell, individ­
ual supervision by medica! staff, special units with a lib­
eral regime within a secure perimeter and units with a 
strict regime (Snacken, 1999). The latter may raise 
human rights questions, as illustrated by CPT reports 
pointing to psychopathological effects (depression, 
paranoia) and cases before the European Court of 
Human Rights (cf. Van de Ven v. the Netherlands, 
4 February 2003), in which routine strip searches in a 
maximum security unit were found to amount to 
degrading treatment and to breach Article 3 of the 
ECHR. 

Recommendation 20 hence advocates that maximum 
security units should only be used as a last resort, that 
allocation should be regularly reviewed, and that 
regimes should be as relaxed and active as possible, 
allowing prisoners freedom of movement within the 
unit (liberal regime within a secure perimeter). 

6.3. Counteracting the damaging effects of life and 
long-term sentences 

Recommendations 21 to 24 are essential aspects of any 
prison regime for lite and long-term prisoners. 

6.4. Special categories 

This section deals with categories of prisoners who raise 
special regime issues. 
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6.5. Staff 

Staff is of utmost importance to the three major aims of 
good management - the maintenance of prison secu­
rity and safety, counteracting the negative effects of 
imprisonment and release preparation. The explana­
tory memorandum therefore rightfully emphasises the 
need for adequate selection, training, support and pay­
ment. 

"In dealing with long and lite sentence prisoners, staff 
may face difficulties that are more serious, and on occa­
sion more acute, than those arising in the ordinary 
course of prison work. The responsibilities carried by 
the staff are accordingly greater. Translating these 
three aims into everyday action can only be done 
through all categories of staff working professionally as 
a team. This implies organisational leadership, the pro­
vision of support and advice to staff in continuous con­
tact with prisoners and debriefing sessions if explosive 
situations do occur". 

"lf the exacting duties of prison staff dealing with lite 
and long-term prisoners are to be carried out satisfac­
torily, the qualities of empathy, strength of character 
and the ability to make calm professional judgements 
are fundamental. Furthermore, showing and maintain­
ing respect for prisoners who may have committed 
abhorrent offences cal Is for great moral strength. To all 
these qualities must be added information and skills 
about security and safety arrangements, the prevention 
of negative effects and the execution of resettlement 
programmes". 

"Sorne member countries with relatively large numbers 
of long-term and life sentence prisoners have difficul­
ties in recruiting a sufficient number of basic-grade 
prison staff of good quality. This is often related to the 
low salaries paid to prison staff. Since the quality of 
staff is decisive for the humanity and effectiveness of a 
prison system, salaries that will attract suitable recruits 
should be paid (see in this connection Principie 40, 
Recommendation No. R (97) 12 on staff concerned with 
the implementation of sanctions, Appendix l.). 
Moreover, initial training is often of short duration and 
seldom followed up by regular further training. 
lmproving the quality of work with life and long-term 
prisoners is, therefore, severely handicapped from the 
start. Nevertheless, efforts should be made to initiate 
forms of training and support for basic-grade prison 
staff. Such training should not be limited to this cate­
gory of staff. Prison governors and other senior and 
specialist staff should be included in the training 
schemes. 

7. Conclusion 

The best way to avoid the detrimental effects of long­
term imprisonment is not to impose it, but that is not of 
the competence of the prison administration. The cur­
rent recommendation tackles many important aspects 
of the management of long-term prisoners. The main 
principies also appear to be very much in line with the 
draft European Prison Rules 2006. Reality may still be 
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different in member states, both east and west. We 
hope the recommendation will help national authori­
ties to reform prison regimes where necessary. 
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Conclusion by the General Rapporteur 
by Professor Andrew COYLE' 
General Rapporteur 

lntroduction 

Under the aegis of the Council of Europe, directors of 
prison administration of its member states met in Rome 
at the invitation of the ltalian Ministry of Justice and its 
department of prison administration between 25 and 
27 November 2004. For the first time in such a meeting 
they were joined by directors of probation services. 

Mr Roberto Castelli, ltaly's Minister of Justice, in his 
welcoming address called for mínimum common stan­
dards for the enforcement of sentences in Europe. He 
also advocated exchan~es of ideas and expertise 
between European prison officials. 

In welcoming them on behalf of the Council of Europe, 
Mr Guy De Vel, Director General of Legal Affairs, 
reminded participants that the Council of Europe is the 
oldest European organisation and includes 46 member 
states, representing 800 million Europeans. The priorities 
of the Council comprise reform of the European Court of 
Human Rights as well as intensified co-operation to 
combat terrorism and the absolute prohibition of 
torture. Mr De Vel said that the revision of the 
European Prison Rules was closely related to these 
priorities. The current rules were adopted in 1987 when 
the Council had only 23 mernbers, severa! years before 
it realised its new remitas a pan-European body. Since 
then the Committee for the Prevention of Torture and 
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment has 
carried out a significant number of country visits and 
published many reports containing very detailed obser­
vations and recommendations on substantive issues 
concerning deprivation of liberty. Since 1987 there have 
also been a number of crucial judgments by the 
European Court of Human Rights relating to the treat­
ment of prisoners. 

Mr De Vel went on to remind participants that the 
Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe and 
the European Parliament were following closely the 
current revision of the European Prison Rules and had 
urged the adoption of a European Prisons Charter. 
When they meet in Helsinki in April 2005, the Ministers 
of Justice of the Council of Europe's member states will 
be presented with a near final draft of the revised rules 
and their explanatory memorandum. 

At the 13th conference of the CDAP in 5trasbourg in 
November 2002, a major issue discussed was the leve! of 
overcrowding in many prison systems and the insidious 
effect which this had on conditions for prisoners. Mr De 
Vel informed the conference that this remained an 

1. lnternational Centre for Prison Studies, School of Law, 
King's College, University of London, United Kingdom 
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issue which obstructed most efforts to develop humane 
prison systerns. He recognised that the main remedies 
for resolving prison overcrowding lie largely outside 
prison administrations and depended on the political 
and economic climate in rnany member states. 

Setting the scene 

In his opening keynote speech Dirk van Zyl 5mit, 
Professor of Comparative and lnternational Penal Law, 
University of Nottingham, United Kingdom, provided 
an overview of recent advances in penology in Europe. 
He began by tracing the development of international 
standards from the adoption of the fi rst set of stan­
dards by the League of Nations in 193S and went on to 
describe the evolution of European standards from 
Council of Europe Resolution (73) 5, known as the 
European Standard Mínimum Rules for the Treatment 
of Prisoners, through Recommendation No. R (87) 3 of 
the Cornmittee of Ministers, known as the European 
Prison Rules, to the current revision exercise. He dis­
cussed the effect of the implementation of the 
European Convention on the Prevention of Torture 
through the work of the Committee for the Prevention 
of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatrnent or 
Punishment and also the increasing influence of the 
jurisprudence of the European Court of Human Rights 
on prison issues. He pointed out that there had been 
significant political interest in Europe on prison mat­
ters, caused in part by increasing numbers of prisoners 
in many countries and concern about conditions of 
detention. He made specific mention of the series of 
recommendations from the Committee of Ministers. He 
concluded by looking forward to discussions at the 
Conference about Recommendation Rec(2003)22 on 
conditional release and Recommendation Rec(2003)23 
on the management of lite sentence and other long­
term prisoners. 

Updating the European Prison Rules 

In 2002 the European Committee for (rime Problems 
(CDPC) instructed its Standing Council for Penological 
Co-operation (PC-CP) to revise the European Prison 
Rules and to complete this work by 31 December 2005. 
The PC-CP was required to considera number of specific 
issues: 

• remand in custody, 

• the management of other special categories of pris­
oners, 

• problems of prison management, 

• ways of guaranteeing prisoners their fundamental 
rights 
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• and the need for ongoing research and evaluation 
of developments in prisons. 

In carrying out this revision, the PC-CP was required to 
consult with a variety of other Council of Europe com­
mittees and to appoint three experts to assist in its 
work. 

Throughout 2003 and 2004 the PC-CP and its experts 
progressed this work and in the course of this confer­
ence the experts appointed by the Council presented 
the current draft and the explanatory memorandum, 
inviting comments from the directors who were attend­
ing the conference. In its draft the PC-CP has sought to 
retain the fundamental features of the current rules 
but has restructured and developed them in a manner 
which takes account of the experiences of member 
states in the enlarged Council of Europe, the recent 
jurisprudence from the European Court of Human 
Rights, the specific and general reports of the CPT, rele­
vant recommendations from the Committee of 
Ministers and the new priorities which face prison 
administrations. 

The PC-CP had yet to draft the Preamble to the Rules 
but was able to inform the conference that its starting 
point would be the requirement that "deprivation of 
liberty shall be a measure of last resort". The Council 
had based its revision on the following basic principies, 
which are articulated in Part I of the draft revised Rules: 

1. Ali persons deprived of their liberty shall be treated 
with respect for their human rights. 

2. Persons deprived of their liberty retain ali rights 
that are not lawfully taken away by the decision 
sentencing them or remanding them in custody. 

3. Restrictions placed on persons deprived of their lib­
erty shali be the mínimum necessary and propor­
tionate to the objective for which they are imposed. 

4. Where the decision is made to deprive persons of 
their liberty, lack of resources cannot justify prison 
conditions that infringe human rights or these 
Rules. 

5. Life in prison shall approximate as closely as possi­
ble the positive aspects of life in the community. 

6. Ali detention shall be managed so as to facilitate 
the reintegration into free society of persons who 
have been deprived of their liberty. 

7. Prison staff carry out an important public service 
and shall have conditions of work that enable them 
to maintain high standards in their care of prison­
ers. 

8. These Rules shall be applied impartially, without 
discrimination on grounds of race, gender, sexual 
orientation, language, religion, political or other 
opinion, national, ethnic or social origin, birth, eco­
nomic or other status. 

In an important change from the 1987 Rules, the 
revised draft first sets out the rules which shali apply to 

1. Professor Dirk van Zyl Smit. Professor Andrew Coyle and 
Associate Professor Gerard de Jonge 

ali prisoners, regardless of their legal status, and then 
has short sections on the different rules applying to 
untried and sentenced prisoners. The revised rules as 
drafted contain the following sections: 

• Conditions of imprisonment 

• Health 

• Good order 

• Management and staff 

• lnspection and supervision 

• Unconvicted prisoners 

• Objective of the regime for sentenced prisoners 

The experts' briefly explained the way each section had 
been formulated and highlighted significant changes. 
The ltalian rapporteur, Mr Giovanni Tamburino, 
Director of Central Office for Studies, Research, 
Legislation and Automation, Department of Prison 
Administration. Ministry of Justice, made an interven­
tion on the ltalian perspective on the updating of the 
Rules, reminding participants of the significance of the 
fact that the conference was beginning in the room 
that had witnessed a few weeks before the signing of 
the European Constitution by 25 heads of state from 
the European Union. 

A number of helpful oral comments were recorded and 
several participants indicated their intention to submit 
written comments. The PC-CP welcomed this and asked 
that comments should be submitted as soon as possible. 

Alternative Sanctions and Measures, with 
special reference to conditional release 

On 24 September 2003 the Committee of Ministers 
adopted Recommendation Rec(2003)22 on conditional 
release (parole). In this recommendation the 
Committee of Ministers recommended that govern­
ments of member states should: 

• introduce conditional release in their legislation if it 
does not already provide for this measure, 

• be guided in their legislation, policies and practice 
on conditional release by the principies contained 
in the appendix to this recommendation, and 

• ensure that this recommendation on conditional 
release and its explanatory memorandum are dis­
seminated as widely as possible. 

The recommendation defined conditional release as 
the early release of sentenced prisoners under individu­
alised post-release conditions. 

This session of the conference heard detailed descrip­
tions, not only of conditional release, but also of 
arrangements for community supervision in Norway 
and ltaly. One of the main risks of community sanctions 
is that they wili be imposed by courts on offenders who 
would not otherwise be sent to prison in any event, 
rather than as a means of diversion from prison. For 
that reason, Kristin 80lgen Bronebakk, General 
Director of Prisons and Probation, Ministry of Justice, 
Norway, defined alternative measures to imprisonment 
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as "anything that re places prison with something else". 
She also emphasised the fundamental requirement to 
ensure that offenders, whether in prison or under 
supervision in the community should have access to all 
necessary community services. She explained that 
within prisons in Norway health and education services 
were provided by the same agencies which provided 
these services in the community. When prisoners were 
given conditional release or offenders were placed 
under community supervision, the main task of the pro­
bation officer was to make sure that they had access to 
ali necessary services. In turn, social services recognised 
that they had a responsibility to meet the needs of 
released prisoners and other offenders in exactly the 
same way that they met those of all other citizens. 

In his intervention Riccardo Turrini Vita, General 
Director of the Execution of Community Sanctions, 
Department of Penitentiary Administration, Ministry of 
Justice, described the development of community sen­
tences in ltaly since 1975. He said that these sentences 
had expanded "in silence and without massive 
resources" to the extent that there are currently more 
offenders serving community sentences than are in 
prison. He emphasised the importance of the judicial 
role in these matters and explained that assignment to 
probation could be made in respect of sentences of up 
to three years and also in the last three years of a 
longer sentence. He also described arrangements for 
semi-liberty and home detention. 

Mr Vita told the conference that remote surveillance of 
offenders by electronic monitoring was not in use in 
ltaly. This mirrors the situation in Norway, where a con­
scious decision has been made not to follow the exam­
ple of sorne other Scandinavian countries in this respect 
because it was not regarded as cost-effective and it put 
too much pressure on other family members. 

Dr Pierre Tournier, Director of Research, National Centre 
for Scientific Research (CNRS), France, described the 
background of Council of Europe activities and recom­
mendations which had led to Recommendation 
Rec(2003)22. He referred specifically to the need to 
differentiate between the issues covered by 
Recommendation No. R (99) 22 concerning prison over­
crowding and prison inflation. He reminded the partici­
pants that there was a distinction between these two 
issues and that alternatives to prison were most useful as 
a way of dealing with prison inflation. Dr Tournier then 
described the three main models of conditional release: 
the discretionary model, the mandatory model and the 
mixed system. He went on to provide a critique of the 
three systems before finally providing an overview of the 
possible future of conditional release in Europe. 

long-term sentences 

The conference then went on to consider 
Recommendation Rec(2003)23 on the management by 
prison administrations of life sentence and other long­
term prisoners, which was adopted by the Committee 
of Ministers on 9 October 2003. 
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This recommendation defined a life sentence prisoner 
as one serving a sentence of life imprisonment and a 
long-term prisoner as one serving a prison sentence or 
sentences totalling five years or more. The recommen­
dation defined the aims of the management of this 
group of prisoners as: 

• to ensure that prisons are safe and secure places for 
these prisoners and for ali those who work with or 
visit them; 

• to counteract the damaging effects of life and long­
term imprisonment; 

• to increase and improve the possibilities for these 
prisoners to be successfully resettled in society and 
to lead a law-abiding life following their release. 

AII countries which are members of the Council of 
Europe are required immediately on accession to 
impose a moratorium on the death penalty and to abol­
ish the death sentence by law within two years of acces­
sion. To our great credit, that means that Europe, from 
lisbon in the west to Vladivostok in the east, is now a 
de facto death-penalty-free region. However, the aboli­
tion of the death penalty has left many countries with 
difficult decisions to make about how to treat prisoners 
who are now sentenced to life imprisonment, sorne but 
not ali of whom would previously have been executed. 
In addition, throughout Europe, courts have in recent 
years been passing increasingly lengthy sentences. 
Speaking at a conference of European Ministers of 
Justice in October 2002, the Russian Minister Yuri 
Chayka called on his European colleagues to take com­
mon action to stop the increase in lengthy prison sen­
tences, by which he meant sentences over five years. He 
warned them: 

The expansion and tightening of modern punitive 
practice leads to a higher load on the penitentiary 
system, overcrowding of prisons, personnel short­
age and an increase in the spending of society as a 
whole. 

In her presentation Professor Sonja Snacken, 
Department of Criminology, Faculty of Law, Belgium, 
described the growth in the use of long-term prison 
sentences in Europe over the last thirty years and the 
resultant need to develop a set of consistent recom­
mendations about the definition of life and long- term 
imprisonment, the regimes and conditions in which 
they should be held and their preparation for eventual 
conditional release. She discussed the six basic princi­
pies for the management of these prisoners. They are: 
individualisation, normalisation, personal responsibil­
ity, security and safety, non-segregation and progres­
sion through the prison system. Professor Snacken 
concluded by pointing out the need for staff who work 
with this group of prisoners to be specially selected, 
trained and supported. 

Mr Yuri Kalinin, Vice Minister of Justice, the Russian 
Federation, began by describing sorne of the changes 
which have taken place in recent years in respect of the 
use of imprisonment and prison conditions in Russia. In 
the last three years the number of people in prison has 
been reduced by 300 000. He said that within the next 
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year it is expected to stabilise at around 700 000. 
President Vladimir Putin has taken a personal interest 
in the reduction of the number of people in prison, in 
prison reform and in legislative change. 

Although the overall number of prisoners has fallen, 
there has been a rise in the proportion who are serving 
long-term sentences or life imprisonment. There has 
also been an increase in the number of prisoners with­
out educational or vocational skills and in those with 
health problems, including tuberculosis, drug addic­
tion, mental disorders and those who are HIV-positive. 

Minister Kalinin described the efforts being made in 
Russian prisons to develop the principies of social reha­
bilitation with properly trained staff. These principies 
are being applied to persons serving long- term and lite 
imprisonment. He referred to the changes in legisla­
tion, the development of the management of prisoners 
and the involvement of wider society, for example, 
through the Public Council of Penal Reform. He ended 
by informing the conference of the recent establish­
ment of the Federal Service for Punishment 
Administration, which is separate from but legally 
accountable to the Ministry of Justice. 

Committee for the Prevention of Torture 

Dr Silvia Casale, President of the CPT, thanked the 
Penitentiary Administration Department of the ltalian 
Ministry of Justice, and the Council of Europe Legal 
Affairs Directorate for the opportunity afforded by the 
ad hoc conference to meet and discuss with many key 
interlocutors. The CPT welcomes the revision of the 
European Prison Rules, which reflects the growing con­
sensus about the need to take forward shared values 
and general principies concerning the human rights of 
prisoners. There is a clear connection between the revi­
sion of the rules and the recommendations and stan­
dards contained in the CPT's visits and general reports. 
The CPT follows with interest the development of mea­
sures alternative to custody, which, by helping to 
reduce custodia! populations, may contribute to easing 
the problems of overcrowding found on many CPT vis­
its. The CPT also supports proposals to review arrange­
ments for life sentence and long-term prisoners; in the 
course of its visits it frequently sees the deleterious 
effects of current arrangements in many member 
states. Dr Casa le congratulated the PC-CP on the work it 
had done so far and promised that the CPT would pro­
vide comments on the draft in a spirit of constructive 
co-operation. 

Summary 

The prison administrations in the countries which are 
members of the Council of Europe are responsible for 
around 2 mi Ilion prisoners in 46 countries, which stretch 
from the Atlantic to the Pacific Ocean and from the 
Arctic Circle to the Mediterranean Sea and beyond to 
the Caucasus. This means that the Directors of Prison 
Administration in these countries can speak with a 

unique authority on matters to do with imprisonment 
in this region. Over the last decade or so there has been 
a series of clearly identifiable conclusions from the reg­
ular meetings of Directors of Prison Administrations 
which have been held under the sponsorship of the 
Council of Europe. These have included the following: 

• The directors of prison administrations recognise 
the important task which they have in protecting 
society from those who have committed very seri­
ous crimes and who present a threat to their com­
munities. 

• The increasing use of imprisonment and the increas­
ing length of prison sentences in many member 
states is not a reflection of crime levels, which in 
many countries have not been increasing. 

• The most immediate consequence of the increasing 
use of imprisonment has been significant levels of 
prison overcrowding in many countries. This has 
resulted in pressure on prison management, on the 
conditions for prisoners, particularly in matters such 
as health, and on the responsibilities of staff. 

• There has been a dangerous tendency in sorne 
countries to regard criminal justice as "a business" 
and for sorne elements of criminal justice adminis­
trations to seek to increase their share of "the busi­
ness". 

• The safety of society would be improved by a 
decreased use of imprisonment and an increased 
use of alternatives to prison. 

At the 13th CDAP in November 2002, a number of the 
directors asked why discussion at these conferences 
concentrated on the prison element of their responsi­
bility to the virtual exclusion of the probation element. 
They asked that in future consideration should also be 
given to probation interests. 

During the course of the present CDAP two years later 
it was clear that the problem of rising prison popula­
tions continued to be a pressing issue in many member 
states. lt was also evident that, while the European 
Prison Rules have played a vital role in protecting the 
rights and ensuring the dignity of prisoners, a role 
which will be reinforced once the revised European 
Prison Rules are adopted, the treatment of our citizens 
who have committed a crime needs to be considered in 
a wider context. 

The present CDAP concluded that there was a need to 
reconsider the treatment and care of persons who have 
committed an offence, whether this was dealt with 
through the traditional criminal justice system or by 
using processes which might exist alongside it, such as 
mediation and restorative justice. In order to achieve a 
change, the conference noted that there was a need for 
a joint consideration of the use of custodia! sentences 
and community sanctions or measures as a means of 
taking up the challenge of the social mission of the 
criminal justice system. In this regard the continuing 
development of partnerships between prison and pro­
bation services in the member states of the Council of 
Europe was to be welcomed and deserved further con­
sideration. 
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Council of Europe annual penal statistics 
SPACE 1: 2003 survey on prison populations 
Marcelo F. Aebi' 

The SPACE I data presented below were obtained by 
means of the questionnaire introduced since the 1997 
survey, in its simplified version. Prison population fig­
ures (stock) relate to the situation on 1 September 
2003, while flow of entries, total number of days spent 
in penal institutions and incidents (escapes, deaths and 
suicides) relate to the year 2002. 

l. Prison Populations 

l. 1 Sta te of prison populations on 1 September 2003 

The situation of prison populations at a given date 
(stock statistics) is set out in 11 tables and four supple­
mentary tables. 

Table 1. Situation of penal ínstítutions on 1 Septe.mber 
2003 

(a) Total number of prisoners (including pre-trial 
deta i nees); 

(b) Prison population rate per 100 000 inhabitants: 
number of prisoners (including pre-trial detainees) 
present on 1 September 2003 in relation to the 
number of inhabitants at the same date (in view of 
the information available, the figure actually used 
is the number of inhabitants on 1 January 2003). 
This indicator is sometimes referred to as "deten­
tion rate", or "prisoner rate", or "imprisonment 
rate"; 

(c) Capacity of penal institutions: number of places 
available in penal institutions; 

(d) Prison density per 100 places: number of prisoners 
(including pre-trial detainees) in relation to the 
number of places available in penal institutions. 

As a complement to Table 1, we have included three 
supplementary tables: 

Table 1.2 Situation of penal institutions on 1 September 
2003 by· decreasing prison population rates 

In this table, countries are sorted according to their 
detention rates on 1 September 2003 

1. Prepared by Marcelo F. Aebi, Doctor of Criminology 
(University of Lausanne) - Professor of Criminology and 
Research Methods in Criminology at the lnstitute far 
Criminology, University fo Sevilla (E.T.S.1.1., Ava, Reian 
Mercedes sin, 41012 Sevilla, Spain, e-mail: aebi@us.es). The 
author sends his kind thanks to Miss Graciela Kronicz Aebi (BA, 
Law) for her contribution to entering the information pro­
vided by states into the database. 
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Table 1.3 Evolution of prison populations between 
1999 and 2003 

This table presents the total number of prisoners 
(including pre-trial detainees) and the prison popula­
tion rate per 100 000 inhabitants on 1 September 1999, 
2000, 2001, 2002 and 2003. Data are taken from the 
corresponding surveys of SPACE l. 

The table indicates also the evolution (in percentage) of 
prison populations rates between 1999 and 2003 as 
well as between 2002 and 2003. 

Table 1.4 Year-on-year rates of increase and decrease of 
prison population rates between 2002 and 2003 

This table shows the evolution of prison population 
rates between 2002 and 2003. Countries are classified in 
three categories according to the increase or decrease 
of their prison population rates between 1 September 
2002 and 1 September 2003: 

(a) lncrease of more than 5% 

(b) Between -5% and +5% 

(c) Decrease of more than 5% 

Table 2. Age structure of prison populations 

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

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

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

Data not collected in this enquiry (simplified version). 

Table 3. Female and foreign prisoners 

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

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

Data not collected in this enquiry (simplified version). 

Table 4. Legal status of prison populations on 1 Sept­
ember 2003 (numbers) 

(a) Untried prisoners (no court decision yet reached) 

(b) Prisoners convicted but not yet sentenced 

(e) Sentenced prisoners who have appealed or who are 
within the statutory time limit for doing so 

(d) Sentenced prisoners (final sentence) 

(e) Other cases. 
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Table 5. Legal status of prison populations on 1 Sept­
ember 2003 (percentages and rates) 

We have selected four indicators as a basis for compar­
ing the situations of the various populations: 

(a) Percentage of prisoners not serving a final sentence 
on 1 September 2003 (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) Rate of prisoners not serving a final sentence per 
100 000 inhabitants on 1 September 2003: the num­
ber of prisoners whose sentence is not final, present 
at that date, in relation to the number of inhabi­
tants at the same date - expressed per 100 000 
inhabitants; 

In order to calculate indicators (a) and (b), the number 
of prisoners not serving a final sentence is obtained by 
adding headings (a), (b), (e) and (e) of Table 4. However, 
when there are no data available under heading (e) 
"sentenced prisoners who have appealed or who are 
within the statutory time limit for doing so" of Table 4, 
without any further information being provided, it is 
assumed that prisoners in that situation are included 
among those under heading (d) "sentenced prisoners, 
final sentence". In that case, the indicators cannot be 
calculated. 

(e) Percentage of untried prisoners (no court decision 
yet reached) at 1 September 2003: the number of 
untried prisoners (not yet convicted), present at 
that date, expressed as a percentage of the total 
number of prisoners at the same date; 

(d) Rate of untried prisoners (no court decision yet 
reached) per 100 000 inhabitants at 1 September 
2003: the number of untried prisoners (not yet con­
victed), present at that date, in relation to the num­
ber of inhabitants at the same date - expressed per 
100 000 inhabitants 

In order to calculate indicators (e) and (d), only prison­
ers under heading (a) "untried prisoners (not yet con­
victed)" of Table 4 are taken into account. However, 
when there are no data available under heading (b) 
"prisoners convicted but not yet sentenced" of Table 4, 
without any further information being provided, it can­
not be excluded that prisoners in that situation are 
included among those under heading (a) "untried pris­
oners (no court decision yet reached)". In that case, the 
indicators calculated are presented between brackets 
and must be interpreted cautiously. 

Table 6. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sen­
tence) by main offence, on 1 September 2003 (numbers) 

Table 7. Breakdown o·f sentenced prisoners (final sen­
tence) by main offence on 1 September 2003 (percent­
ages) 

Tables 6 and 7 present the breakdown of prisoners with 
final sentence - those under heading (d) of Table 4 -

according to the main offence for which they were con­
victed. The following breakdown is used: 

(a) Prisoners sentenced for homicide (including 
attempts); 

(b) Prisoners sentenced for assault; 

(e) Prisoners sentenced for rape; 

(d) Prisoners sentenced for robbery; 

(e) Prisoners sentenced for other types of theft; 

(f) Prisoners sentenced for drug-related offences, 

(g) Prisoners sentenced for other offences. 

Table 8. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sen­
tence) by length of the sentence on 1 September 2003 
(numbers) • 

Table 9. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sen­
tence) by length of the sentence on 1 September 2003 
(percentages) 

Tables 8 and 9 present the breakdown of prisoners with 
final sentence - those under heading (d) of Table 4 -
according to the length of the sentence imposed on 
them. The following breakdown is used: 

(a) Prisoners sentenced to less than one month; 

(b) Prisoners sentenced to one month to less than three 
months; 

(e) Prisoners sentenced to three months to less than six 
months; 

(d) Prisoners sentenced to six months to less than one 
year; 

(e) Prisoners sentenced to one year to less than three 
years; 

(f) Prisoners sentenced to three years to less than five 
years; 

(g) Prisoners sentenced to five years to less than ten 
years; 

(h) Prisoners sentenced to ten years to less than twenty 
years; 

(i) Prisoners sentenced to more than twenty years; 

U) Prisoners sentenced to lite imprisonment; 

(k) Prisoners sentenced to death. 

Table 10. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sen­
tence) by length of the sentence on 1 September 2003 
(cumulative percentages) 

This table presents the breakdown, expressed in cumu­
lative percentages, of prisoners with final sentence -
those under heading (d) of Table 4 - according to the 
length of the sentence imposed to them. The following 
breakdown is used: 

(a) Percentage of prisoners sentenced to less than one 
year; 

(b) Percentage of prisoners sentenced to one year and 
over (fixed-term sentence); 

(e) Percentage of prisoners sentenced to three years 
and over (fixed-term sentence); 
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(d} Percentage of prisoners sentenced to five years and 
over (fixed-term sentence); 

(e) Percentage of prisoners sentenced to ten years and 
more (fixed-term sentence); 

(f) Percentage of prisoners sentenced to fixed-term 
sentences 

(f) Percentage of prisoners sentenced to life imprison-
ment; 

(g) Percentage of prisoners sentenced to death. 

Table 11. Breakdown of prisoners, sentenced (final sen­
tence} to less than one year, by length of the sentence 
on 1 September 2003 (percentages) 

This table presents the breakdown, expressed in per­
centages, of prisoners sentenced to less than one year 
according to the length of the sentence imposed on 
them. The following breakdown is used: 

(a) Prisoners sentenced to less than one month; 

(b) Prisoners sentenced to one month to less than three 
months; 

(e) Prisoners sentenced to three months to less than six 
months; 

(d) Prisoners sentenced to six months to less than one 
year. 

1.2 Flow of entries, /ength of imprisonment, 
escapes and deaths in 2002 

Tables 12 to 15 show the number of entries into prison 
(flow statistics), the length of imprisonment, and the 
number of escapes and deaths in penal institutions in 
the year 2002. 

Table 12. Flow of entries to penal institutions in 2002 

(a) Total number of entries to penal institutions in 
2002. This indicator is usually known as "flow of 
entries"; 

(b) Rate of entries to penal institutions per 100 000 
inhabitants: the number of en tries for 2002, in rela­
tion to the average number of inhabitants during 
the same period (in view of the information avail­
able, the figure actually used is the number of 
inhabitants at 1 January 2003). 

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

The term "entry" refers to all entries into penal institu­
tions, except in the following situations: 

• Entry following transfer from one penal institution 
to another; 

• Entry following the prisoner's removal from the 
institution in order to appear before a judicial 
authority (investigating judge, tria! court, etc); 

• Entry following prison leave or a period of author­
ised absence; 

• Entry following an escape, after re-arrest by the 
police. 
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The figures do not relate to the number of individua Is 
but to the number of events (entries). The same indi­
vidual may enter prison severa! times in the same year 
for the same case. This applies, for instance, toan indi­
vidual who is placed in pre-trial detention during year 
"n" (first entry), released by the investigating judge at 
the pre-trial investigation stage, tried without being re­
detained, convicted and sentenced to a term of impris­
onment exceeding the period of pre-trial detention, 
and re-imprisoned during the same year "n" to serve 
the remainder of the sentence (second entry). A for­
tiori, the same individual may enter in prison severa! 
times in the same year for different cases. 

Only entries of untried prisoners (not yet convicted}, 
prisoners convícted but not yet sentenced, or sentenced 
prisoners who have appealed or who are within the 
statutory time limit to do so are recorded under (e). This 
figure therefore corresponds to part of the entries 
recorded under (a). These of course include entries for 
pre-trial detention. 

Table 13. lndicator of average length of imprisonment 
in 2002, based on the total number of days spent in 
penal instítutions 

(a) Total number of days spent in penal institutions in 
2002; 

(b) Average number of prisoners in 2002: (b) =(a)/ 365; 

(c) Total number of entries to penal institutions in 2002 
(flow of entries) = heading (a) of Table 12; 

(d) lndicator of average length of imprisonment (D) 
expressed in months: quotient of the average num­
ber of prisoners in 2002 (P) by the flow of entries 
during that period (E}, multiplied by 12 (months}: 
D = 12 x P/E 

The figure under heading (a) corresponds to the total 
number of days spent in penal institutions by all per­
sons placed in detention for at least one day during the 
reference year (2002). This may be time spent in pre­
trial detention or time spent serving a prison sentence, 
or may even correspond to other circumstances (deten­
tíon for failure to pay a fine, for instance}. No distinc­
tion is made here between those categoríes. 

This type of data is usually prepared by the depart­
ments responsible for prison budgets and is used to cal­
culate the 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 constitutes probably the best possible 
indicator of the average number of prisoners present in 
the year. 

Nevertheless, as sorne countríes did not provide data 
regarding the total number of days spent in penal insti­
tutions in 2002 - heading (a) of Table 13 - and others 
provided figures that did not seem reliable (see Notes 
to Table 13), we have added Table 13.1 (lndicator of 
average length of imprisonment in 2002, based on the 
total number of prisoners on 1 September 2002) in 
which we have used the total number of prisoners on 1 
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September 2002 asan estímate of the average number 
of prisoners in that year (source: SPACE 2002). We have 
also use this indicator to work out other figures pre­
sented in Tables 14 and 15 (escape rate, mortality rate 
and suicide rate). 

Table 14. Escapes of prisoners in 2002 

The table includes two types of escape: 

(a) Escapes by prisoners (convicted prisoners or pre-trial 
detainees under the responsibility of the prison 
administratíon) from a closed penal institution or 
during an administrative transfer (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 ínvolved. 

Relating the number of escapes to the total number of 
prisoners on 1 September 2002 (used here as an estí­
mate of the average number of prisoners) provided in 
SPACE 2002 we obtain the rate of escapes per 10 000 
prisoners: 10 000 x (a)/ total number of prisoners on 1 
September 2002. 

(b) Other forms of escape (absconding or running off): 
Examples are escapes from open institutions (such 
as work farms) or from semi-detention, and escapes 
during an authorised short-term absence (or leave) 
from ali kinds of institutions (including closed insti­
tutions). 

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

Table 15. Deaths in penal institutions in 2002 (including 
suicides) 

This table includes: 

(a) Total number of deaths in penal institutions in 
2002; 

(b) Number of suicides in 2002; 

(c) Suicides as a percentage of total deaths: 100 x 
(b)/(a) 

Relating the total number of deaths in prison (a) and 
the number of suicides in prison (b) to the total number 
of prisoners on 1 September 2002 (used here as an estí­
mate of the average number of prisoners) provided in 
SPACE 2002 we obtain respectively: 

(d) Mortality rate per 10 000 prisoners: 10 000 x (a)/ 
total number of prisoners on 1 September 2002 

(e) Suicide rate per 10 000 prisoners: 10 000 x (b)/total 
number of prisoners on 1 September 2002. 

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

11. Prison Staff 

Data not collected in this enquiry (simplified version). 

Presentation of the statistical data 

Conventions used 

The question is irrelevant; the ítem refers to 
..... a concept not found in the penal system of 

the country concerned. 

o The number is O but the concept exists in the 
penal system of the country concerned 

No figures available, but the concept exists ... 
in the penal system of the country concerned 

When the data are shown in brackets this 
means that they are not strictly comparable 
with the data requested by SPACE. 

() The divergences are explained in the notes 
to the relevant table. As a rule, this applies 
to items whose definition is not the same as 
the one by SPACE. 

When the questionnaire box is left blank or 
a symbol is used whose meaning is not 
explicit (for example "/" or "-"), 
we leave the box blank. 

Measures of central tendency 

In tables containing rates or percentages we have used 
the following measures to describe the distribution of 
the data: 

(a) Mean: the arithmetic mean is the sum of the data 
supplied divided by the number of countries supply­
ing them. The mean is sensitive to very high or very 
low values, which is why the median is also used as 
a measure of central tendency. 

(b) Median: the median is the value that divides the 
data supplied by the countries concerned into two 
equal groups so that 50% of the countries are 
above the median and 50% are below it. The 
median is not influenced by very high or very low 
val u es. 

(c) Mínimum: the lowest recorded value in the table 

(d) Maximum: the highest recorded value in the table 

For reasons of accuracy we have calculated the mean 
and median values from the original database, which 
contains ali the decimals not presented in the tables. 
Readers who rework the calculations from the data in 
the tables - which only contain one or two decimals -
will therefore obtain slightly different results from 
ours. 

Demographic data 

The rates of imprisonment have been calculated using 
demographic data on 1 January 2003 taken from 
"Recent demographic developments in Europe, 2003" 
(Strasbourg: Council of Europe Publications, 2003). 
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When no information was available far 1 January 2003, 
we have used the latest demographic data available. 
That was the case for the following countries: 

• Albania: Demographic data relate to 1 January 
2000. 

• Bosnia and Herzegovina (Federation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and Republika Srpska): Demographic 
data are estimates. 

• France: Ali data included in SPACE refer to the 
European territory of France (known as the 
Métropole) and the French overseas territories 
(Guadeloupe, Martinique, Guyane and Réunion, 
known as DOM or Départements d'Outre-mer). 
Demographic data are estimates calculated by the 
lnstitut National de la Statistique, INSEE 
(http ://www.insee.fr/fr/ffdpop_age.htm), and relate 
to 1 January 2004. 

• Greece: Demographic data relate to 1 January 2001. 

• ltaly: Demographic data relate to 1 January 2002. 

• Serbia and Montenegro: Demographic data are 
estimates. 

• "The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia": 
Demographic data relate to 1 January 2002. 

• United Kingdom: Demographic data for England 
and Wales, Northern lreland and Scotland are esti­
mates calculated by National Statistics Online 
(http ://www.statistics.gav.uk/cci/nugget.asp ?id=6) 
and relate to the mid-2002 population. 

• Canada: Demographic data are estimates calcu­
lated by Statistics Canada / Statistiques Canada 
(h tt p ://www.statcan.ca/eng I ish/Pgd b/demo02.htm) 
and relate to the situation on 1 July 2003. 

Data validation procedure 

According to the authors of the European Sourcebook 
of Crime and Criminal Justice Statistics (Strasbourg, 
Council of Europe, 1999), "validation is often the most 
important - and in many cases the most forgotten -
stage of the data collection process". Therefore, since 
the 2002 survey of SPACE, we have introduced a valida­
tion procedure for the data received. Such procedures 
substantially increase the workload of ali the individu­
als and countries involved in the elaboration of SPACE. 
lt also delays the publication of the data. However, we 
believe that the results obtained - in other words, the 
improvements to the quality of the data - justify its use. 

As part of the validation procedure, we produced a pre­
liminary version of SPACE and a series of control tables 
that revealed a number of inconsistencies in the data 
received from sorne countries. Those countries were 
contacted again by means of a personal letter - sent by 
e-mail or fax - setting out the specific problems 
encountered in their data. Most of them answered our 
request. In general they corrected their figures, sent 
new ones for certain parts of the questionnaire, or indi­
cated the reasons for the divergences identified. Such 

1. Formerly: " ... when seven-twelfths of the sentence but not 
less than two months ... " 
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divergences are mainly due to differences in the 
national prison statistics systems as well as in criminal 
justice systems across Europe and are explained in the 
notes to the relevant tables. 

Nevertheless, despite our efforts to identify errors and 
inconsistencies, sorne of them may still remain and oth· 
ers may have been introduced involuntarily during the 
data processing. Moreover, it has not always been pos­
sible to correct the inconsistencies discovered in a 
totally satisfactory way. In that context, any readers' 
comments, notes or criticisms are welcomed. 

Statistical tables 

/.1 Prison popu/ations 

State of prison populations on 1 September 2003 

General Notes (on, ínter alia, legislative ar other mea­
sures which directly influence trends in the number of 
prisoners) 

Armenia: The new criminal code, adopted on 18 April 
2003, entered into force on 1 August 2003. 

Austria: 

• Collective pardon every year at Christmas 

• An amendment to the Prison Act has made it possi­
ble for judges to arder the suspension of the com­
mencement of a sentence in a wider category of 
cases. 

Azerbaijan: 

• Amnesty 

• Pardon Act 

Bosnia and Herzegovina - Federation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina: The President of the Federation of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina has made 15 decisions on pardoning 
convicted persons and reduced the sentence of impris­
onment of 128 persons already serving their sentences 
in penal institutions. 

Cyprus: Sorne special remissions 

Denmark: 

• Amendment of the Executive Order on Release of 
lnrnates Serving a Prison Sentence (Release Order) 
(Section 27(3) of Executive Order No. 601 of 25 June 
2003): In order to secure the possibility for earlier 
release on parole of foreign in mates who are serv­
ing a prison sentence of up to eight years and who 
are to be expelled having served their sentence 
with a permanent entry prohibition when one half, 
but not less than two months', of the term of 
imprisonment has been served. 

• Act amending (law No. 386 of 28 May 2003) the 
criminal code, Section 245a, which renders the cir­
cumcision of women illegal. 

• Act amending (law No. 38 of 28 May 2003) the crim­
inal code, Section 110c(3) concerning acts aiming at 
fully or partially preventing the financia! or eco­
nomical relations with one or more countries, per­
sons, groups of persons or legal entities outside the 
European Union in violation of EU regulations 
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passed in accordance with Article 60, 301 or 308 in 
the Treaty of the European Un ion. 

Estonia: A new Penal Code entered into force on 1 
September 2002. One of the aims of the new Penal 
Code was to create an effective system of punishments 
according to which the court would be able to impose a 
suitable and fair sentence on every offender. In addi­
tion to imprisonment and financia! punishment, it is 
now also possible to impose, for example, community 
service, weekend imprisonment, etc. AII sentences that 
were valid at the time the Penal Code entered into 
force were reviewed: over 1 000 applications were pre­
sented before the courts asking for the enforcement of 
sentences to be discontinued or for the modification of 
the punishment. 

France: The pardons decree of 9 July 2003 granted con­
victed persons an exceptional reduction of sentence. 

Georgia: Collective pardon for 617 prisoners 

Germany: Data relate to 31 March 2003 instead of 
1 September 2003. 

Hungary: According to a modification of the Criminal 
Code that entered into force on 1 March 2003, multiple 
recidivists can be conditionally released. As a conse­
quence, approximately 800 people were released in 
2003. 

ltaly: 

• lncludes data on juvenile prisons and prisoners (that 
used to be presented in a separate appendix in pre­
vious editions of SPACE 1). 

• Nevertheless, it is necessary to note that minors, 
sentenced or awaiting tria 1, are committed not only 
to juvenile prisons (istituti penali peri minorenni), 
which this survey concerns, but also to other penal 
institutions (centri di prima accog/ienza, comunita, 
uffici di servizio socia/e peri minorenni). In particu­
lar, the Juvenile Court can commit to open institu­
tions (so-called comunita) both minors awaiting 
trial subject to preventive measures and convicted 
minors serving alternative measures. 

• Law No. 207 passed on 1 August 2003 on the "con­
ditional suspension of sentences of imprisonment 
not exceeding two years": This law provides that 
sentenced prisoners who have served at least half of 
their sentence are granted a suspension of the 
enforcement of the remaining part of their sen­
tence for a term not exceeding two years. 5uch an 
order shall be made by a judge on a case-by-case 
basis. 

Liechtenstein: According to a treaty between 
Liechtenstein and Austria, long-term prisoners usually 
serve their sentences in Austrian penal institutions. 
Thus, six of the 18 prisoners of Liechtenstein serve their 
prison sentences in Austria. 

Lithuania: On 1 May 2003 three new laws carne into 
force: the Criminal Code, the Criminal Procedure Code, 
and the Penal Enforcement Code. According to the pro­
visions of the new laws: 

1) A first-time offender convicted of a minor offence is 
usually given an alternative punishment rather than 
a priso n sentence; 

2) A broader range of alternative punishments is avail­
able; 

3) Conditional release can be granted more fre­
quently. 

Netherlands: 

• Because of a lack of places in penal institutions, 
more than 4 800 persons were released earlier (with 
a mean of twenty days earlier). 

• Because of a lack of places in penal institutions, 
more than 4 200 persons were not committed to 
penal institutions but were released by the police 
subject to the·obligation to return in three months 
to serve their sentences. 

Portugal: Provisional data 

Romanía: 

• Law No. 543, passed on 4 October 2002, concerning 
the remission of certain sanctions and measures 

• lnstant Ordinance No. 18, passed on 2 April 2003, 
amending Art. 8 of Law No. 543/2002 concerning 
the remission of certain sanctions and measures 

• lnstant Ordinance No. 108, passed on 29 October 
2003, abolishing fine defaulters' imprisonment 

• Successive amendments of the Criminal Proceedings 
Code by Law No. 281 (24 June 2003) lnstant 
Ordinance No. 66 (10 July 2003) and lnstant 
Ordinance No. 109 (26 October 2003) 

• Law No. 429 (29 October 2003) introducing amend­
ments to the constitution was approved by referen­
dum. 

Russian Federation: 

• Federal Law No. 162-FZ passed on 8 December 2003 
"on the amendment of the Criminal Code of the 
Russian Federation": This law provides for the fur­
ther liberalisation of the criminal policy concerning 
offenders who have committed petty crimes. For 
the first time in the history of the Russian 
Federation the concept of torture and sanctions for 
it will be defined in the Criminal Code. As a result, 
during 2003-05 the total number of prisoners is 
expected to decrease even further (approximately 
by 150 000). 

• Federal Law No. 161-FZ passed on 8 December 2003 
"on bringing the Code of Criminal Procedure and 
other legislative acts into conformity with the fed­
eral law" on the amendment of the Criminal Code 
of the Russian Federation": This law provides for an 
extension of the rights of the prisoners to receive 
psychological and legal aid and to leave the 
premises of the penitentiary institutions; it also 
shortens the terms that they have to serve before 
they can be transferred from correctional colonies 
of various security types to settlement colonies. 

• High-security prisons for women are being abol­
ished. The same bill provides for the conversion of 
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areas within correctional institutions for juveniles 
into minimum-security prisons for those who turn 
18 while they are serving their sentence. 

San Marino: Under the Criminal Code (Art. 99), any per­
son serving a punishment of at least six months' ímpris­
onment in San Marino may be transferred to a "foreign 
penal institution ", if the competent judge so decides 
and if there is a relevant ínternational agreement. 
These prisoners are not included in San Marino statistics. 

Sweden: Data relate to 1 October 2003 instead of 1 
September 2003. 

Switzerland: AII institutíons holding persons deprived 
of their liberty are, in principie, included. Police stations 
in cantons where custody may last for more than 
twenty-four hours are also included if the detention 
institutions in the cantons in question are subject to the 
police and justice department. lnstitutions where per­
sons are committed on account of mental disorder or 
alcohol or drug dependence are not necessarily 
included. There are no national statistics on minors in 
the care of cantonal education departments, hence, 
they are not included; however, those committed to 
the aforementioned detention institutions have been 
counted. 
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"The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia": 

• Amnesty: 45 prisoners released. 

• Collective Pardon: 15 prisoners released. 

• Individual pardon: four prisoners released. 

• Conditional release (pardon): 422 prisoners released. 

• Released by a court decision: 369 prisoners released. 

Turkey: From 6 August 2003 to 11 December 2003, 2 
464 prisoners who were accused or convicted of terror 
crimes applied on the grounds of the law for 
"Reintegration into Society" (Repentance Law) No. 
4959, which carne into force in 2003. In accordance with 
that law, 958 prisoners were released. 

Ukraine: According to a law "on Amnesty" passed on 
11 July 2003, 5 032 prisoners were released. 

United Kingdom - England and Wales: The extension 
of the Home Detention Curfew Scheme has enabled the 
early release of prisoners, using electronic tagging to 
restrict their movement. 

United Kingdom - Scotland: Changes in Criminal 
Justice (Scotland) Act 2003 on sentencing issues include 
(a) clarification of licence periods, and (b) consecutive 
life sentences. Nevertheless, these changes have so far 
had very little impact on the number of prisoners. 
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Table 1. Situation of penal institutions on 1 September 2003 

Country Total number 
population of prisoners 

(in thousands) (including pre-
trial detainees) 

Albania 3 401.2 ... 
Andorra 67.2 61 
Armenia 3210.0 3 429 
Austria 8 067.3 7 816 
Azerbaijan 8 202.5 16 345 
Belgium 10 355.8 8 688 
BH: Federation 8H 2 600.0 1 265 
BH: Republic Srpska 1 400.0 892 
Bulgaria 7 845.8 10 056 
Croatia 4 442.2 2 594 
Cyprus 802.5 355 
Czech Republic 10 203.3 17 053 
Denmark 5 383.5 3 577 
Estonia 1 356.0 4 797 
Finland 5 206.3 3 437 
France 61 700.0 57 440 
Georgia 4 342.6 6 406 
Germany 82 536.7 79 567 
Greece 10 564.7 8 555 
Hungary 10 142.4 17 012 
lceland 288.5 112 
lreland 3 963.6 2 986 
ltaly 56 305.6 57 238 
Latvia 2 331.5 8135 
Liechtenstein 33.9 18 
Lithuania 3 462.6 9 958 
Luxembourg 448.3 498 
Malta 386.9 278 
Moldova 3 618.3 10 729 
Netherlands 16 192.6 18 242 
Norway 4 552.3 2 914 
Poland 38 218.5 80 692 
Portugal 10 407.5 14 232 
Romania 21 772.8 45 337 
Russian Federation 143 097.0 860 640 
San Marino 28.8 (O) 
SM: Montenegro 700.0 734 
SM: Serbia 10 000.0 7 487 
Slovak Republic 5 379.2 8 829 
Slovenia 1 995.0 1 099 
Spain 40 683.0 55 244 
Sweden 8 940.8 6 755 
Switzerland 7 317 .9 5 266 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 2 038.7 1 598 
Turkey 69 629.9 64 051 
Ukraine 48 003.5 198 386 
UK: England and Wales 52 480.5 72 992 
UK: Northern lreland 1 696.6 1 185 
UK: 5cotland 5 054.8 6 642 

Mean 
Median 
Mínimum 
Maximum 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2003.1 
For notes, see p. 49 

Prison Capacity Prison 
population rate of penal density 

per 100 000 i nstitutions (per 100 
inhabitants places) 

... ... . .. 
90.8 85 71.8 

106.8 4 720 72.6 
96.9 8 022 97.4 

199.3 24 670 66.3 
83.9 8 090 107.4 
48.7 1 506 84.0 . 
63.7 960 92.9 

128.2 6 306 159.5 
58.4 3 069 84.5 

(44.2) 227 156.4 
167.1 15 707 108.6 
66.4 3 743 95.6 

353.8 (5 220) (91.9) 
66.0 3 420 100.5 
93.1 48 590 118.2 

147.5 10 195 62.8 
96.4 78 099 101.9 
81.0 5 584 153.2 

167.7 11 299 150.6 
38.8 137 81.8 
75.3 3 313 90.1 

101.7 42 641 134.2 
348.9 8 996 90.4 

53.1 (22) (545) 
287.6 9 718 102.5 
111.1 778 64.0 
71.9 444 62.6 

296.5 12 105 88.6 
112.7 19 205 95.0 
64.0 2 965 98.3 

211.1 (69 079) (116.8) 
136.7 12 109 117.5 
208.2 36 918 122.8 
601.4 954 323 90.2 

... (15) ... 
104.9 670 109.6 
74.9 10 184 73.5 

164.1 9 546 92.5 
55.1 1 067 103.0 

135.8 48 420 114.1 
75.6 6 317 106.9 
72.0 6 513 80.9 

78.4 2 225 71.8 
92.0 70 320 91.1 

413.3 220 387 90.0 
139.1 76 450 95.5 
69.8 1 798 65.9 

131.4 6 843 97 .1 

138.0 97.4 
96.9 95.0 
38.8 54.5 

601.4 159.5 
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Table 1.2 Situation of penal institutions on 1 September 2003 by decreasing prison population rates 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2003.1.2 

Total number of prisoners Prison pop u lation rate per 
(including pre-trial detainees) 100 000 inhabitants (detention rate) 

Russian Federation 860640 601.4 
Ukraine 198 386 413.3 
Estonia 4 797 353.8 
Latvia 8135 348.9 
Moldava 10 729 296.5 
Lithuania 9 958 287.6 
Poland 80 692 211.1 
Romanía 45 337 , 208.2 
Azerbaijan 16 345 199.3 
Hungary 17 012 167.7 
Czech Republic 17 053 167.1 
Slovak Republic 8 829 164.1 
Georgia 6 406 147.5 
UK: England and Wales 72 992 139.1 
Portugal 14 232 136.7 
Spain 55 244 135.8 
UK: Scotland 6642 131.4 
Bulgaria 10 056 128.2 
Netherlands 18 242 112.7 
Luxembourg 498 111.1 
Armenia 3 429 106.8 
SM: Montenegro 734 104.9 
ltaly 57 238 101.7 
Austria 7 816 96.9 
Germany 79 567 96.4 
France 57 440 93.1 
Turkey 64 051 92.0 
Andorra 61 90.8 
Belgium 8 688 83.9 
Greece 8 555 81.0 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 1 598 78.4 
Sweden 6 755 75.6 
lreland 2 986 75.3 
SM: Serbia 7 487 74.9 
Switzerland 5 266 72.0 
Malta 278 71.9 
UK: Northern lreland 1 185 69.8 
Denmark 3 577 66.4 
Finland 3 437 66.0 
Norway 2 914 64.0 
BH : Republic Srpska 892 63.7 
Croatia 2 594 58.4 
Slovenia 1 099 55.1 
Liechtenstein 18 53.1 
BH: Federation BH 1 265 48.7 
Cyprus 355 (44.2) 
lceland 112 38.8 
San Marino (O) ... 
Albania ... . .. 
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1.2 

Table 1.3 Evolution of prison populations between 1999 and 2003 

(a) Total number of prisoners (including pre-trial detainees) on 1 September of each year (so urce: SPACE) 

(b) Prison population rate per 100 000 inhabitants on 1 September of each year (source: SPACE) 
% Change 1999-2003= Evolution (in percentage) of prison population rates between 1999 and 2003 
% Change 2002-03= Evolution (in percentage} of príson population rates between 2002 and 2003 

Reference: Councíl of Europe, SPACE 2003.1.2 

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 % % 
change change 

(a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) 1999- 2002-
2003 2003 

Albania 1112 33 1 467 43.5 1 635 48.1 1 785 52.5 ... ... ... .. . 
Andorra 48 72.5 55 82.9 61 90.8 ... 9.5 
Armenia 4 213 111 5 624 148 3 429 106.8 ... -27.8 
Austria 6 877 85.1 6 896 83.1 6 915 85.1 7 511 92.3 7 816 96.9 13.9 5.0 
Azerbaijan 18 321 225 16 345 199.3 ... -11.4 
Belgium 8 411 82.3 8 671 84.7 8 764 85.4 9 253 90.2 8 688 83.9 1.9 -7.0 
BH: Federation BH 1 293 49.7 1 265 48.7 ... -2.0 
BH: Republika Srpska 816 58.3 892 63.7 ... 9.3 
Bulgaria 10 787 132 9 424 115 9 283 114 9 607 121.7 10 056 128.2 -2.9 5.3 
Croatia 2 027 44.5 2 027 44.4 2 623 59.9 2 584 58.2 2 594 58.4 31.2 0.3 
Cyprus 369 48.6 345 (45.1) 355 (44.2) ... -2.0 
Czech Republic 23 060 224 22 489 219 21 206 207 16 861 164.2 17 053 167.1 -25.4 1.8 
Denmark 3 560 67 3 279 61.5 3 150 58.9 3 439 64.1 3 577 66.4 -0.9 3.6 
Estonia 4 332 300 4 720 328 4 789 350 4 640 340.9 4 797 353.8 17.9 3.8 
Finland 2 598 50.4 2 703 52.3 3 040 58.7 3 466 66.7 3 437 66 31.0 -1.0 
France 53 948 88.5 48 835 80.1 47 005 77.1 53 463 87.6 57 440 93.1 5.2 6.3 
Georgia 7 343 186 6 406 147.5 ... -20.7 
Germany 80 610 98.3 78 707 95.8 78 506 95.2 79 567 96.4 -1.9 1.3 
Greece 7 525 71.4 8 038 76.2 8 343 79 8 284 78.4 8 555 81 13.4 3.3 
Hungary 15 228 151 15 821 158 17 119 171 18 054 177.4 17 012 167.7 11.1 -5.5 
lceland 93 33.8 82 29 110 38.8 107 37.3 112 38.8 14.8 4.0 
lreland 2 741 ... 2 887 76.4 3 025 80 3 028 78 2 986 75.3 ... -3.5 
ltaly 51427 89.3 53 481 92.7 55 136 95.3 56 200 99.8 57 238 101.7 13.9 1.9 
Latvia 8 665 355 8 555 353 8 617 364 8 517 363.1 8 135 348.9 -1.7 -3.9 
Liechtenstein (17) ... 18 53.1 ... .. . 
Lithuania 14 207 384 8 867 240 10 750 291 11 345 326.4 9 958 287.6 -25.1 -11.9 
Luxembourg 387 90.2 394 90.4 357 80.9 380 85.6 498 111.1 23.2 29.8 
Malta 257 67.2 283 71.7 278 71.9 ... 0.3 
Moldova 10 188 ... 9 754 ... 10 679 250 10 532 290.4 10 729 296.5 ... 2.1 
Netherlands 13 231 84 13 847 90.1 15 246 95.4 16 239 100.8 18 242 112.7 34.2 11.8 
Norway 2 602 58.5 2 643 59 2 666 59.2 2 662 58.8 2 914 64 9.4 8.8 
Poland 54 842 141 65 336 169 80 004 207 80 610 208.7 80 692 211.1 49.7 1.1 
Portugal 13 500 132 13 730 132.8 14 232 136.7 ... 2.9 
Romanía 51 396 229 49 682 221 50 370 225 51 476 229.5 45 337 208.2 -9.1 -9.3 
Russian Federation 971 496 671 919 330 638.6 ~60 640 601.4 ... -5.8 
San Marino (1) ... (O) ... ... ... 
SM: Montenegro 734 104.9 ... ... 
SM: Serbia 7 487 74.9 ... ... 
Slovak Republic 6 904 128 7 128 297 7 509 139 7 849 145.9 8 829 164.1 28.2 12.5 
Slovenia 935 47.3 1 136 57.3 1 155 58 1 120 56.2 1 099 55.1 16.5 -2.0 
Spain 45 004 114 45 044 114 46 962 117 50 994 126.2 55 244 135.8 19.1 7.6 
Sweden 5 484 61.9 5 678 64.1 6 089 68.5 6 506 73 6 755 75.6 22.1 3.6 
Switzerland 6 294 88.5 6 390 89.2 5 160 71.6 4 987 68.7 5 266 72 -18.6 4.8 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 1 238 61.4 1 394 69 1 413 69.9 1 248 61.2 1 598 78.4 27.7 28.1 
Turkey 69 277 108 71 860 110 61 336 93.2 60 091 86.7 64 051 92 -14.8 6.1 
Ukraine 198 885 406 198 946 405.7 98 386 413.3 ... 1.9 
UK: England and Wales 64 529 122 65 666 124 67 056 126 71 324 137.1 72 992 139.1 14.0 1.5 
UK: Northern lreland 1 262 ... 980 877 51.6 1 076 63.8 1 185 69.8 ... 9.4 
UK: Scotland 6 018 ... 5 855 ... ... ... 6 513 128.7 6 642 131.4 ... 2.1 
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Table 1.4 Year-on-year rates of increase and decrease of prison population rates between 2002 and 2003 

In crease of more than 5 % Between -5% and +5% Decrease of more than 5% 

Luxembourg 29.8 Austria 5.0 Hungary -5.5 
"The former Yugoslav Republic of Switzerland 4.8 Russian Federation -5.8 
Macedonia'" 28.1 lceland 4.0 Belgium -7.0 
51ovak Republic 12.5 Estonia 3.8 Romanía -9.3 
Netherlands 11.8 Denmark 3.6 Azerbaijan -11.4 
Andorra 9.5 5weden 3.6 Lithuania -11.9 
UK: Northern lreland 9.4 Greece 3.3 Georgia -20.7 
BH: Republic Srpska 9.3 Portugal 2.9 Armenia -27.8 
Norway 8.8 Moldava 2.1 
5pain 7.6 UK: Scotland 2.1 
France 6.3 ltaly 1.9 
Turkey 6.1 Ukraine 1.9 

Bulgaria 5.3 Czech Republic 1.8 
UK: England and Wales 1.5 
Germany 1.3 

Poland 1.1 
Croatia 0.3 
Malta 0.3 
Finland -1.0 

Slovenia -2.0 

Cyprus -2.0 
BH: Federation BH -2.0 
lreland -3.5 
Latvia -3.9 

Table 2. Age structure of prison populations on 1 September 2003: median age, minors and persons between 18 and 
21 years of age 

Data not collected in this enquiry (simplified version). 

Table 3. Structure of prison populations on 1 September 2003: fema le prisoners and foreign prisoners 

Data not collected in this enquiry (simplified version). 

32 

-- --



.5 

.8 

.O 

.3 

.4 

.9 

.7 

.8 

8 and 

rabie 4. Legal status of prison populations on 1 September 2003 (numbers) 

(a) Untried prisoners (no court decision yet reached) 
(b) Convicted prisoners, but not yet sentenced 
(e) Sentenced prisoners who have appealed or who are within the statutory limit to do so 
(d) Sentenced prisoners (final sentence) 
(e) Other cases 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2003.4 
For notes, see pp. 49-50 

See above for (a) to (e) (a) (b) (e) (d) (e) 

Albania ... ... ... 1 702 o 
Andorra 33 5 9 14 o 
Armenia 581 64 141 2 707 *** 
Austria 2 193 *** 4 994 629 ... 
Azerbaijan 1 053 522 190 - 14 580 o 
Belgium 2 502 *** 684 4 748 754 
BH: Federation BH 280 *** 76 852 57 
BH: Republic Srpska 133 47 22 690 o 
Bulgaria 350 1 512 ... 8 194 o 
Croatia 824 ... ... 1 553 217 
Cyprus 47 *** 308 ... ... 
Czech Republic 1 525 1 649 ... 13 744 135 
Denmark 869 186 2 495 27 
Estonia 383 940 221 3 253 *** 
Finland 500 ... ... 2 937 o 
France 19 625 *** 1 653 36 142 20 
Georgia 1 794 203 485 3 924 o 
Germany 16 973 62 288 306 
Greece 2 439 *** 6 116 o ... 
Hungary 3 057 961 ... 12 730 264 
lceland 8 *** 104 o ... 
lreland 432 ... ... 2 554 ... 
ltaly 12 082 9 102 34 850 1 204 
Latvia 454 1 11 O 1 003 4 834 734 
Liechtenstein 5 o 2 11 o 
Lithuania 1 136 68 366 8 388 o 
Luxembourg 146 .... 71 247 37 
Malta 92 *** 186 *** ... 
Moldava 130 1 487 997 8 115 o 
Netherlands 5 703 ... ... 5 817 2 505 
Norway 643 2 180 91 
Poland 20 366 ... ... 60 326 o 
Portugal 3 569 ... 531 9 893 239 
Romania 3 619 4 762 ... 36 853 103 
Russian Federation 30 794 62 948 ... 738 454 28 444 
San Marino o o o o o 
SM: Montenegro 50 40 41 400 203 
SM: Serbia 875 1 285 245 5 428 363 
Slovak Republic 2 923 **" 5 906 o ... 
Slovenia 57 155 126 717 44 
Spain 12 267 *** 41 940 1 037 ... 
Sweden 1 401 5 320 34 
Switzerland 1 741 526 ... 2 629 370 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 112 68 116 1 302 *** 
Turkey 28 321 1 952 2 369 31 409 *** 
Ukraine 26 071 ... 9 858 151 883 10 574 
UK: England and Wales 7 980 5 118 ... 58 780 1 114 
UK: Northern lreland 414 ... ... 739 32 
UK: Scotland 1 109 131 ... 5 402 7 
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Table S. Legal status of prison populations on 1 September 2003 (percentages and rates) 

(a) Percentage of prisoners not serving a final sentence 
(b) Rate of prisoners not serving a final sentence per 100 000 inhabitants 
(e) 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 2003.5 
For notes, see pp. 50-51 

See above for (a) to (d) (a) (b) (e) (d) 

Albania ... ... ... .. . 
Andorra 77.0 69.9 54. 1 49.1 
Armenia 22.5 24.5 16.6 18. 1 
Austria ... ... 28.1 27.2 
Azerbaijan 10.8 21.5 6.4 - 12.8 
8elgium 45.3 38.0 28.8 24.2 
8H: Federation BH 32.6 15.9 22. 1 10.8 
BH: Republic Srpska 22.6 14.4 14.9 9.5 
Bulgaria ... . .. 3.5 4.5 
Croatia ... ... (31.8) (18.5) 
Cyprus ... ... 13.2 5.9 
Czech Republic ... ... 8.9 14.9 
Denmark 30.2 20.1 24.3 16.1 
Estonia 32.2 113.9 8.0 28.2 
Finland ... ... (14.5) (9.6) 
France 37.1 34.5 34.2 31.8 
Georgia 38.7 57.2 28.0 41.3 
Germany 21.7 20.9 ... ... 
Greece ... . .. 28.5 23.1 
Hungary ... ... 18.0 30.1 
lceland ... ... 7. 1 2.8 
lreland ... ... (14.5) ( 10.9) 
ltaly 39.1 39.8 (21.1) (21.5) 
Latvia 40.6 141.6 5.6 19.5 
Liechtenstein 38.9 2.0.6 27.8 14.7 
Lithuania 15.8 45.3 11.4 32.8 
Luxembourg 50.7 56.7 29.1 32.6 
Malta ... ... 33.1 23.8 
Moldova 24.4 72.2 1.2 3.6 
Netherlands ... ... (40.7) (35.2) 
Norway 25.2 16.1 ... ... 
Poland ... ... (25.2) (53.3) 
Portugal 30.5 41.7 (25.1) (34.3) 
Romanía ... ... 8.0 16.6 
Russian Federation ... ... 3.6 21.5 
San Marino ... ... ... .. . 
SM: Montenegro 45.5 47.7 6.8 7.1 
5M: Serbia 33.8 27.7 10.7 8.8 
Slovak Republic ... ... 33.1 54.3 
Slovenia 34.8 19.1 5.2 2.9 
Spain ... . .. 22.2 30.2 
Sweden 21.2 16.1 ... ... 
Switzerland ... ... 33.1 23.8 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 18.5 14.5 7.0 5.5 
Turkey 51.0 46.9 44.2 40.7 
Ukraine 23.4 96.9 (13.1) (54.3) 
UK: England and Wales ... ... 10.9 15.2 
UK: Northern lreland ... ... (34.9) (24.4) 
UK: Scotland ... ... 16.7 21.9 

Mean 33.2 43.6 19.9 22.5 
Median 32.4 36.3 17.3 21.5 
Mínimum 10.8 14.4 1.2 2.8 
Maximum 77.0 141.6 54.1 54.3 
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Table 6. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by main offence on 1 September 2003 (numbers) 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2003.6 
For notes, see p. 51 

Homicide Assaults Rape Robbery Other Drug Other 
types offences offences 

of theft 

Albania 832 23 63 376 82 179 146 
Andorra 2 2 3 1 4 2 o 
Armenia ... ... ... ... ... . .. .. . 
Austria ... ... ... ... ... . .. . .. 
Azerbaijan 1 892 1 596 204 1 893 1 890 943 6 162 
Belgium ... ... ... . .. ... ... ... 
BH: Federation BH 312 224 86 22 • 85 46 77 
BH: Republic Srpska 290 16 28 113 

. 
108 27 108 

Bulgaria 973 95 336 854 3 494 155 2 287 
Croatia 523 38 96 122 251 196 327 
Cyprus 12 54 17 4 84 43 94 
Czech Republic 1 211 1 104 351 2 198 6 239 605 2 036 
Denmark 150 615 50 420 420 470 370 
Estonia 708 297 150 750 1 925 240 1 032 
Finland 555 481 59 225 502 496 661 
France 3 451 6 051 8 405 3 364 3 224 4 841 6 806 
Georgia 786 285 55 809 577 300 1 112 
Germany 4 534 5 973 2 603 4942 13 833 9 014 21 389 
Greece ... ... ... . .. ... 2 328 3 788 
Hungary 1 440 917 387 2 402 3 954 260 3 370 
lceland 11 12 3 2 17 26 33 
lreland 201 56 231 313 286 501 966 
ltaly 5 819 105 1 175 4 792 1 779 13 158 8 022 
Latvia 625 474 160 1 034 1 560 376 605 
Liechtenstein o o o 3 2 1 5 
Lithuania 1 461 233 438 2 472 2 703 294 1 221 
Luxembourg 22 15 33 28 55 41 53 
Malta 22 2 9 35 14 59 45 
Moldova 1 465 468 409 908 3 553 285 768 
Netherlands 1 082 388 196 958 1 160 1 589 444 
Norway 173 299 104 153 429 846 910 
Poland ... ... ... ... ... . .. ... 
Portugal 1 098 178 346 1 454 1 840 4 106 871 
Romanía 6 963 342 2 187 6 298 15 766 368 4929 
Russian Federation 104 992 169 533 23 393 65 207 228 585 70 038 70 258 
San Marino o o o o o o o 
SM: Montenegro 118 2 15 2 60 114 89 
SM: Serbia 1 069 276 265 906 1 382 400 1 112 
Slovak Republic 601 804 347 1 390 3 529 225 
Slovenia 92 37 84 91 124 67 222 
Spain 2 149 1 245 2 107 19 110 1 966 12 587 2 776 
Sweden 417 702 158 513 695 1 198 1 637 
Switzerland ... ... ... ... ... . .. ... 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 172 19 35 110 478 228 260 
Turkey 4 153 1 338 2 308 2 590 4 418 2 900 13 702 
Ukraine 19 774 15 667 3 774 12 394 52 689 ... 47 585 
UK: England and Wales 12 871 5 520 8 181 13 381 10 007 8 038 
UK: Northern lreland 157 

1 

84 42 102 73 49 232 
UK: Scotland 678 846 152 573 763 859 1 531 
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Table 7. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by main offence on 1 September 2003 (percentages) 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2003.7 
For notes, see p. 51 

Homicide Assault Rape Robbery Other Drug Other 
types offences offences 

of theft 

Albania 48.9 1.4 3.7 22.1 4.8 10.5 8.6 
Andorra 14.3 14.3 21.4 7.1 28.6 14.3 O.O 
Armenia ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . 
Austria ... ... ... .. . ... ... .. . 
Azerbaijan 13.0 10.9 1.4 13.0 13.0 6.5 42.3 
Belgium ... ... ... . .. ... ... .. . 
BH: Federation BH 36.6 26.3 10.1 2.6 10.0 5.4 9.0 
BH: Republic Srpska 42.0 2.3 4.1 16.4 • 15.7 3.9 15.7 

' Bulgaria 11.9 1.2 4.1 10.4 42.6 1.9 27.9 
Croatia 33.7 2.4 6.2 7.9 16.2 12.6 21.1 
Cyprus 3.9 17.5 5.5 1.3 27.3 14.0 30.5 
Czech Republic 8.8 8.0 2.6 16.0 45.4 4.4 14.8 
Denmark 6.0 24.6 2.0 16.8 16.8 18.8 14.8 
Estonia 13.9 5.8 2.9 14.7 37.7 4.7 20,2 
Finland 18.6 16.1 2.0 7.6 16.9 16.6 22,2 
France 9.5 16.7 23.3 9.3 8.9 13.4 18,8 
Georgia 20.0 7.3 1.4 20.6 14.7 7.6 28,3 
Germany 7.3 9.6 4.2 7.9 22.2 14.5 34,3 
Greece ... ... ... ... .. . 38.1 61,9 
Hungary 11.3 7.2 3.0 18.9 31.1 2.0 26,5 
lceland 10.6 11.5 2.9 1.9 16.3 25.0 31,7 
lreland 7.9 2.2 9.0 12.3 11.2 19.6 37,8 
ltaly 16.7 0.3 3.4 13.8 5.1 37.8 23,0 
Latvia 12.9 9.8 3.3 21.4 32.3 7.8 12,5 
Liechtenstein o.o o.o o.o 27.3 18.2 9.1 45,5 
Lithuania 16.6 2.6 5.0 28.0 30.6 3.3 13,8 
Luxembourg 8.9 6. 1 13.4 11.3 22.3 16.6 21,5 
Malta 11.8 1.1 4.8 18.8 7.5 31.7 24,2 
Moldava 18.6 6.0 5.2 11.6 45.2 3.6 9,8 
Netherlands 18.6 6.7 3.4 16.5 19.9 27.3 7,6 
Norway 5.9 10.3 3.6 5.3 14.7 29.0 31,2 
Poland ... ... ... ... .. . ... .. . 
Portugal 1 1 .1 1.8 3.5 14.7 18.6 41.5 8.8 
Romania 18.9 0.9 5.9 17.1 42.8 1.0 13.4 
Russian Federation 14.3 23.2 3.2 8.9 31.2 9.6 9.6 
San Marino ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . 
5M: Montenegro 29.5 0.5 3.8 0.5 15.0 28.5 22.3 
SM: Serbia 19.8 5.1 4.9 16.7 25.5 7.4 20.6 
5Iovak Republic 8.7 11.7 5.0 20.2 51.2 3.3 o.o 
Slovenia 12.8 5.2 11.7 12.7 17.3 9.3 31.0 
Spain 5.1 3.0 5.0 45.6 4.7 30.0 6.6 
Sweden 7.8 13.2 3.0 9.6 13.1 22.5 30.8 
Switzerland ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 13.2 1.5 2.7 8.4 36.7 17.5 20.0 
Turkey 13.2 4.3 7.3 8.2 14.1 9.2 43.6 
Ukraine 13.0 10.3 2.5 8.2 34.7 ... 31.3 
UK: England and Wales 22.2 9.5 14.1 23.1 17.3 13.9 
UK: Northern lreland 21.2 11.4 5.7 13.8 9.9 6.6 31.4 
UK: 5cotland 12.6 15.7 2.8 10.6 14.1 15.9 28.3 
Mean 15.4 8.2 5.4 13.6 22. 1 14.8 22.5 
Median 13.0 6.7 3.9 12.8 17.7 13.0 21.5 
Mínimum o.o o.o o.o 0.5 4.7 1.0 O.O 
Maximum 48.9 26.3 23.3 45.6 51.2 41.5 61.9 
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roble, 8. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by length of sentence on 1 September 2003 (numbers) 

(a) less tha n 1 month 
(b) 1 month to less than 3 months 
(e) 3 months to less than 6 months 
(d) 6 months to less than 1 year 

5ee above for (a) to (k) (a) 

Albania o 
Andorra o 
Armenia o 
Austria 44 
Azerbaijan *** 
Belgium 1 
BH: Federation BH 16 
BH: Republic 5rpska 6 
Bulgaria 5 
Croatia 10 
Cyprus ... 
Czech Republic 4 
Denmark ... 
Estonia 2 
Finland 48 
France 3 537 
Georgia ***I 
Germany 797 
Greece 205 
Hungary 12 
lceland o 
lreland 30 
ltaly 137 
Latvia 7 
Liechtenstein o 
Lithuania o 
Luxembourg 2 
Malta 3 
Moldova *** 
Netherlands 238 
Norway 191 
Poland ... 
Portugal 35 
Romania o 
Russian Federation ... 
San Marino o 
SM: Montenegro 11 
5M: Serbia 77 
Slovak Republic 264 
Slovenia 3 
5pain ... 
Sweden 15 
Switzerland ... 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 2 
Turkey 1 198 
Ukraine *** 
UK: England and Wales 4 269 
UK: Northern lreland 

7~1 UK: Scotland 

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

(i) 20 years and over 
U) Life imprisonment 
(k) Death-sentence prisoners 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2003.8 
For notes, see pp. 51-3 

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

o o 17 42 304 808 455 o 76 *** 
o o 1 4 4 3 2 o o *** 
o o 60 520 714 896 473 o 44 *** 

209 317 633 1 816 835 592 363 38 147 *** 
*** 51 104 2 077 4 151 5 520 2 490 o 187 *** 

o 9 167 700 1 280 1 519 224 *''* ... ... 
46 86 93 156 125 172 151 7 *** *** 

7 33 57 155 104 132 168 28 *** *** 
3 479 735 2 863 1 662 917 1 024 148 82 *** 
6 57 134 432 253 338 269 54 *** *** 

12 *** ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
121 535 1 546 5 101 2. 306 2 608 1 375 123 25 *** 

*** *** . .. ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
19 105 252 919 547 965 399 13 32 *** 

272 346 535 1 770 *** 88 *** 
5 969 8 979 4 122 4 955 6 777 1 246 557 *** 

1 4091 909 *** *** *** 1 460 894 234 18 *** 
4 760 7766 13 112 12 226 15 598 5 211 1 044 *** 1 774 *** 

319 1 105 608 2 096 624 1 
92 265 1 704 4 491 2 359 2 697 906 o 202 *** 
9 14 15 39 6 11 9 1 o *** 

49 97 244 605 545 597 162 13 212 *** 
179 752 2 087 7 688 7 512 8459 4 859 2 133 1 044 *** 

1 24 208 1 374 1 265 1 506 432 *** 17 *** 
o o 1 5 2 3 o o o *** 

31 206 464 2 733 2 083 2 297 917 5 86 *** 
o 8 27 78 26 42 40 12 12 *** 
3 3 11 47 27 42 36 9 5 *** 

*** 513 1 442 3 782 59 *** ... ... ... . .. 
395 558 481 2 012 976 792 339 19 7 *** 
266 236 350 567 241 188 116 25 *** *** 

*** ... ... ... ... .. . ... ... ... ... 
46 87 277 1 563 3 848 2 028 1 761 247 *** *** 

108 347 1 126 7 586 12 946 8 993 4 891 750 106 *** 
2 250 115 399 228 642 299 487 82 488 2 623 1 117 *** ... ... 

o o o o o o o o o *** 
15 15 72 64 65 65 93 o o *** 

330 531 689 1 382 530 820 671 63 *** 
1 077 2 131 808 1 043 567 16 *** 

8 57 80 224 137 144 59 5 *** *** 
*** ... .. . ... ... . .. ... ... ... ... 

248 431 834 1 749 807 813 289 9 119 *** 
*** ... ... ... ... .. . ... ... ... ... 

4 50 223 459 214 205 137 *** 8 *** 
985 1 009 1 558 5 741 3 772 5 084 7 625 2 516 1 921 *** 
*** *** 2 380 34 496 52 511 48 553 13 228 715 881 (***) 

3 725 12 249 28 750 4 316 5 428 *** 

8;1 

22 62 195 1261 135 
771 

7 112 *** 
412 579 1 044 840 1 217 241 5 593 *** 
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Table 9. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by length of sentence on 1 September 2003 (percentages) 

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

5ee above for (a) to (k) (a) 

Albania o 
Andorra o 
Armenia o 
Austria 0.9 
Azerbaijan *** 
Belgium 0.02 
BH: Federation 8H 1.9 
BH: Republic 5rpska 0.9 
Bulgaria 0.1 
Croatia 0.6 
Cyprus ... 
Czech Republic o 
Denmark ... 
Estonia 0.1 
Finland 1.6 
France 
Georgia ···1 
Germany 1.3 
Greece 
Hungary 0.1 
lceland o 
lreland 1.2 
ltaly 0.4 
latvia 0.1 
Liechtenstein o 
Lithuania o 
Luxembourg 0.8 
Malta 1.6 
Moldava *** 
Netherlands 4.1 
Norway 8.8 
Poland ... 
Portugal 0.4 
Romanía o 
Russian Federation ... 
San Marino ... 
SM: Montenegro 2.8 
SM: Serbia 1.5 
Slovak Republic 4.5 
Slovenia 0.4 
Spain ... 
Sweden 0.3 
5witzerland ... 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 0.2 
Turkey 3.8 
Ukraine *** 
UK: England and Wales 
UK: Northern lreland o 
UK: Scotland 1.6 
Mean 1.0 
Median 0.4 
Mínimum o 
Maximum 8.8 
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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 1 O years 
(h) 1 O years to less than 20 years 

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

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2003.9 
For notes, see p. 53 

(b) (e) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) U) (k) 

o o 1.0 2.5 17.9 47.5 26.7 o 4.5 *** 
o o 7.1 28.6 28.6 21.4 14.3 o o *** 
o o 2.2 19.2 26.4 33.1 17.5 o 1.6 *** 

4.2 6.3 12.7 36.4 16.7 11.9 7.3 0.8 2.9 *** 
*** 0.3 0.7 14.2 28.5 37.9 17.1 o 1.3 *** 

o 0.2 3.5 14.7 27.0 32.0 4.7 *** ... ... 
5.4 10.1 10.9 18.3 14.7 20.2 17.7 0.8 *** *** 
1.0 4.8 8.3 22.5 15.1 19.1 24.3 4.1 *** *** 

0.04 6.0 9.3 36.2 21.0 11.6 12.9 1.9 1.0 *** 
0.4 3.7 8.6 27.8 16.3 21.8 17.3 3.5 *** *** 

*** ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . 
0.9 3.9 11.2 37.1 16.8 19.0 10.0 0.9 0.2 *** 

*** *** ... ... ... .. . ... ... . .. ... 
0.6 3.2 7.7 28.3 16.8 29.7 12.3 0.4 1.0 *** 
8.9 11.3 17.5 57.9 *** 2.9 *** 

9.8 16.5 24.8 11.4 13.7 18.8 3.4 1.5 *** 

28.61 18.5 *** *** .... 29.7 18.2 4.8 0.4 *** 
7.6 12.5 21.1 19.6 25.0 8.4 1.7 *** 2.8 *** 

3.4 5.4 18.5 27.0 35.2 10.5 02 
0.7 2.1 13.4 35.3 18.5 21.2 7.1 o 1.6 *** 
8.7 13.5 14.4 37.5 5.8 10.6 8.7 1.0 o *** 
1.9 3.8 9.6 23.7 21.3 23.4 6.3 0.5 8.3 *** 
0.5 2.2 6.0 22.1 21.6 24.3 13.9 6.1 3.0 *** 

0.02 0.5 4.3 28.4 26.2 31.2 8.9 *** 0.4 *** 
o o 9.1 45.5 18.2 27.3 o o o *** 

0.4 2.3 5.3 31.0 23.6 26.0 10.4 0.1 1.0 *** 
o 3.2 10.9 31.6 10.5 17.0 16.2 4.9 4.9 *** 

1.6 1.6 5.9 25.3 14.5 22.6 19.4 4.8 2.7 *** 
*** 6.3 17.8 46.6 0.7 *** ... ... ... . .. 
6.8 9.6 8.3 34.6 16.8 13.6 5.8 0.3 0.1 *** 

12.2 10.8 16.1 26.0 11.1 8.6 5.3 1 .1 *** *** 
*** ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . 

0.5 0.9 2.8 15.8 38.9 20.5 17.8 2.5 *** *** 
0.3 0.9 3.1 20.6 35.1 24.4 13.3 2.0 0.3 *** 
... ... 0.3 15.0 29.7 38.9 10.7 0.3 0.1 *** 

*** ... ... ... .. . ... ... ... ... . .. 
3.8 3.8 18.0 16.0 16.3 16.3 23.3 o o *** 
6.5 10.4 13.5 27.1 10.4 16.1 13.2 1.2 *** 

18.2 36.1 13.7 17.7 9.6 0.3 *** 
1.1 7.9 11.2 31.2 19.1 20.1 8.2 0.7 *** *** 

*** ... ... ... . .. ... .. . ... ... .. . 
4,7 8.1 15.7 32.9 15.2 15.3 5.4 0.2 2.2 *** 

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

0.3 3.8 17.1 35.3 16.4 15.7 10.5 *** 0.6 *** 
3.1 3.2 5.0 18.3 12.0 16.2 24.3 8.0 6.1 *** 
••• *** 1.6 22.6 34.4 31.8 8.7 0.5 0.6 *** 

7.3 6.3 20.9 48.9 7.3 9.2 *** 
0.4 3.0 8.4 26.4 17.1 18.3 10.4 0.9 15.2 *** 
1.6 8.1 11.4 20.5 16.5 23.9 4.7 0.1 11.6 *** 
3.2 5.0 9.3 25.4 19.6 22.7 12.3 1.6 2.9 
0.9 3.7 8.6 25.6 17 .1 21.2 11.5 0.8 1.4 
o o 0.3 2.5 5.8 8.4 o o o 

28.6 18.5 21.1 45.5 38.9 47.5 26.7 8.0 152 
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Table 10. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by length of sentence on 1 September 2003 (cumulative 
percentages) 

Less 1 year 3 years 
than and over and over 
1 year (fixed-term (fixed-term 

sentence) sentence) 

Albania 1.0 94.5 92.1 
Andorra 7.1 92.9 64.3 
Armenia 2.2 96.2 76.9 
Austria 24.1 73.0 36.6 
Azerbaijan 1.1 97.7 83.4 
Belgium 3.7 73.7 59.0 
BH: Federation BH 28.3 71.7 53.4 
BH: Republic Srpska 14.9 85.1 62.6 
Bulgaria 15.4 83.5 47.4 
Croatia 13.3 86.7 58.9 
Cyprus ... . .. ... 
Czech Republic 16.1 83.8 46.7 
Denmark ... ... ... 
Estonia 11.6 87.4 59.1 
Finland 39.3 57.9 ... 
France 26.3 72.2 47.3 
Georgia 47.1 52.6 52.6 
Germany 42.4 54.7 35.1 
Greece 8.8 80.7 62.2 
Hungary 16.3 82.1 46.8 
lceland 36.5 63.5 26.0 
lreland 16.4 75.3 51.6 
ltaly 9.1 88.0 65.9 
Latvia S.0 94.7 66.3 
Liechtenstein 9.1 90.9 45.5 
Lithuania 7.9 91. 1 60.1 
Luxembourg 15.0 80.2 48.6 
Malta 10.8 86.6 61.3 
Moldova ... 70.7 64.4 
Netherlands 28.7 71.1 36.5 
Norway 47.8 52.2 26.1 
Poland ... ... ... 
Portugal 4.5 95.5 79.7 
Romanía 4.3 95.4 74.8 
Russian Federation 0.3 94.6 79.6 
San Marino ... ... ... 
SM: Montenegro 28.3 71.8 55.8 
SM: Serbia 31.9 68.1 40.9 
Slovak Republic 22.7 77.0 40.9 
Slovenia 20.6 79.4 48.1 
Spain ... ... ... 
Sweden 28.8 69.0 36.1 
Switzerland ... ... ... 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 21.4 78.0 42.7 
Turkey 15.1 78.8 60.5 
Ukraine 1.6 97.9 75.3 
UK: England and Wales 13.6 77.1 56.3 
UK: Northern lreland 11.8 73.1 46.7 
UK: Scotland 22.6 65.7 45.2 

Mean 17.4 79.3 55.2 
Median 15.1 79.4 54.6 
Mínimum 0.3 52.2 26.0 
Maximum 47.8 97.9 92.1 

5 years 
and over 

(fixed-term 
sentence) 

74.2 
35.7 
50.6 
19.9 
54.9 
32.0 
38.7 
47.5 
26.4 
42.6 

... 
29.9 

... 
42.3 

... 
35.9 
52.6 
10.0 
62.2 
28.3 
20.2 
30.2 
44.3 
40.1 
27.3 
36.5 
38.1 
46.8 
46.6 
19.8 
15.1 

... 
40.8 
39.7 
49.9 

... 
39.5 
30.5 
27.3 
29.0 

... 
20.9 

... 

26.3 
48.5 
40.9 

7.3 
29.6 
28.7 

35.9 
36.2 
7.3 

74.2 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2003.10 
For notes, see p. 53 

10 years Total Lite Prisoners 
and over fixed-term imprison- sentenced 

(fixed-term sentences ment to death 
sentence) (Table 9) (Table 9) 

26.7 95.5 4.5 *** 
14.3 100.0 o *** 
17.5 98.4 1.6 *** 
8.0 97.1 2.9 *** 

17 .1 98.7 1.3 *** 
(77.4) 4.7 *** ... 

18.5 100.0 *** *** 
28.4 100.0 *** *** 
14.8 99.0 1.0 *** 
20.8 100.0 *** *** 

••• ... ... .. . 
10.9 99.8 0.2 *** 

*** ... ... . .. 
12.7 99.0 1.0 *** 

97.1 2.9 *"I<* ... 
22.2 98.5 1.5 *** 
22.9 99.6 0.4 *** 

1.7 97.2 2.8 *** 
35.2 89.5 10.5 0.02 
7 .1 98.4 1.6 *** 
9.6 100.0 o *** 
6.9 91.7 8.3 *** 

20.1 97.0 3.0 *** 
8.9 99.6 0.4 *** 
o.o 100.0 o ,.,,. 

10.5 99.0 1.0 *** 
21.1 95.1 4.9 *** 
24.2 97.3 2.7 *** 

... (70.7) 0.7 *** 
6.2 99.9 0.1 *** 
6.5 100.0 *** *** 

*** ... ... . .. 
20.3 100.0 *** *** 
15.3 99.7 0.3 *** 
11.0 (94.9) 0.1 *** 

*** ... ... .. . 
23.3 100.0 o *** 
14.4 100.0 *** 
9.6 99.7 0.3 *** 
8.9 100.0 *** *** 

*** ... ... . .. 
5.6 97.8 2.2 *** 

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

10.5 99.4 0.6 *** 
32.3 93.9 6.1 *** 
9.1 99.4 0.6 *** 
7.3 90.8 9.2 *** 

11.4 84.8 15.2 *** 
4.8 88.4 11.6 *** 

14.4 96.4 2.9 
12.0 99.0 1.4 

o 70.7 o 
35.2 100.0 15.2 
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Table 11. Breakdown of prisoners sentenced (final sentence) to less than one year, by length of sentence on 
1 September 2003 (percentages) 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2003.11 

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 rnonths 1 year 1 year 

Albania o o o 100.0 100.0 
Andorra o o o 100.0 100.0 
Armenia o o o 100.0 100.0 
Austria 3.7 17.4 26.4 52.6 100.0 
Azerbaijan *** *** 32.9 67.1 100.0 
Belgium 0.6 o 5.1 94.4 100.0 
BH: Federation BH 6.6 19.1 35.7 38.6 100.0 
BH: Republic Srpska 5.8 6.B 32.0 55.3 100.0 -Bulgaria 0.4 0.2 39.2 60.1 100.0 
Croatia 4.8 2.9 27.5 64.7 100.0 
Cyprus ... ... ... ... . .. 
Czech Republic 0.2 5.5 24.3 70.1 100.0 
Denmark ... ... ... ... .. . 
Estonia 0.5 5.0 27.8 66.7 100.0 
Finland 4.0 22.6 28.8 44.5 100.0 
France 37.2 62.8 100.0 
Georgia *** 

1 

60.8 

1 

39.2 *** 100.0 
Germany 3.0 18.0 29.4 49.6 100.0 
Greece 39.1 60.9 100.0 
Hungary 0.6 4.4 12.8 82.2 100.0 
lceland o 23.7 36.8 39.5 100.0 
lreland 7 .1 11. 7 23.1 58.1 100.0 
ltaly 4.3 5.7 23.8 66.1 100.0 
Latvia 2.9 0.4 10.0 86.7 100.0 
Liechtenstein o o o 100.0 100.0 
Lithuania o 4.4 29.4 66.2 100.0 
Luxembourg 5.4 o 21.6 73.0 100.0 
Malta 15.0 15.0 15.0 55.0 100.0 
Moldava *** *** ... ... ... 
Netherlands 14.2 23.6 33.4 28.8 100.0 
Norway 18.3 25.5 22.6 33.6 100.0 
Poland ... ... ... ... ... 
Portugal 7.9 10.3 19.6 62.2 100.0 
Romania o 6.8 21.9 71.2 100.0 
Russian Federation ... ... ... ... . .. 
San Marino ... ... ... ... . .. 
SM: Montenegro 9.7 13.3 13.3 63.7 100.0 
SM: Serbia 4.7 20.3 32.6 42.3 100.0 
Slovak Republic 19.7 80.3 100.0 
Slovenia 2.0 5.4 38.5 54.1 100.0 
Spain ... ... ... ... . .. 
Sweden 1.0 16.2 28.2 54.6 100.0 
Switzerland ... ... ... ... . .. 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 0.7 1.4 17.9 79.9 100.0 
Turkey 25.2 20.7 21.2 32.8 100.0 
Ukraine *** *** *** 100.0 100.0 
UK: England and Wales 53.4 46.6 100.0 
UK: Northern lreland o 3.4 25.3 71.3 100.0 
UK: Scotland 6.9 7.0 35.8 50.3 100.0 

Mean B.O 10.8 23.1 64.6 
Median 3.8 6.8 24.8 63.3 
Minimum o.o o.o o.o 28.8 
Maximum 53.4 60.8 39.2 100.0 
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3.11 

1.2 Prison populations 
Flow of entries, length of imprisonment, escapes and deaths in 2002 

Table 12. Flow of entries to penal institutions in 2002 

Entries to penal Rate of entries to 
institutions penal institutions 

per 100 000 inhab. 

Albania ... ... 
Andorra 171 254.5 
Armenia (1 574) ... 
Austria 13 928 172.6 
Azerbaijan ... ... 
Belgium 15 680 151.4 
BH: Federation BH 6 744 259.4 
BH: Republic Srpska 1 826 130.4 
Bulgaria S 968 76.1 
Croatia 17 650 397.3 
Cyprus 1 254 156.3 
Czech Republic 13 787 135.1 
Denmark ... . .. 
Estonia 12 541 924.9 
Finland 7 451 143.1 
France 81 533 132.1 
Georgia 7 486 172.4 
Germany 136 383 165.2 
Greece ... ... 
Hungary 21 941 216.3 
lceland 222 76.9 
lreland 11 860 299.2 
ltaly 82 661 146.8 
Latvia 5175 222.0 
Liechtenstein 173 510.3 
Lithuania ... ... 
Luxembourg 1 096 244.5 
Malta 399 103.1 
Moldava ... ... 
Netherlands 33 108 204.5 
Norway 11 580 254.4 
Poland 92 180 241.2 
Portugal 7 264 69.8 
Romanía 35 300 162.1 
Russian Federation ... ... 
San Marino 19 66.0 
5M: Montenegro 4 548 649.7 
SM: Serbia 15 255 152.6 
Slovak Republic 10 835 201.4 
51ovenia 4135 207.3 
5pain 41 720 102.5 
Sweden ... ... 
Switzerland 50 777 693.9 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 4 833 237.1 
Turkey 107 336 154.2 
Ukraine 42 300 88.1 
UK: England and Wales 147 864 281.8 
UK: Northern lreland 5 187 305.7 
UK: Scotland 38 461 760.9 

Mean 248.1 
Median 187.0 
Mínimum 66.0 
Maximum 924.9 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2003. 12 
For notes, see p. 53 

Entries before final sentence 

Number % 

. .. . .. 
146 85.4 

(2 700) ... 
9 579 68.8 

... .. . 
·10 872 69.3 

1 654 24.5 
806 44.1 
... ... 
... ... 

551 43.9 
7 776 56.4 

... ... 
6 461 51.5 
1 843 24.7 

58 410 71.6 
2 169 29.0 

... ... 

. .. ... 
7236 33.0 

108 48.6 
6 824 57.5 

72 774 88.0 
... ... 
... ... 

17 905 ... 
508 46.4 
289 72.4 
... ... 

18 397 55.6 
3 988 34.4 

46 895 50.9 
6 393 88.0 

... . .. 

... . .. 
o o 

2 125 46.7 
544 3.6 

2 105 19.4 
918 22.2 

28 793 69.0 
.. . ... 

26 266 51.7 

1 369 28.3 
27 655 25.8 

... ... 
91 525 61.9 
2 644 51.0 

18 759 48.8 

47.7 
48.8 
o.o 

88.0 
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Table 13. lndicator of average length of imprisonment in 2002, based on the total number of days spent in penal 
institutions 

Total number of 
days spent in 

penal institutions 

a 

Albania ... 
Andorra 19 364 
Armenia ... 
Austria 2 737 154 
Azerbaijan ... 
Belgium 3 282 656 
BH: Federation BH 36 360 
BH: Republic Srpska 233 728 
Bulgaria ... 
Croatia ... 
Cyprus (355.83) 
Czech Republic 6 311 945 
Denmark 1 253 738.S 
Estonia ... 
Finland 1 253 045 
France 19 694 029 
Georgia (365) 
Germany ... 
Greece ... 
Hungary ... 
lceland 37 633 
lreland 1155225 
ltaly ... 
Latvia ... 
Liechtenstein 7 600 
Lithuania ... 
Luxembourg 139 166 
Malta ... 
Moldova ... 
Netherlands 4 760 330 
Norway 998 903 
Poland 29 707 715 
Portugal 8 285 
Romanía ... 
Russian Federation ... 
San Marino 205 
SM: Montenegro 267 91 O 
SM: Serbia 2 020 461 
Slovak Republic 2 800 645 
Slovenia 418874 
Spain 18 446 005 
Sweden 2 293 099 
Switzerland 1 816 025 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 290 904 
Turkey 27 487 084 
Ukraine { 1 915) 
UK: England and Wales ... 
UK: Northern lreland ... 
UK: Scotland 2 337 460 

Mean 
Median 
Mínimum 
Maximum 
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Average number 
of prisoners 

b = a/365 

. .. 
53 
... 

7 499 
... 

8 994 
100 
640 
... 
... 

( 1) 
17 293 
3 435 

... 
3 433 

53 956 
(1) 
. .. 
... 
... 

103 
3 165 

. .. 

... 
21 
... 

381 
... 
... 

13 042 
2 737 

81 391 
23 
... 
... 
1 

734 
5 536 
7 673 
1 148 

so 537 
6 282 
4 975 

797 
75 307 

(5) 
... 
. .. 

6 404 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2003.13 
For notes, see p. 53-4 

Total number of lndicator of average 
entries to penal length of imprison-

institutions ment {in months) 

e d = 12 {b/c) 

. .. . .. 
171 3.7 

(1 574) . .. 
13 928 6.5 

.. . ... 
15 680 6.9 
6 744 0.2 -
1 826 4.2 
S 968 ... 

17 650 ... 
1 254 ... 

13 787 15.1 
... ... 

12 541 . .. 
7 451 5.5 

81 533 7.9 
7 486 ... 

136 383 ... 
... . .. 

21 941 ... 
222 5.6 

11 860 3.2 
82 661 ... 

5 175 . .. 
173 1.4 
... ... 

1 096 4.2 
399 . .. 

... . .. 
33 108 4.7 
11 580 2.8 
92 180 10.6 
7 264 0.04 

35 300 ... 
. .. ... 
19 0.4 

4 548 1.9 
15 255 4.4 
10 835 8.5 
4135 3.3 

41 720 14.5 
... ... 

50 777 1.2 

4 833 2.0 
107 336 8.4 
42 300 ... 

147 864 ... 
5 187 . .. 

38 461 2.0 

5.0 
4.2 

0.04 
15.1 
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Table 13.1 lndicator of average length of imprisonment in 2002, based on the total number of prisoners on 1 
September 2002 

Total number of prisoners on 
1 September 2002 

(SPACE 2002) 

a 

Albania 1 785 
Andorra 55 
Armenia 5 624 
Austria 7 511 
Azerbaijan 18 321 
Belgium 9 253 
BH: Federation BH 1 293 
BH: Republic Srpska 816 
Bulgaria 9 607 
Croatia 2 584 
Cyprus 345 
Czech Republic 16 861 
Denmark 3 439 
Estonia 4 640 
Finland 3 466 
France 53 463 
Georgia 7 343 
Germany 78 506 
Greece 8 284 
Hungary 18 054 
lceland 107 
lreland 3 028 
ltaly 56 200 
Latvia 8 517 
Liechtenstein (17) 
Lithuania 11 345 
Luxembourg 380 
Malta 283 
Moldova 10 532 
Netherlands 16 239 
Norway 2 662 
Poland 80 610 
Portugal 13 730 
Romanía 51 476 
Russian Federation 919 330 
San Marino (1) 
SM: Montenegro ... 
SM: Serbia ... 
Slovak Republic 7 849 
Slovenia 1 120 
Spain 50 994 
Sweden 6 506 
Switzerland 4 987 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 1 248 
Turkey 60 091 
Ukraine 198 946 
UK: England and Wales 71 324 
UK: Northern lreland 1 076 
UK: Scotland 6 513 

Mean 
Median 
Mínimum 
Maximum 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2003.13.1 
For notes, see p. 54 

Total number of entries lndicator of average 
to penal institutions length of imprisonment 

(Table 12) (in months) 

b c=12 (a/b) 

... ... 
171 3.9 

(1 574) ... 
13 928 6.5 

... ... 
15 680 . 7.1 
6 744 2.3 
1 826 5.4 
5 968 19.3 

17 650 1.8 
1 254 3.3 

13 787 14.7 
... ... 

12 541 4.4 
7 451 5.6 

81 533 7.9 
7 486 11.8 

136 383 6.9 
... ... 

21 941 9.9 
222 5.8 

11 860 3.1 
82 661 8.2 

5 175 19.7 
173 ... 

... ... 
1 096 4.2 

399 8.5 
... ... 

33 108 5.9 
11 580 2.8 
92 180 10.5 

7 264 22.7 
35 300 17.5 

... ... 
19 ... 

4 548 ... 
15 255 ... 
10 835 8.7 
4 135 3.3 

41 720 14.7 
... ... 

50 777 1.2 

4 833 3.1 
107 336 6.7 
42 300 56.4 

147 864 5.8 
5 187 2.5 

38 461 2.0 

9.0 
6.2 
1.2 

56.4 
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Table 14. Escapes of prisoners in 2002 

(a) Escapes by prisoners (pre-trial detainees or convicted prisoners) from a closed penal institution ar during adminis­
trative transfer (2002) 

(b) Other forms of escape (from an open penal institution - agricultura! colony or other - from semi-detention, ar 
during an authorised short-term absence or leave, etc.) in 2002 

(a) 
Number of escapes 

by prisoners 

Albania o 
Andorra o 
Armenia 1 
Austria 8 
Azerbaijan o 
8elgium 117 
BH: Federation BH 2 
BH: Republic Srpska 9 
Bulgaria 18 
Croatia 12 
Cyprus o 
Czech Republic 1 
Denmark 48 
Estonia o 
Finland 34 
France 15 
Georgia 9 
Germany 18 
Greece 13 
Hungary 9 
lceland o 
lreland 11 
ltaly 23 
Latvia o 
Liechtenstein o 
Lithuania o 
Luxembourg o 
Malta o 
Moldava 5 
Netherlands 20 
Norway 19 
Poland 77 
Portugal 52 
Romania 1 
Russian Federation 202 
San Marino o 
SM: Montenegro o 
SM: Serbia 12 
Slovak Republic o 
Slovenia 21 
Spain 7 
Sweden 50 
Switzerland ... 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 9 
Turkey 8 
Ukraine 4 
UK: England and Wales 78 
UK: Northern lreland o 
UK: Scotland 1 
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Total number of 
prisoners on 1 

September 2002 
(Table 13) 

1 785 
55 

5 624 
7 511 

18 321 
9 253 
1 293 

816 
9 607 
2 584 

345 
16 861 
3 439 
4 640 
3 466 

53 463 
7 343 

78 506 
8 284 

18 054 
107 

3 028 
56 200 
8 517 

(17) 
11 345 

380 
283 

10 532 
16 239 
2 662 

80 610 
13 730 
51 476 

919 330 
(1) 
... 
... 

7 849 
1 120 

so 994 
6 506 
4 987 

1 248 
60 091 

198 946 
71 324 

1 076 
6 513 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2003. 14 
For notes, see p. 54 

Rate of escape (b) 
per 10 000 Other forms 
prisoners of escape 

o o 
o o 

1.8 o 
, 10.7 319 

o o 
126.4 15 
15.5 77 

110.3 24 
18.7 63 
46.4 14 

o o 
0.6 41 

139.6 575 
o 16 

98.1 41 
2.8 240 

12.3 o 
2.3 646 

15.7 92 
5.0 108 
o 2 

36.3 121 
4.1 267 

o 33 
... o 
o 3 
o 14 
o o 

4.7 656 
12.3 789 
71.4 201 
9.6 361 

37.9 200 
0.2 6 
2.2 111 
... o 
. .. 2 
... 266 
o 8 

187.5 104 
1.4 18 

76.9 396 
... ... 

72.1 84 
1.3 238 
0.2 31 

10.9 864 
o o 

1.5 56 
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Table 15. Deaths in penal institutions in 2002 (including suicides) 

Total Number of Suicides as a 
number suicides percentape 

of deaths of tota 
deaths 

Albania 3 o o 
Andorra o o ... 
Armenia 25 o o 
Austria 40 9 22.5 
Azerbaijan 206 ... ... 
Belgium 25 20 80 
BH: Federation BH 3 ... 
8H: Republic Srpska 2 2 100 
Bulgaria 24 4 16.7 
Croatia 6 o o 
Cyprus o o ... 
Czech Republic 14 13 92.9 
Denmark 7 3 42.9 
Estonia 11 7 63.6 
Finland 8 6 75.0 
France 244 122 so 
Georgia 39 2 5.1 
Germany 162 71 43.8 
Greece 30 1 3.3 
Hungary 39 1 2.6 
lceland o o ... 
lreland 7 4 57.1 
ltaly 160 52 32.5 
Latvia 39 10 25.6 
Liechtenstein o o ... 
Lithuania 30 9 30 
Luxembourg 2 1 50 
Malta o o ... 
Moldova 93 6 6.5 
Netherlands 26 10 38.5 
Norway 9 2 22.2 
Poland 96 40 41.7 
Portugal 97 19 19.6 
Romanía 118 4 3.4 
Russian Federation 4 259 315 7.4 
San Marino o o ... 
SM: Montenegro 3 1 33.3 
SM: Serbia 26 9 34.6 
Slovak Republic 9 3 33.3 
Slovenia 7 4 57.1 
Spain 152 24 15.8 
5weden 20 8 40 
Switzerland ... ... ... 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia' 3 1 33.3 
Turkey 93 16 17.2 
Ukraine 691 28 4.1 
UK: England and Wales 166 94 56.6 
UK: Northern lreland 1 1 100 
UK: Scotland 16 8 50 
Mean 35.2 
Median 33.3 
Minimum o.o 
Maximum 100.0 

Reference: Counci/ of Europe, SPACE 2003.15 
For notes, see p. 54 

Total number Mortality Suicide 
of prisoners on rate rate 

1 September 2002 per 10 000 per 10 000 
(SPACE 2002} prisoners prisoners 

1 785 16.8 o 
55 o o 

5 624 44.5 o 
7 511 53.3 12.0 

18 321 112.4 . .. 
9 253 27.0 21.6 
1 293 23.2 ... 

816 24.5 24.5 
9 607 25.0 4.2 
2 584 23.2 o 

345 o o 
16 861 8.3 7.7 
3 439 20.4 8.7 
4 640 23.7 15.1 
3 466 23.1 17.3 

53 463 45.6 22.8 
7 343 53.1 2.7 

78 506 20.6 9.0 
8 284 36.2 1.2 

18 054 21.6 0.6 
107 o o 

3 028 23.1 13.2 
56 200 28.5 9.3 
8 517 45.8 11.7 

(17) o o 
11 345 26.4 7.9 

380 52.6 26.3 
283 o o 

10 532 88.3 5.7 
16 239 16.0 6.2 
2 662 33.8 7.5 

80 610 11.9 5.0 
13 730 70.6 13.8 
51 476 22.9 0.8 

919 330 46.3 3.4 
(1} o o 
... ... . .. 
... ... . .. 

7 849 11.5 3.8 
1 120 62.5 35.7 

50 994 29.8 4.7 
6 506 30.7 12.3 
4 987 ... .. . 

1 248 24.0 8.0 
60 091 15.S 2.7 

198 946 34.7 1.4 
71 324 23.3 13.2 

1 076 9.3 9.3 
6 513 24.6 12.3 

29.0 8.2 
23.9 6.8 
o.o o.o 

112.4 35.7 
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Notes - Table 1 

Bosnia and Herzegovina: Demographic data are esti­
mates. 

Cyprus: Demographic data refer to the whole island, 
but prison population figures do not include prisoners 
held in the northern part of the island, which is not 
under control of the authorities of the Republíc of 
Cyprus. Therefore, the prison population rate per 100 
000 inhabitants is underestimated. 

Estonia: Data on capacity of penal institutions relate to 
1 September 2002 (Source: SPACE 1, 2002). 

France: Ali data included in SPACE refer to the 
European terrítory of France (known as the Métropole) 
and the French overseas territories (Guadeloupe, 
Martinique, Guyana and Réunion, known as DOM or 
Départements d'Outre-mer). Demographic data are 
estimates by the lnstitut National de la Statistique, 
INSEE (http ://www.insee.fr/fr/ffdpop_age.htm), and 
relate to 1 January 2004. 

Germany: Data relate to 31 March 2003 instead of 1 
September 2003. 

Greece: Demographíc data relate to 1 January 2001. 

ltaly: 
• Data include 487 juvenile prisoners and 718 places 

in juvenile prisons, which used to be presented in a 
separate appendix in previous editíons of SPACE 1 
(see general notes). 

• Demographic data relate to 1 January 2002. 

Liechtenstein: There is one prison with capacity for 22 
prisoners in Liechtenstein. However, according to a 
treaty between Liechtenstein and Austria, long-term 
prisoners usually serve their sentences in Austrian penal 
institutions. As six of the 18 prisoners of Liechtenstein 
serve their prison sentences in Austria, the prison den­
sity is calculated on the basis of 12 prisoners for a total 
capacity of 22. 

Netherlands: 

• Data on the number of prisoners and prison capac­
ity include data for TBS clinics, institutions for juve­
nile delinquents, and ínstitutions for drug 
smugglers. 

Total Of which 

Total number 14 025 in penal institutions 
of prisoners 2 175 in institutions for juvenile 
(including offenders 
pre-trial 1 308 in TBS clinics 
detainees): 734 in institutions for drug 
18 242 smugglers 

Total capacity 14 352 in penal institutions 
of penal 2 290 in institutions for juvenile 
institutions: offenders 
19 205 1 298 in TBS clinics 

1 265 in institutions for drug 
smugglers 
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• A TBS clinic is a hospital/clinic for the treatment of 
criminals who have committed very serious crimes 
but are considered mentally ill. Possible translations 
of this concept into English include: forensic psychi­
atric hospital, custodia! clinic, or placement under a 
hospital order. 

• lnstitutions for drug smugglers: These are special 
penal institutions for drug smugglers who have 
been convicted of carrying small amounts of drugs. 
Persons with a long prison sentence serve their time 
in regular penal institutions. 

Poland: Data on capacity of penal institutions relate to 
1 September 2002 (Source: SPACE l. 2002). 

Portugal: 

• Provisional data. 

• The total number of prisoners includes 17 2 people 
with psychiatric troubles placed in psychiatric insti­
tutions outside prison. 

San Marino: Under the Criminal Code (Art. 99), a per­
son serving a punishment of at least six months' impris­
onment in San Marino may be transferred to a "foreign 
penal institution", if the competent judge so decides 
and íf there is a relevant internatíonal agreement. 
These prisoners are not included in the San Marino sta­
tistics. 

Serbia and Montenegro: Demographic data are esti­
mates. 

Sweden: 

• Data relate to 1 October 2003 instead of 1 
September 2003. 

• The total number of prisoners includes prisoners in 
remand prisons. lt also includes persons serving 
their sentence outside prison in ínstítutions for the 
treatment of drug addicts, hospítalised prisoners 
and escapees. 

Switzerland: Total capacity of penal institutions 
includes custody in police stations for more than 
twenty-four hours (see General Notes). 

"The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia": 
Demographic data relate to 1 January 2002. 

United Kingdom: Demographic data for England and 
Wales, Northern lreland and Scotland are estimates 
from National Statistics Online (http ://www.statistics. 
gov.uk/cci/nugget.asp ?id=6) and relate to míd-2002. 

Notes - Table 4 

Armenia: The breakdown of prisoners by legal status 
concerns a total of 3 493 prisoners instead of the 3 429 
in Table 1. 

Belgium: (e) The category "other cases" includes: 

• Mentally disturbed offenders in detentíon 

• Offenders/detainees held under section 21 of the 
Social Protection Act 
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• Vagrants/beggars placed at the government's 
disposal 

• Foreign nationals placed at the government's 
disposal 

• 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) 

Bosnia and Herzegovina - Federation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina: (e) Persons sentenced for minor offences. 

Czech Republic: (e) 96 in custody pending expulsion 
and 39 in custody pending extradition (total: 135). 

Denmark: 

• (b) (c): lt is not possible to keep these groups apart 
in the statistics. 

• (e) Detainees under the Aliens Act. 

France: 

• (c): At appeal or pending appeal. 

• (d): In cases of enforcement against the person. 

Germany: 

• Data relate to 31 March 2003 instead of 1 
September 2003. 

• (a) (b) (c): lt is not possible to keep these groups 
apart in the statistics. 

• (e) Prisoners in preventive detention. 

ltaly: (e) lnternees, that is persons subject to personal 
security measures, held in special penal institutions. 

Latvia: (e) Persons awaiting enforcement ot their sen­
tence: 499; persons in a remand prison in accordance 
with the Penal Code (Sections 16 and 20): 21; persons 
awaiting transport from a remand prison to prison: 78; 
persons in transit: 7; persons in a prison hospital: 129. 
Total: 734. 

Luxembourg: 

• The breakdown of prisoners by legal status con­
cerns a total of 501 prisoners instead of the 498 in 
Table 1. 

• (e) 9 minors and 28 persons in administrative deten­
tion. Total: 37. 

Netherlands: 

• The breakdown of prisoners by legal status con­
cerns the 14 025 prisoners serving their sentence in 
penal institutions. Prisoners in institutions caring 
for juvenile delinquents, institutions for drug smug­
glers and TBS clinics are not included (see Notes to 
Table 1). 

• (e) detention: 411; illegal aliens: 1 355; waiting for 
TBS: 213: other: 326; unknown: 200. Total: 2 50S. 

Portugal: 

• Provisional data. 

• (e): Security measures applied to prisoners with psy­
ch iatric d isorders. 

Romania: (e) Fine defaulters. 

San Marino: Under the Criminal Code (Art. 99), a per­
son serving a punishment of at least six months' impris­
onment in San Marino may be transferred to a "foreign 
penal institution", if the competent judge so decides 
and if there is a relevant international agreement. 
These prisoners are not included in San Marino statis­
tics. 

Serbia and Montenegro - Serbia: The breakdown of 
prisoners by legal status concerns a total of 8 196 pris­
oners instead of the 7 487 in Table 1. 

Spain: (e) Security measures and weekend imprison­
ment. 

Sweden: 

• (a) (b) (e): lt is not possible to keep these groups 
apart in the statistics. 

• (e) lnclude prisoners who are drug addicts, illegal 
immigrants awaiting deportation, persons awaiting 
placement in psychiatric institutions and persons 
who have broken probation rules. 

Sweden: Data relate to 1 October 2003 instead of 1 
September 2003. 

Switzerland: (e) The other cases include: confinement 
for purposes of assistance within the meaning of 
Articles 314a and 397 of the Civil Code, prisoners await­
ing transfer or movement, military arrest and detention 
ot minors on grounds ot safety. 

United Kingdom - England and Wales: (e) Civil prison­
ers. 

United Kingdom - Northern lreland: (e) 14 fine default­
ers and 18 immigration detainees. Total: 32. 

United Kingdom - Scotland: 

• The breakdown of prisoners by legal status con­
cerns a total of 6 649 prisoners instead of the 6 642 
in Table 1 (i.e. without the seven cases counted 
under (e) "other cases"). 

• (e) three prisoners with an invalid or missing sen­
tence (dueto the provisional nature of the data this 
will be corrected as part of our data clearing proce­
dures) and tour cases that include persons awaiting 
deportation, civil prisoners, and persons subject a 
court martial. Total: seven. 

Notes - Table 5 

• See Notes on Table 4. 

• Croatia, Finland, lreland, ltaly, Netherlands, Poland, 
Portugal, Ukraine, United Kingdom - Northern 
lreland: See below (Reminder, point 2). 

Remínder 

1) In Table 4, when no data have been made available 
under heading (e) "sentenced prisoners who have 
appealed or who are within the statutory time limit 
for doing so" and no further information has been 
provided, it is assumed that prisoners in that situa­
tion are included among those under heading (d) 
"sentenced prisoners (final sentence)". In that case, 
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neither rate (a) "percentage of prisoners not serv­
ing a final sentence" nor rate (b) "prisoners not 
serving a final sentence per 100 000 inhabitants" of 
Table 5 can be calculated. 

2) In Table 4, when no data have been made available 
under heading (b) "prisoners convicted but not yet 
sentenced" and no further information has been 
provided, it cannot be excluded that prisoners in 
that situation are included among those under 
heading (a) "untried prisoners (not yet convicted)". 
In that case, rate (c) "proportion of untried prison­
ers (not yet convicted), as a percentage" and rate 
(d) "untried prisoners (not yet convicted) per 
100 000 inhabitants" of Table 5 are presented 
between brackets and must be used with caution. 

Notes - Table 6 

Albania: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
main offence concerns a total of 1 701 sentenced pris­
oners instead of the 1 702 under heading (d) of Table 4. 

Estonia: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
main offence concerns a total of 5 102 sentenced pris­
oners instead of the 3 253 under heading (d) of Table 4. 
The reason is that the statistical system does not allow 
for the breakdown of prisoners by main offence; there­
fore each prisoner is counted once for each offence for 
which s/he has been sentenced (i.e. the counting unit is 
the offence, not the person). 

Finland: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
main offence concerns a total of 2 979 sentenced pris­
oners instead of the 2 937 under heading (d) of Table 4. 

France: Rape includes rape and indecent assault. 

Germany: Data relate to 31 March 2003 instead of 1 
September 2003. 

Liechtenstein: The five prisoners included under the 
heading "other" have been sentenced for fraud. 

Lithuania: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
main offence concerns a total of 8 822 sentenced pris­
oners instead of the 8 388 under heading (d) of Table 4 
(i.e. it includes prisoners under headings (b), (e) and (d) 
of Table 4). 

Moldava: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
main offence concerns a total of 7 856 sentenced pris­
oners instead of the 8 115 under heading (d) of Table 4. 
The reason is that prisoners in transit are not included. 

Portugal: Provisional data. 

San Marino: Under the Criminal Code (Art. 99), a per­
son serving a punishment of at least six months' impris­
onment in San Marino may be transferred to a "foreign 
penal institution ", if the competent judge so decides 
and if there is a relevant international agreement. 
These prisoners are not included in San Marino statis­
tics. 

Serbia and Montenegro - Serbia: The breakdown of 
sentenced prisoners by main offence concerns a total of 
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5 410 sentenced prisoners instead of the 5 428 under 
heading (d) of Table 4. 

Slovak Republic: The breakdown of sentenced prison­
ers by main offence concerns a total of 6 896 sentenced 
prisoners instead of the 5 906 under heading (d) of 
Table 4. The reason is that the statistical system does 
not allow the breakdown of prisoners by main offence; 
therefore each prisoner is counted once for each 
offence for which s/he has been sentenced (i.e. the 
counting unit is the offence, not the person). 

Spain: Figures for robbery are quite high because, 
according to the Penal Code, theft with violence (i.e. 
robbery according to other legislations) includes ali 
kinds of burglary. 

Sweden: Data relate to 1 October 2003 instead of 1 
September 2003. 

United Kingdom - England and Wales: 

• The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by main 
offence concerns a total of 57 998 sentenced pris­
oners instead of the 58 780 under heading (d) of 
Table 4. The reason is that in 782 cases the type of 
offence was not recorded. 

• "Homicide and assault": Figures under these head­
ings belong in fact to the category "Violence 
against the person". 

• "Rape": Figures under this heading belong in fact 
to the category "Sexual offences". 

• "Other types of theft" include 4 629 prisoners sen­
tenced for theft and handling and 8 752 for bur­
glary. Total: 13 381. 

• "Other offences" include 1 000 prisoners sentenced 
for fraud and forgery, 2 757 for monitoring 
offences, 4 238 for other cases, and 43 fine default­
ers. Total: 8 038. 

United Kingdom - Scotland: Rape includes completed 
rape and attempted rape. 

Notes - Table 7: See Notes on Table 6 

Notes - Table 8 

Belgium: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by the 
length of the sentence concerns a total of 3 900 sen­
tenced prisoners instead of the 4 748 under heading (d) 
of Table 4 because the computerised S1O1S detention 
system does not use the same categories as those in 
SPACE. Therefore, to reach the total of 4 748 prisoners, 
the following categories of offenders (representing a 
total of 848 persons) must be added to those included 
in the Table: 

• Persons sentenced to a correctional term of impris­
onment of more than ten years and up to fifteen 
years: 318. 

• Persons sentenced to a correctional term of impris­
onment of more than fifteen years: 177. 
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• Persons sentenced to a correctional term of impris­
onment of more than five years: one (a category no 
longer used but which still applies to one prisoner). 

• Offenders serving a fixed term criminal sentence: 
352. 

With regard to the latter point, the Criminal Code pro­
vides for three types of sentence: 

1. Criminal imprisonment, which may be for life or for 
a fixed term (from five to thirty years) 

2. Correctional terms of imprisonment 

3. lmprisonment for summary offences 

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

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

Bulgaria: Data relate to 1 November 2003. As a conse­
quence, the breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
length of sentence concerns a total of 7 918 sentenced 
prisoners instead of the 8 194 under heading (d) of 
Table 4. 

Finland: 

• The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by the 
length of the sentence concerns a total of 3 059 sen­
tenced prisoners instead of the 2 937 under heading 
(d) of Table 4. 

• The 1 770 prisoners in the category "more than one 
year" are broken down as follows: 

- one year to less than two years: 658 

- two years to less than four years: 577 

- four years to less than eight years: 394 

- eight years and over: 141 

Georgia: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by the 
length of the sentence concerns a total of 4 924 sen­
tenced prisoners instead of the 3 924 under heading (d) 
of Table 4. 

Germany: 

• Data relate to 31 March 2003 instead of 1 
September 2003. 

• 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) six months to one year (instead of six months to 
less than one year) 

(e) More than one year to two years (instead of one 
year to less than three years) 

(f) More than two years to five years (instead of 
three years to less than five years) 

(g) More than five years to ten years (instead of five 
years to less than ten years) 

(h) More than ten years to fifteen years (instead of 
ten years to less than twenty years) 

Greece: 

• The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by the 
length of the sentence concerns a total of 5 958 sen­
tenced prisoners instead of the 6 116 under heading 
(d) of Table 4 beca use it does not include 158 minors 
sentenced to penitentiary restrictions (young sen­
tenced persons under correctional restraint). 

• The 1 105 prisoners in the category "one year to less 
than five years" are broken down as follows: 

- one year to less than two years: 344 

- two years to less than five years: 761 

• The 2 096 prisoners in the category "ten years and 
more" are broken down as follows: 

- ten years to less than fifteen years: 1 145 

- fifteen years and more: 951 

• The figure under heading (k) refers to persons 
sentenced to death before the abolition of capital 
punishment. 

Hungary: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
the length of the sentence concerns a total of 12 728 
sentenced prisoners instead of the 12 730 under head­
ing (d) of Table 4. 

Lithuania: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
the length of the sentence concerns a total of 8 822 sen­
tenced prisoners instead of the 8 388 under heading (d) 
of Table 4 (i.e. it includes prisoners under headings (b), 
(c) and (d) of Table 4). 

Moldova: The numbers given for sentenced prisoners 
by the length of their sentence do not add up to the 8 
115 sentenced prisoners under heading (d) of Table 4 
because no data are available for sorne categories. 

Portugal: 

• Provisional data. 

• The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by the 
length of the sentence concerns a total of 9 892 sen­
tenced prisoners instead of the 9 893 under heading 
(d) of Table 4. 

Russian Federation: The numbers given for sentenced 
prisoners by the length of their sentence do not add up 
to the 738 454 sentenced prisoners under heading (d) 
of Table 4 because no data are available for sorne cate­
gories. 

San Marino: Under the Criminal Code of the Republic 
of San Marino (Art. 99), a person serving a punishment 
of at least six months' imprisonment in San Marino may 
be transferred to a "foreign penal institution", if the 
competent judge so decides and if there is a relevant 
international agreement. These prisoners are not 
included in San Marino statistics. 

Serbia and Montenegro - Serbia: The breakdown of 
sentenced prisoners by the length of the sentence con­
cerns a total of 5 093 sentenced prisoners instead of the 
5 428 under heading (d) of Table 4. 
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Slovak Republic: The category "ten years and more" is 
in fact "ten years to twenty-five years". 

Spain: 

• Prisoners sentenced under the old Criminal Code 
(code of 1973): "less than one month" (33); "one 
month to less than six months" (74); "six months to 
less than six years" (1 410); "six years to less than 
twelve years (937); "twelve years to less than 
twenty years" (764); "twenty years to thirty years" 
(862). Total: 4 080. 

• Prisoners sentenced under the new Criminal Code 
(code of 1995): "six months to less than three years" 
(13 670); "three years to less than eight years" (15 
918); "eight years to less than fifteen years" (6 500); 
"fifteen to less than twenty years" (1 229); "twenty 
years to thirty years" (543). Subtotal: 37 860. 

Weekend arrest (419); security measures (for persons 
not criminally responsible) (618). Subtotal: 1 037. 
Total: 38 897. 

Sweden: 

• Data relate to 1 October 2003 instead of 1 
September 2003. 

• The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by the 
length of the sentence concerns a total of S 314 sen­
tenced prisoners instead of the 5 320 under heading 
(d) of Table 4 because there are six prisoners whose 
length of sentence is unknown. 

Ukraine: 

• The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by the 
length of the sentence concerns a total of 152 764 
sentenced prisoners instead of the 151 883 under 
heading (d) of Table 4. 

• There is a moratorium for prisoners sentenced to 
death. 

United Kingdom - England and Wales: 

• The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by the 
length of the sentence concerns a total of 58 737 
sentenced prisoners instead of the 58 780 under 
heading (d) of Table 4 because no breakdown is 
available for the 43 fine defaulters included in the 
total number of sentenced prisoners. 

• The 28 750 prisoners in the category "three years to 
less than ten years" are broken down as follows: 

- three years to less than tour years: 8 397 

- four years to less than ten years: 20 353 

• The category "ten years and more" is in fact "ten 
years to less than life imprisonment". 

United Kingdom - Scotland: The breakdown of sen­
tenced prisoners by the length of the sentence concerns 
a total of 5 091 sentenced prisoners instead of the S 402 
under heading (d) of Table 4. 

Notes - Table 9 

See also Notes on Table 8. 

so 

Belgium: Totals do not add up to 100% because no 
data are available for sorne categories (see Notes on 
Table 8). 

Moldava: Totals do not add up to 100% because no 
data are available for sorne categories (see Notes on 
Table 8). 

Russian Federation: Totals do not add up to 100% 
because no data are available for sorne categories (see 
Notes on Table 8). 

Notes - Table 1 O: See Notes on Tables 8 and 9 

Notes -Table 12 

Armenia: Data seem unreliable as the number of 
entries to penal institutions before final sentence is 
higher than the total number of entries to penal insti­
tutions. 

Bosnia and Herzegovina: Demographic data are 
estima tes. 

France: AII data included in SPACE refer to the 
European territory of France (known as the Métropole) 
and the French overseas territories (Guadeloupe, 
Martinique, Guyane and Réunion, known as DOM or 
Départements d'Outre-mer). Demographic data are 
estirnates by the lnstitut National de la Statistique, 
1 NSE E (http://www.insee.fr/fr/ffdpop_age .htm), and 
relate to 1 January 2004. 

ltaly: Dernographic data relate to 1 January 2002. 

Serbia and Montenegro: Demograph ic data are esti­
mates. 

"The forrner Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia": 
Demographic data relate to 1 January 2002. 

United Kingdom: Demographic data for England and 
Wales, Northern lreland and Scotland are estimates by 
National Statistics Online (http ://www.statistics.gov.uk/ 
cci/nugget.asp ?id=6) concerning mid-2002. 

United Kingdom - England and Wales: "Number of 
entries before final sentence" does not include appeal 
data (information not available). 

Notes - Table 13 

General Notes: 

• The extremely low figures provided by sorne coun­
tries under heading (a) "total number of days spent 
in penal institutions" shows that this concept has 
not been understood in the same way by ali respon­
dents. 

• As a consequence, the indicator of average length 
of imprisonment (in months) for Cyprus, Georgia 
and Ukraine has not been calculated. 

• An alternative indicator of average length of 
imprisonment (in months) is provided in Table 13.1. 
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Armenia: See Notes on Table 12. 

Liechtenstein: The total number of days spent in penal 
institutions in 2002 (including pre-trial detention) was 
7 600 of which 5 068 in Liechtenstein prisons and 2 532 
in Austrian prisons. 

Notes - Table 13.1 

General note: As sorne countries did not provide data 
regarding the total number of days spent in penal insti­
tutions in 2002 heading (a) of Table 13 ? and other 
countries provided figures that did not seem reliable 
(see Notes on Table 13), in Table 13.1 we have used the 
total number of prisoners on 1 September 2002 as an 
estímate of the average number of prisoners in that 
year (source: SPACE 2002). 

Armenia: See Notes on Table 12. 

Liechtenstein: In 2002, prisoners serving long-term sen­
tences (in Austria) were not included in the statistics. 

San Marino: In 2002, prisoners serving long-term sen­
tences were not included in the statistics. 

Notes - Table 14 

Austria: (a) Number of escapes: tour from closed penal 
institutions and tour during administrative transfers. 
Total: eight. 

Denmark: 

(a) Number of escapes: 21 from closed penal institutions 
and 27 during administrative transfers (includes 
escapes from courts, hospitals, etc.) Total: 48. 

(b) Other torms of escape: 199 from open penal insti-
tutions and 376 during authorised leaves. 

Hungary: (a) Number of escapes: nine persons (during 
seven escape incidents). 

Latvia: (a) Other forms of escape: 13 from open penal 
institutions and 20 during an authorised short-term 
absence or leave. Total: 33. 

Luxembourg: (b) Other forms of escape include two 
persons that did not return after an authorised leave. 

Portugal: 

(a) Number of escapes: lncludes escapes from closed 
and open penal institutions, but does not include 
escapes during authorised leaves. 

(b) Other torms of escape: Refers to escapes during 
authorised leaves. 

Slovak Republic: (b) Other forms of escape: one while 
in semi-detention, and seven during authorised short­
term absence (or leave). Total: eight. 

Ukraine: (b) Other torms of escape: 28 while in semi­
detention, and three during authorised short-term 
absence (or leave). Total: 31. 

Notes - Table 15 

United Kingdom - England and Wales: Data on suicide 
refer to "self-inflicted death". 
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Appendix 

Data concerning Canada 

/.1 Population of penal institutions (1 September 2003) 

Total number of prisoners 13 110 

Tota I capacity of pena I institut ions 14 040 

Prison density per 100 places 93.4 

Breakdown of prisoners by legal status 

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) 13 110 

Other cases (Specify the make-up of the category "other cases") o 

Breakdown of sentenced prísoners by main offence 

Homicide (including attempts) 3305 % homicide (including attempts) 25.2 

Assault 1539 % assault 11.7 

Rape 1365 % rape 10.4 

Robbery 2637 % robbery 20.1 

Other types of theft 195 % other types of theft 1.5 

Drug offences 753 % drug offences 5.7 

Other offences 3316 % other 25.3 

Breakdown of sentenced prisoners by length of sentence 

Less than one month *** % less than one month *** 

One month to less than three months *** % one month to less than three months *** 

Three months to less than six months *** % three months to less than six months *** 

Six months to less than one year *** % six months to less than one year *** 

One year to less than three years 3 152 % one year to less than three years 24.0 

Three years to less than five years 2 776 % three years to less than five years 21.2 

Five years to less than ten years 2 678 % five years to less than ten years 20.4 

Ten years to less than twenty years 1 203 % ten years to less than twenty years 9.2 

Twenty years and over 357 % twenty years and over 2.7 

Lite imprisonment 2 944 % life imprisonment 22.5 

Death sentenced prisoners *** % death sentenced prisoners *** 

52 



1.2 Flow of entries, /ength of imprisonment, escapes and deaths in 2002 

Total number of entries in 2002 7 549 

Number of entries before final sentence, *** 
in 2002 

Total number of days spent in penal 4878 046 lndicator of average length of 21.2 

institutions / prisons, in 2002 imprisonment, in months 

(including pre-trial detention) 

Number of escapes, in 2002 from a closed 43 Escape rate per 10 000 prisoners 32.B 

penal institution or during administrative 

transfer 

Other forms of escape in 2002 522 

Total number of deaths in penal 92 % of suicides among deaths in 12.0 

institution in 2002 / prison penal institutions 

Number of suicides in penal 11 Mortality rate per 1 O 000 prisoners 70.2 

institutions / prisons in 2002 

Suicide rate per 1 O 000 prisoners 8.4 

Note: Data relate to the federal system only. 
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Council of Europe Annual Penal Statistics 
SPACE 1: 2004 Survey on prison populations 
by Marcelo F. Aebi1 
Rapporteur 

The SPACE I data presented below were obtained by 
means of a revised questionnaire (Docurnent PC-CP 
(2004) 11 final). The rnain goal of the revision was to 
include sorne questions in order to clarify precisely 
what is being counted in the statistics of each country. 
The answers to these questions are presented in Tables 
1.5 and 15.2 and suggest that cross-national cornpar­
isons of prison population rates rnust be conducted cau­
tiously as the categories included in the total nurnber of 
prisoners vary frorn country to country. The sarne is true 
far cross-national cornparisons of deaths and suicides in 
penal institutions as well as for staff working in penal 
institutions. 

Prison population figures (stock) relate to the situation 
on 1 5epternber 2004, while flow of entries, total nurn­
ber of days spent in penal institutions, and incidents 
(escapes, deaths and suicides) relate to the year 2003. 

Thirty-six rnernber states answered the 2004 5PACE 1 
Survey. The answer frorn Andorra arrived after the final 
docurnent was produced and therefore is not included. 
The following rnernber states did not answer the sur­
vey: Albania, Austria, Belgiurn, Czech Republic, 
Georgia, Greece, lreland, Malta, Portugal, Russian 
Federation and Serbia and Montenegro. For sorne of 
these countries we have included inforrnation about 
the situation of their penal institutions in an Appendix 
to Table 1. 

l. Prison populations 

1.1. State of prison populations on 1 September 2004 

The situation of prison populations on a given date, 
"stock statistics ", is set out in 11 tables and four supple­
mentary tables. 

Table 1. Situation of penal institutions on 1 September 
2004 

(a) Total nurnber of prisoners (including pre-trial 
detainees). 

(b) Prison population rate per 100 000 inhabitants: 
nurnber of prisoners (including pre-tria! detainees) 
present on 1 Septernber 2004 in relation to the 
nurnber of inhabitants at the sarne date (in view of 
the information available, the figure actually used 
is the number of inhabitants on 1 January 2004). 
This indicator is sornetirnes referred to as "deten-

1. PhD, Criminology. Associate Professor of Criminology at 
the University of Lausanne and at the Autonomous University 
of Barcelona. 

tion rate", or "prisoner rate", or "imprisonrnent 
rate", but these terrns are ambiguous. Therefore 
the Council of Europe has adopted the term "prison 
pop u lation rate". 

(e) Capacity of penal institutions: number of places 
available in penal institutions. 

(d) Prison density per 100 places: nurnber of prisoners 
(including pre-trial detainees) in relation to the 
nurnber of places available in penal institutions. 

As a complernent to Table 1, we have included four sup­
plementary tables: 

Table 1.2 Situation of penal institutions on 1 September 
2004 by decreasing prison population rates 

In this table, countries are sorted according to their 
prison population rates on 1 Septernber 2004. 

Table 1.3 Evolution of prison populations between 
1999 and 2004 

This table presents the total nurnber of prisoners 
(including pre-tria! detainees) and the prison popula­
tion rate per 100 000 inhabitants on 1 September 2000, 
2001, 2003 and 2004. Data are taken frorn the corre­
sponding surveys of SPACE l. 

The table indicates also the evolution (in percentage) of 
prison populations rates between 2000 and 2004 as 
well as between 2003 and 2004. 

Table 1.4 Year-on-year rates of increase and decrease of 
prison population rates between 2003 and 2004 

This table shows the evolution of prison population 
rates between 2003 and 2004. Countries are classified in 
three categories according to the increase or decrease 
of their prison population rates between 1 Septernber 
2003 and 1 Septernber 2004: 

(d) lncrease of more than 5%; 

(e) Between -5% and +5%; 

(f) Decrease of more than 5%. 

Table 1.5 Categories included in the total number of 
prisoners 

The goal of this table is to clarify which categories of 
persons deprived of freedorn are being counted in the 
total number of prisoners. The table includes the 
answers (yes orno) to the following questions: 

Does the total nurnber of prisoners include the follow­
ing categories? 
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(a) Persons held in facilities that do not depend on the 
Prison Administration (police stations, non-Ministry 
of Justice facilities, police isolators or "sizos" or sim­
ilar facilities); 

(b) Persons held in institutions for juvenile offenders; 

(e) Persons held in institutions for drug-addicted 
offenders; 

(d) Mentally ill prisoners held in psychiatric institutions 
or hospitals; 

(e) Asylum seekers or illegal aliens held for administra­
tive reasons; 

(f) Persons serving their sentence under electronic sur-
veillance. 

Table 1.5 shows that the categories included in the total 
number of prisoners vary from country to country. As a 
consequence, international comparisons of prison pop­
ulation rates, as in Table 1.2, cannot be regarded as 
unproblematic, and this must be borne in mind when 
using the table. 

Table 2. Age structure of prison populations on 1 
September 2004 
(a) Median age of prison population (including pre­

trial detainees) at the date of the statistics; 

(b) Mean (average) age of prison population (including 
pre-trial detainees) at the date of the statistics; 

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

(d) Prisoners between 18 and 21 years of age (including 
pre-tria! detainees): number and percentage. 

Table 3. Female and foreign prisoners on 1 September 
2004 

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

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

Table 4, Legal status of prison populations on 1 
September 2004 (numbers) 
(a) Untried prisoners (no court decision yet reached); 

(b) Prisoners convicted but not yet sentenced; 

(c) Sentenced prisoners who have appealed or who are 
within the statutory time limit for doing so; 

(d) Sentenced prisoners (final sentence); 

(e) Other cases; 

(f) Total. 

Table S. Legal status of prison populations on 1 
September 2004 (percentages and rates) 

We have selected four indicators as a basis for compar­
ing the situations of the various populations: 

(a) Percentage of prisoners not serving a final sentence 
on 1 September 2004 (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; 
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(b) Rate of prisoners not serving a final sentence per 
100 000 inhabitants on 1 September 2004: the num­
ber of prisoners whose sentence is not final, present 
at that date, in relation to the number of inhabi­
tants at the same date - expressed per 100 000 
inhabitants. 

In order to calculate indicators (a) and (b), the number 
of prisoners not serving a final sentence is obtained by 
adding headings (a), (b), (e) and (e) of Table 4. However, 
when there are no data available under heading (e) 
"sentenced prisoners who have appealed or who are 
within the statutory time limit for doing so" of Table 4, 
without any further information being provided, it is 
assumed that prisoners in that situation are included 
among those under heading (d) ''sentenced prisoners, 
final sentence". In that case, both indicators are pre­
sented between brackets and must be interpreted cau­
tiously. 

(c) Percentage of untried prisoners (no court decision 
yet reached) at 1 September 2004: the number of 
untried prisoners (not yet convicted), present at 
that date, expressed as a percentage of the total 
number of prisoners at the same date; 

(d) Rate of untried prisoners (no court decision yet 
reached) per 100 000 inhabitants on 1 September 
2004: the number of untried prisoners (not yet con­
victed), present at that date, in relation to the num­
ber of inhabitants at the same date - expressed per 
100 000 inhabitants. 

In order to calculate indicators (e) and (d), only príson­
ers under heading (a) "untried prisoners (not yet con­
victed)" of Table 4 are taken into account. However, 
when there are no data available under heading (b) 
"prisoners convicted but not yet sentenced" of Table 4, 
without any further information being provided, it can­
not be excluded that prisoners in that situation are 
included among those under heading (a) "untried pris­
oners (no court decision yet reached)". In that case, 
both indicators are presented between brackets and 
must be interpreted cautiously. 

Table 6. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sen­
tence) by main offence on 1 September 2004 (numbers) 

Table 7. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sen­
tence) by main otfence on 1 September 2004 (percent­
ages) 

Tables 6 and 7 present the breakdown of prisoners with 
final sentence - those under heading (d) of Table 4 -
according to the main offence for which they were con­
victed. The following breakdown is used: 

(h) Prisoners sentenced for homicide (including 
attempts); 

(i) Prisoners sentenced for assault; 

(j) Prisoners sentenced for rape; 

(k) Prisoners sentenced for robbery; 

(1) Prisoners sentenced for other types of theft; 

(m) Prisoners sentenced for drug offences; 

(n) Prisoners sentenced for other offences; 

(o) Total. 
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Table B. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sen• 
tence) by length of the sentence on 1 September 2004 
(numbers) 

Table 9. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sen­
tence) by length of the sentence on 1 September 2004 
(percentages) 

Tables 8 and 9 present the breakdown of prisoners with 
final sentence - those under heading (d) of Table 4 -
according to the length of the sentence imposed to 
them. The following breakdown is used: 

(a) Prisoners sentenced to less than one month; 

(b) Prisoners sentenced to one month to less than three 
months; 

(e) Prisoners sentenced to three months to less than six 
months; 

(d) Prisoners sentenced to six months to less than one 
year; 

(e) Prisoners sentenced to one year to less than three 
years; 

(f) Prisoners sentenced to three years to less than five 
years; 

(g) Prisoners sentenced to five years to less than ten 
years; 

(h) Prisoners sentenced to ten years to less than twenty 
years; 

(i) Prisoners sentenced to more than twenty years; 

U) Prisoners sentenced to life imprisonment; 

(k) Prisoners sentenced to death. 

Table 10. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final 
sentence) by length of the sentence on 1 September 
2004 (cumulative percentages) 

This table presents the breakdown, expressed in cumu­
latíve percentages, of prisoners with final sentence ? 
those under heading (d) of Table 4 - according to the 
length of the sentence imposed to them. The following 
breakdown is used: 

(a) Percentage of prisoners sentenced to less than one 
year; 

(b) Percentage of prisoners sentenced to one year and 
over (fixed-term sentence); 

(e) Percentage of prisoners sentenced to three years 
and over (fíxed-term sentence); 

(d) Percentage of prisoners sentenced to five years and 
over (fixed-term sentence); 

(e) Percentage of prisoners sentenced to ten years and 
more (fixed-term sentence); 

(f) Percentage of prisoners sentenced to fixed-term 
sentences; 

(f) Percentage of prisoners sentenced to life imprison­
ment; 

(g) Percentage of prisoners sentenced to death. 

Table 11. Breakdown of prisoners sentenced (flnol • 11 
tence) to less than one year, by length of tho ~ 11111111 

on 1 September 2004 (percentages) 

This table presents the breakdown, expressed In 1111 

centages, of prisoners sentenced to less than on y11 11 

according to the length of the sentence imposcd 111 

them. The following breakdown is used: 

This table presents the breakdown of the sentencc~ of 
less than one year imposed to convicted prisonCr\, 
Under each heading, we present the percentage of tilo 
prisoners (sentenced to less than one year) that werf.' 
sentenced to: 

(a) Prisoners sentenced to less than one month; 

(b) Prisoners sentenced to one month to less than three 
months; 

(e) Prisoners sentenced to three months to less than six 
months; 

(d) Prisoners sentenced to six months to less than one 
year. 

1.2. Flow of entries, length of imprisonment, escapes 
and deaths in 2003 

Tables 12 to 15.2 show the number of entries into 
prison (flow statistics), the length of imprisonment, and 
the number of escapes and deaths in penal institutions 
in the year 2003. 

Table 12. Flow of entries to penal institutions in 2003 

(a} Total number of entries to penal institutions in 
2003. This indicator is usually known as "flow of 
entries"; 

(b} Rate of entries to penal institutions per 100 000 
inhabitants: the number of entries for 2003, in rela­
tíon to the average number of inhabitants duríng 
the same period (in view of the information avail­
able, the figure actually used is the number of 
inhabitants at 1 Jan uary 2004); 

(e} Entries befo re final sentence: number and percent-
age. 

The term "entry" refers to ali entries into penal institu­
tions, except in the following situations: 

• Entry followíng transfer from one penal institution 
to another; 

• Entry following the prisoner's removal from the 
institution in order to appear before a judicial 
authority (investigating judge, tria! court, etc}; 

• Entry following prison leave or a period of autho­
rised absence; 

• Entry following an escape, after re-arrest by the 
police. 

The figures do not relate to the number of individuals 
but to the number of events (entries). The same indi­
vidual may enter prison severa! times in the same year 
for the same case. This applies, for instance, toan indi­
vidual who is placed in pre-tria! detention during year 
"n" (first entry), released by the investigating judge at 
the pre-trial investigation stage, tried without being 
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re-detained, convicted and sentenced to a term of 
imprisonment exceeding the period of pre-trial deten­
tion, and re-imprisoned during the same year "n" to 
serve the remainder of the sentence (second entry). A 
fortiori, the same individual may enter in prison several 
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 who have appealed or who are within the 
statutory time limit to do so are recorded under (c). This 
figure therefore corresponds to part of the entries 
recorded under (a). These of course include entries for 
pre-trial detention. 

Table 13.1 lndícator of average length of imprisonment 
in 2003, based on the total number of days spent in 
pe.nal institutions 

(a) Total number of days spent in penal institutions in 
2003; 

(b) Average number of prisoners in 2003: b =a/ 365; 

(c) Total number of entries to penal institutions in 2003 
(flow of en tries)= heading (a) of Table 12; 

(d) lndicator of average length of imprisonment (O) 
expressed in months: quotient of the average num­
ber of prisoners in 2003 (P) by the flow of entries 
during that period (E), multiplied by 12 (months): 

O= 12 (P / E) 

The figure under heading (a) corresponds to the total 
number of days spent in penal institutions by all per­
sons placed in detention for at least one day during the 
reference year (2003). This may be time spent in pre­
trial detention or time spent serving a prison sentence, 
or may even correspond to other circumstances (deten­
tion for failure to pay a fine, for instance). No distinc­
tion is made here between those categories. This kind 
of data is usually prepared by the departments respon­
sible for prison budgets and is used to calculate the 
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 "prisoners­
year" (b), which constitutes probably the best possible 
indicator of the average number of prisoners present in 
the year. 

Table 13.2 lndicator of average length of imprisonment 
in 2003, based on the total number of days spent in 
penal institutions 

As sorne countries did not provide data regarding the 
total number of days spent in penal institutions in 
2003 - heading (a) of Table 13.1 - and other provided 
figures that did not seem reliable (see Notes to Table 
13.1), we have added Table 13.2 (lndicator of average 
length of imprisonment in 2003, based on the total 
number of prisoners on 1 5eptember 2003) in which we 
have used the total number of prisoners on 1 
September 2003 as an estimate of the average number 
of prisoners in that year (source: SPACE 2003). We have 
also used this indicator to work out other figures pre-
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sented in Tables 14 and 15 (escape rate, mortality rate 
and suicide rate). 

Table 14. Escapes of prisoners in 2003 

The table includes two types of escape: 

(a) Escapes by prisoners (convicted prisoners or pre-trial 
detainees under the supervision of the prison 
administration) from a closed penal institution or 
during an administrative transfer (for example, to 
or from a court, another penal institution or a hos­
pital). 

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 total number of 
prisoners on 1 September 2003 (used here as an estí­
mate of the average number of prisoners) provided in 
SPACE 2003 we obtain the rate of escapes per 10 000 
prisoners: 1 O 000 (a / total number of prisoners on 1 
September 2003). 

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

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

Table 15.1 Deaths in penal institutions in 2003 (includ­
ing suicides) 

This table includes: 

(a) Total number of deaths in penal institutions in 
2003; 

(b) Number of suicides in 2003; 

(e) Suicides as a percentage of total deaths: 100 (b / a) 

Relating the total number of deaths in prison (a) and 
the number of suicides in prison (b) to the total number 
of prisoners on 1 September 2003 (used here asan esti­
mate of the average number of prisoners) provided in 
SPACE 2003 we obtain respectively: 

(d) Mortality rate per 10 000 prisoners: 10 000 (a/ total 
number of prisoners on 1 September 2003); 

(e) Suicide rate per 10 000 prisoners: 10 000 (b / total 
number of prisoners on 1 September 2003). 

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

Table 15.2 Types of deaths and suicides included in 
Table 15.1 

The goal of this table is to clarify which types of suicides 
are being counted. The tables include the answers (yes 
orno) to the following questions: 

(a) Do data include detainees who died or committed 
suicide in hospital? 
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(b) Do data include detainees who died or committed 
suicide outside prison? 

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 (percent­
age) 

In Tables 16 to 19 we are concerned with the situation 
of statt working in pena I institutions on 1 September 
2004. The staff is classified in the following categories: 

(a) Total 

(b) Management: Management staff; 

(e) Custodia!: Custodia! staff excluding staff already 
incl uded in (b); 

(d) Treatment: Treatment staff (including medica! staff, 
psychologists, social workers, teachers/educators, 
etc.), excluding staff already included in (b) or (e); 

(e) Workshops: 5taff responsible for workshops or 
vocational training, excluding staff already 
included in (b), (e) or (d); 

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

(g) Other staff 

The goal of these tables is to count ali staff working in 
penal institutions who are employed by the prison 
authorities. Respondents were asked to exclude per­
sons working in penal institutions but not employed by 

Presentation of the statistical data 

Conventions used 

the prison authorities (in sorne countries this applies to 
doctors, teachers or perimeter guards). Such staff is 
included in Table 20. They were also asked to exclude 
staff members who do not work in penal institutions 
but in the central prison administration offices or 
regional ottices, or in storage depots (facilities for stor­
age of food and miscellaneous equipment). Such staff 
is also included in Table 20. 

Respondents were asked to calculate the number of 
staff members working part time on the basis of "full­
time equivalents". This mea ns 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 

5ituation on t September 2004: 

(a) 5taff workíng in central príson administration 
ottices; 

(b) Statt working in regional offices; 

(e) Statt not working in penal institutions (e.g. at food 
or equipment storage depots); 

(d) Staff working in penal instítutions but not 
employed by the prison authorities. 

In sorne countries category (d) does not exist. In others, 
doctors, teachers and peri meter guards may sometímes 
be employed by bodies not under the control of the 
prison authorities (for instance health authorities, the 
ministry of education, departments of the ministry of 
the interior or the ministry of justíce). 

Table 21. Supervision of prisoners 

(a) Total number of prisoners on 1 September 2004: see 
Table t. 

(b) Total number of custodia! staff on 1 September 
2004: see Table t 9. 

(e) Rate of supervision of prisoners (n umber of prison­
ers per custodian): e= a/ b. 

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

o The number is O but the concept exists in the penal system of the country concerned. 

... No figures available, but the concept exists in the penal system of the country concerned . 

When the data are shown in brackets this means that they are not strictly comparable with the 
( ) data requested by SPACE. The divergences are explained in the notes to the relevant table. As a 

rute, this applies to items whose definition is not the same as the ene used by SPACE. 

When the questionnaire box is left blank ora symbol is used whose meaning is not explicit 
(for example "/" or "·"), we leave the box blank. 
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Measures of central tendency 

In tables containing rates or percentages we have used 
the following measures to describe the distribution of 
the data: 

(a) Mean: the arithmetic mean is the sum of the data 
supplied divided by the number of countries supply­
ing them. The mean is sensitive to very high or very 
low values, which is why the median is also used as 
a measure of central tendency. 

(b) Median: the median is the value that divides the 
data supplied by the countries concerned into two 
equal groups so that SO% of the countries are 
above the median and 50% are below it. The 
median is not influenced by very high or very low 
values. 

(e) Mínimum: the lowest recorded value in the table 

(d) Maximum: the highest recorded value in the table 

For reasons of accuracy we have calculated the mean 
and median values from the original database, which 
contains ali the decimals not presented in the tables. 
Readers who rework the calculations from the data in 
the tables - which only contain one or two decimals • 
will therefore obtain slightly different results from 
ours. 

Demographic data 

The rates of imprisonment have been calculated using 
demographic data on 1 January 2004 taken from 
"Recent demographic developments in Europe, 2004" 
(Strasbourg: Council of Europe Publications, 2005). 

Exceptions: When no information was available for 1 
January 2004, we have used the latest demographic 
data. When prison population data referred to a differ­
ent territorial division than demographic data, we have 
used other sources (which are described below) for the 
latter. 

These exceptions concern the following countries: 

• Bosnia and Herzegovina (Federation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and Republika Srpska): Demographic 
data are estimates. 

• Croatia: Demographic data relate to 1 January 
2003. 

• France: Demographic data are estimates by the 
lnstitut National de la Statistique, INSEE 
(http ://www.insee.fr/fr/ffc/pop_age.htm). They 
relate to 1 January 2004 and include the European 
territory of France (known as the Métropo/e) as well 
as the French overseas territories (Guadeloupe, 
Martinique, Guyana and Réunion, known as DOM 
or Départements d'Outre-mer). 

• San Marino: Demographic data relate to 1 January 
2003. 

• Spain: Demographic data for Catalonia are esti­
mates based on data from the Spanish National 
lnstitute of Statistics available at www.ine.es. 

• United Kingdom: Demographic data for England 
and Wales, Northern lreland and Scotland are esti­
mates calculated by National Statistics Online 
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(http ://www.statistics.gov.uk/cci/nugget.asp ?id=6) 
and relate to the mid-2004 population. 

Data validation procedure 

According to the authors of the European Sourcebook 
of Crime and Criminal Justice Statistics (Strasbourg, 
Council of Europe, 1999), "validation is often the most 
important - and in many cases the most forgotten -
stage of the data collection process". Therefore, since 
the 2002 SPACE I survey, we have introduced a valida­
tion procedure for the data received. Such procedures 
substantially increase the workload of all the individu­
als and countries involved in the elaboration of SPACE. 
lt also delays the publication of the data. However, we 
believe that the results obtained - in other words, the 
improvements to the quality of the data - justify its use. 

As part of the validation procedure, we produced a pre­
liminary version of SPACE and a series of control tables 
that revealed a number of inconsistencies in the data 
received from sorne countries. Those countries were 
contacted again by means of a personal letter - sent by 
e-mail or fax - setting out the specific problems 
encountered in their data. Man y of them answered our 
request. In general they corrected their figures, sent 
new enes for certain parts of the questionnaire, or indi­
cated the reasons for the divergences identified. Such 
divergences are mainly due to differences in the 
national prison statistics systems as well as in criminal 
justice systems across Europe and are explained in the 
notes to the relevant tables. 

A second preliminary version of SPACE was then pro­
duced and sent to the members of the PC-CP as well as 
to our colleague Roy Walmsley. We would like to thank 
ali of them for their helpful comments and suggestions 
which have been incorporated into the final version of 
SPACE. 

Nevertheless, despite our efforts to identify errors and 
inconsistencies, sorne of them may still remain and oth­
ers may have been introduced involuntarily during the 
data processing. Moreover, it has not always been pos­
sible to correct the inconsistencies discovered in a 
totally satisfactory way. In that context, any readers' 
comments, notes or criticisms are welcomed. 

Statistical tables 

1.1 Prison populations 
State of prison populations on 1 September 2004 

General Notes (including le.gislative or other measures 
which directly influence trends in the number of pris­
oners) 

Azerbaijan: Four collective pardon acts. 

Bosnia and Herzegovina - Federation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina: 

• Individual pardons 

• Conditional release (parole) 

• Fines replaced by imprisonment 
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Bosnia and Herzegovina - Republic Srpska: 474 par­
dons and conditional releases. 

Bulgaria: Namely probation and conditional early 
release. 

Cyprus: 74 suspensions of sentence. 

Denmark: 

• Data relate to 31 August 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

• Amendment of the Danish Penal Code and the 
Danish Act on Enforcement of Sentences, etc. (Act 
No. 219 of 31 March 2004): 

The amendment allows certain inmates to be granted 
release on parole after having served one half (but no 
less than four months) of the term of imprisonment 
(early release on parole). In arder to qua lify far early 
release on parole an in mate must either make a special 
effort while imprisoned to reduce the risk of commit• 
ting new crime after the release or have such 
favourable personal conditions that further imprison­
ment is deemed unnecessary if the inmate agrees to 
community service as an alternative to serving the 
remaining part of the sentence in prison. An example 
of a special effort is participation in a drugs-or alcohol 
rehabilitation programme or commencement of educa­
tion or further education while imprisoned. To meet 
the condition regarding favourable personal conditions 
the inmate must have no prior prison sentences, must 
have an employment offer Uob or education) at the 
time of the release, must have reasonable accommoda­
tion and favourable social relations and have no drugs 
or alcohol abuse. The possibility for early release on 
parole does not apply to in mates who display negative 
or criminal behaviour during the imprisonment and it is 
a precondition that the imprísonment has been 
unproblematic. Extreme caution is taken when consid­
ering early release on parole of in mates who have been 
sentenced to prison as a resu lt of very serious crime. 
During the first year early release on parole has freed 
cell capacity to the equivalent of 26 prison cells to be 
used for accommodating convicted persons awaiting 
lmprisonment. lt is expected that early release on 
parole has the potential of freeing cell capacity to the 
equivalent of 70 prison cells per year. 

• Amendment of the Danish Penal Code (Act No. 218 
of 31 March 2004): Section 33(3), which states that 
the penalty cannot exceed eight years of imprison­
ment if the accused is less than 18 years old when 
the crime is committed. 

• Amendment of the Danish Penal Code {Act No. 352 
of 19 May 2004): Regarding the penalty for crimes 
related to computer technology etc. 

Estonia: No measures (legislative or other) influencing 
directly the trends in the number of prisoners have 
been taken during the last twelve months. 

France: 

• Data relate to the European territory of France 
(known as the Métropofe) as well as the French 
overseas territories (Guadeloupe, Martinique, 

Guyana and Réunion, known as DOM °' 
Départements d'Outre-mer). 

• The collective pardon decree of 9 July 2004 grantcd 
some convicted persons an exceptional reduction of 
sentence. 

Germany: No measures (legislative or other) influenc­
íng directly the trends in the number of prisoners have 
been taken during the last twelve months. 

Hungary: 5ince 1 January 2005, remand custody can 
exclusively be enforced in institutions belonging to the 
prison service. 

ltaly: 

• Data do not include minors. 

• Law No. 207 of 1 August 2003 on conditional sus­
pension of the sentence: 3 864 prisoners took 
advantage of this law from its entry into force until 
the end of 2003. 

Liechtenstein: 

• There have been two amnesties by the ruling Prince 
of Liechtenstein. 

• According to a treaty between Liechtenstein and 
Austria, long-term prisoners usually serve their sen­
tences in Austrian penal institutions. 

Moldava: 

• Law No. 278-XV of 16 July 2004 introducing an 
amnesty in connection with the 10th anniversary of the 
adoption of the Constitution of the Republic of 
Moldava. 

''The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia": 

• Collective pardons: 14 

• Individual pardons: 10 

• Conditional release (pardon): 512 

• Released by a court decision: 249 

Netherlands 

• In Tables 1 to 1.5, figures refer to the total number 
of prisoners: 20 075 (see the breakdown of this gen­
eral category in the notes to Table 1). In the rest of 
the Tables, figures refer only to prisoners held in 
penal institutions for adults (16 173). 

• Because of a lack of places in penal institutions, 
more than 5 000 convicted prisoners were released 
earlier. 

• Because of a lack of places in penal institutions, 
more than 6 000 persons were not committed to 
penal institutions but were released by the police 
subject to the obligation to return later to serve 
their sentences. 

Romanía 

• Law No. 543 of 4 October 2002, concerning the par­
doning of sorne penalties and the dismissing of 
sorne sanctions and rneasures. 

• Government Emergency Ordinance No. 1 B of 2 April 
2003 rnodifying Artide B of Law No. 543 of 4 
October 2002, concerning the pardoning of sorne 
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penalties and the dismissing of sorne sanctions and 
measures. 

• Government Emergency Ordinance No. 108 of 29 
October 2003 abolishing the detention for contra• 
ventions. 

• Successive alterations of the Penal Procedure Code. 

• Law No. 429 of 29 October 2003 introducing an 
amendment of the constitution, approved by refer­
endum. 

San Marino: Under the Criminal Code (Art. 99), any per­
son serving a punishment of at least six months' impris­
onment in San Marino may be transferred to a "foreign 
penal institution", if the competent judge so decides 
and if there is a relevant international agreement. 
These prisoners are not included in San Marino statis­
tics. 

Slovak Republic: No measures (legislative or other) 
influencing directly the trends in the number of prison­
ers have been taken during the last twelve months. 

Spain: 

• In order to assure the continuity of the SPACE I time 
series initiated in 1983, in Tables 1.1 to 1.4 the 
expert has added the data from Catalonia to the 
data from the rest of Spain. In the rest of the survey 
data are presented in a separate way as the 
Autonomous Community of Catalonia has its own 
prison administration. 

• Several laws contributed to the increase of the 
prison population: 

62 

Law 7/2003 introducing reforms in order to assure 
that prisoners serve the full length of their sen­
tences. 

Law 15/2003 introducing a major revision of the 
Penal Code. 

Law 1/2004 regarding violence against women. 

Sweden: Data relate to 1 October 2004 instead of 
1 September 2004. 

Switzerland: Ali institutions holding persons deprived 
of their liberty are, in principie, included. Poi ice stations 
in cantons where custody may last for more than 
twenty-four hours are also included if the detention 
institutions in the cantons in question are subject to the 
police and justice department. lnstitutions where per• 
sons are committed on account of mental disorder or 
alcohol or drug dependence are not necessarily 
included. Young persons under age in the care of can• 
tonal education departments, for whom there are no 
national statistics, are not included; however, those 
committed to the aforementioned detention institu­
tions have been counted. 

Turkey: The new Turkish Penal Code (No. 5237) was 
accepted on 26 August 2004 by the Turkish National 
Grand Assembly. In total, 11 928 prisons took advan­
tage of the new code and their sentences were sus­
pended according to article 401 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure. 

UK - Scotland: No measures (legislative or other) influ­
encing directly the trends in the number of prisoners 
have been taken during the last twelve months. 
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Table 1. Situation of penal institutions on 1 September 2004 

Country Total number 
population of prisoners 

(in thousands) (including pre-
trial detainees) 

Armenia 3 212.2 2 727 

Azerbaijan 8 265.7 18 259 

BH: Federation BH 2 600 1 247 

BH: Republic Srpska 1 400 977 

Bulgaria 7801.3 10 935 

Croatia 4 442.2 2 846 

Cyprus 818.2 546 

Denmark 5 397 .6 3 762 

Estonia 1351 4 565 

Finland 5 219.7 3 446 

France 6 2177 56 271 

Germany 82 531.7 79 676 

Hungary 10 116.7 16 410 

lceland 290.6 115 

ltaly 57 888.2 56 090 

Latvia 2 319.2 7731 

Liechtenstein 34.3 (7) 

Lithuania 3 445.9 7 827 

Luxembourg 451.6 548 

Moldova 3 607.4 10 383 

Netherlands 16 258 20 075 

Norway 4 577.5 2 975 

Poland 38 190.6 79 344 

Romanía 21 711.3 40 085 

San Marino 28.8 (O) 

Slovak Republic 5 380.1 9 504 

Slovenia 1 996.4 1 126 

Spain: Catalonia 6 600 7 922 

5pain: Rest of Spain 35 597.9 51 302 

Spain: Total 42 197.9 59 224 

Sweden 8 975.7 7 332 

5witzerland 7 364.1 6 021 

"The former Yugoslav 

Republic of Macedonia" 2 029.9 1 747 

Turkey 71 254 71 148 

Ukraine 47 622.4 193 489 

UK: England and Wales 53 046.3 74488 

UK: Northern lreland 1 710.3 1 295 

UK: Scotland 5 078.4 6 885 
Mean 
Median 
Minimum 
Maximum 

Reference: Council of Europe, Sl'A1 1 JrlfJ.f 1 

Forno t<',, u•11 11 ''" 

-
Prison Capacity Pri\011 

population rate of penal demlty 
per 100 000 institutions (per 100 
inhabitants place~) 

:;; 

84.9 6 090 44.8 

220.9 24 520 74.5 

48.0 1 430 87.2 

69.8 1 020 95.8 

140.2 8 904 122.8 

64.1 - 3 117 91.3 

(66. 7) 340 160.6 

69.7 3 935 95.6 

337.9 4 800 95.1 

66.0 3 479 99.1 

90.5 49 595 113.5 

96.5 79 204 100.6 

162.2 11 322 144.9 

39.6 137 83.9 

96.9 42 656 131.5 

333.3 9 096 85.0 

(20.4) 22 (31.8) 

227.1 9 718 80.5 

121.3 683 80.2 

287.8 12 490 83.1 

123.5 21 684 92.6 

65.0 3 118 95.4 

207.8 69 573 114.0 

184.6 38 539 104.0 

(O) 15 (O) 

176.7 9 601 99.0 

56.4 1103 102.1 

120.0 6 922 114.4 

144.1 38 811 132.2 

140.3 45 733 129.5 

81.7 7 099 103.3 

81.8 6 584 91.4 

86.1 2 225 78.5 

99.9 68 622 103.7 

406.3 158 600 122.0 

140.4 77 927 95.6 

75.7 1 489 87.0 

135.6 6 376 108.0 

137.0 101.3 
109.9 97.4 
39.6 44.8 

406.3 160.6 
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Appendix to Table 1. Situation of penal institutions for selected countries that did not answer the 2004 SPACE 1 
Survey 

Source: World Prison Brief (Jnternational Centre for Prison Studies) at www.prisonstudies.org 

Country Total number 
population of prisoners 

(in thousands) (including pre-

tria! detainees) 

Austria 8 180 8 700 

Belgium 10 490 9 245 

Czech Republic 10 220 18 160 

Georgia 4300 7 091 

Greece 10 650 8 760 

lreland 4030 3 174* 

Portugal 10 520 13 563 

Russian Federation 143 700 787 900 

Serbia & Montenegro: 

Serbia 8 100 7 556 

Notes - Appendix to Table 1 

• Demographic data are estimated from Councíl of 
Europe figures. 

* Austria: Capacity and density on 10 November 2003. 

* Belgium: Capacity and density on 25 November 
2003. 

* Czech Republic: Capacity and density on 18 June 
2004. 

* Russian Federatíon: Capacíty and densíty on 31 
December 2004. 

* lreland: Total does not include 243 prisoners on 
temporary release. 
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Date of Prison Capacíty of Prison 
reference population penal density per 

rate per instittutions 100 places 
100 000 

inhabitants 

1.2.05 106 8 022* 101.1* 

1.3.04 88 8 092* 113.0* 

31.8.04 178 15 689* 115.6* 

18.8.04 . 165 8 317 85.3 

16.12.04 82 5 584 156.9 

30.9.04 79 3 359 94.5 

15.8.04 129 12 435 109.1 

1.8.04 548 960 066* 79.5* 

31.10.04 93 8 937 84.5 



Table 1.1 Situation of penal institutions on 1 September 2004 by decreasing prison population rates 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004.1.2 

Total number of prisoners Prison population rate per 
(including pre-trial detainees) 100 000 inhabitants 

Ukraine 193 489 406.3 

Estonia 4 565 337.9 

Latvia 7731 333.3 

Moldova 10 383 287.8 

Lithuania 7 827 227.1 

Azerbaijan 18 259 220.9 

Poland 79 344 207.8 

Romania 40 085 184.6 

Slovak Republic 9 504 176.7 

Hungary 16 410 162.2 

UK: England and Wales 74 488 140.4 

Spain 59 224 140.3 

Bulgaria 10 935 140.2 

UK: Scotland 6 885 135.6 

Netherlands 20 075 123.5 

Luxembourg 548 121.3 

Turkey 71 148 99.9 

ltaly 56 090 96.9 

Germany 79 676 96.5 

France 56 271 90.5 

"The former Yugoslav 

Republic of Macedonia'' 1 747 86.1 

Armenia 2 727 84.9 

Switzerland 6 021 81.8 

Sweden 7 332 81.7 

UK: Northern lreland 1 295 75.7 

BH: Republic Srpska 977 69.8 

Denmark 3 762 69.7 

Cyprus 546 66.7 

Finland 3 446 66.0 

Norway 2 975 65.0 

Croatia 2 846 64.1 

Slovenia 1 126 56.4 

BH: Federation BH 1 247 48,0 

lceland 115 39.6 
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Table 1.2 Evolution of prison populations between 2000 and 2.004 

(a) Total number of prisoners {including pre-trial detainees) on 1 September of each year {source: SPACE) 

(b) Prison population rate per 100 000 inhabitants on 1 September of each year {source: SPACE) 
% Change 1999-2004= Evolution (in percentage) of prison population rates between 2000 and 2004 
% Change 2003-2004= Evolution (in percentage) of prison population rates between 2003 and 2004 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004.1.3 
For notes, see p. 94 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 % % 

For (a) and (b), see above 
change change 

(a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) 2000· 2003-
2004 2004 

Albania 1 467 43.5 1 635 48.1 1 785 52.5 ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Andorra ... ... 48 72.5 55 82.9 61 90.8 ... ... . .. . .. 
Armenia ... ... 4 213 111 5 624 148 3 429 106.8 2 727 84.9 . .. -20.5 
Austria 6 896 83.1 6 915 85.1 7 511 92.3 7 816 96.9 ... ... ... ... 
Azerbaijan ... ... ... . .. 18 321 22.5 16 345 199.3 18 259 220.9 ... 10.8 
Belgium 8 671 84.7 8 764 85.4 9 253 90.2 8688 83.9 ... ... ... ... 
BH: Federation BH ... ... ... .. . 1 293 49.7 1 265 48.7 1 247 48.0 . .. -1.5 
BH: Republika Srpska ... ... ... ... 816 58.3 892 63.7 977 69.8 .. . 9.6 
Bulgaria 9 424 115 9 283 114 9 607 121.7 10 056 128.2 10 935 140.2 21.9 9.3 
Croatia 2 027 44.4 2 623 59.9 2 584 58.2 2 594 58.4 2 846 64.1 44.3 9.7 
Cyprus ... ... 369 (48.6) 345 (45.1) 355 (44.2) 546 (66.7) ... 51.0 
Czech Republic 22 489 219 21 206 207 16 861 164.2 17 053 167.1 ... ... ... ... 
Denmark 3 279 61.5 3 150 58.9 3439 64.1 3 577 66.4 3 762 69.7 13.3 5.0 
Estonia 4 720 328 4 789 350 4 640 340.9 4 797 353.8 4 565 337.9 3.0 -4.5 
Finland 2 703 52.3 3 040 58.7 3 466 66.7 3 437 66 3 446 66.0 26.2 o.o 
France 48 835 B0.1 47 005 77.1 53 463 87.6 57 440 93.1 56 271 90.5 13.0 -2.8 
Georgia ... ... ... . .. 7 343 186 6 406 147.5 ... ... . .. .. . 
Germany ... ... 78 707 95.8 78 506 95.2 79 567 96.4 79 676 96.5 . .. 0.1 
Greece 8 038 76.2 8 343 79 8 284 78.4 8 555 81 ... ... ... ... 
Hungary 15 821 158 17 119 171 18 054 177.4 17 012 167.7 16 410 162.2 2.7 -3.3 
lceland 82 29 110 38.8 107 37.3 112 38.8 115 39.6 36.5 2.0 
lreland 2 887 76.4 3 025 80 3 028 78 2 986 75.3 ... ... ... ... 
ltaly 53 481 92.7 55 136 95.3 56 200 99.8 57 238 101.7 56 090 96.9 4.5 (·4.7) 
Latvia 8 555 353 8 617 364 8 517 363.1 8 135 348.9 7731 333.3 -5.6 -4.5 
Liechtenstein ... ... ... . .. (17) . .. (18) ... (7) ... . .. .. . 
Lithuania 8 867 240 10 750 291 11 345 326.4 9 958 287.6 7 827 227.1 -5.4 -21.0 
Luxembourg 394 90.4 357 80.9 380 85.6 498 111.1 548 121.3 34.2 9.2 
Malta ... 257 67.2 283 71.7 278 71.9 ... ... ... .. . 
Moldova 9 754 ... 10 679 250 10 532 290.4 10 729 296.5 10 383 287.8 ... -2.9 
Netherlands 13 847 90.1 15 246 95.4 16 239 100.8 18 242 112.7 20 075 123.5 37.0 9.6 
Norway 2 643 59 2 666 59.2 2 662 58.8 2 914 64 2 975 65.0 10.2 1.5 
Poland 65 336 169 80 004 207 80 610 208.7 80 692 211.1 79 344 207.8 22.9 -1.6 
Portugal ... . .. 13 500 132 13 730 132.8 14 232 136.7 ... ... . .. .. . 
Romanía 49 682 221 so 370 225 51 476 229.5 45 337 208.2 40 085 184.6 -16.5 -11.3 
Russian Federation ... ... 971 496 671 919 330 638.6 860 640 601.4 ... . .. ... .. . 
San Marino ... ... ... ... (1) ... (O) ... (O) ... . .. . .. 
SM: Montenegro ... ... ··• ... ... ... 734 104.9 ... ... ... ... 
SM: Serbia ... ... ... ... ... ... 7 487 74.9 ... ... ... . .. 
Slovak Republic 7 128 297 7 509 139 7 849 145.9 8829 164.1 9 504 176.7 -40.5 7.6 
Slovenia 1136 57.3 1 155 58 1 120 56.2 1 099 55.1 1 126 56.4 -1.6 2.4 
Spain 45 044 114 46 962 117 50 994 126.2 55 244 135.8 59 224 140.3 23.1 3.3 
Sweden 5 678 64.1 6 089 68.5 6 506 73 6 755 75.6 7 332 81.7 27.4 8.1 
Switzerland 6 390 89.2 5 160 71.6 4 987 68.7 5 266 72 6 021 81.8 -8.3 13.6 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 1 394 69 1 413 69.9 1 248 61.2 1 598 78.4 1 747 86.1 24.7 9.8 
Turkey 71 860 110 61 336 93.2 60 091 86.7 64 051 92 71148 99.9 -9.2 8.5 
Ukraine ... ... 198 885 406 198 946 405.7 198 386 413.3 193 489 406.3 ... -1.7 
UK: England and Wales 65 666 124 67 056 126 71 324 137.1 72 992 139.1 74 488 140.4 13.2 0.9 
UK: Northern lreland 980 877 51.6 1 076 63.8 1 185 69.8 1 295 75.7 ... 8.5 
UK: Scotland 5 B55 ... ... ... 6 513 128.7 6 642 131.4 6 885 135.6 ... 3.2 
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Table 1.3 Year-on-year rates of increase and decrease of prison population rates between 2002 and 2003 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004.1.4 

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

Cyprus 51.0 Denmark 5.0 Romanía -11.3 

Switzerland 13.6 Spain 3.3 Armenia -20.5 

Azerbaijan 10.8 UK: Scotland 3.2 Lithuania -21.0 

"The former Yugoslav Republic of Slovenia 2.4 

Macedonia" 9.8 lceland 2.0 

Croatia 9.7 Norway 1.5 

Netherlands 9.6 UK: England and Wales 0.9 

BH: Republic Srpska 9.6 Germany 0.1 

Bulgaria 9.3 Finland o.o -
Luxembourg 9.2 8H: Federation 8H • 1 .s 
Turkey 8.5 Poland • 1 .6 
UK: Northern lreland 8.5 Ukraine -1.7 

Sweden 8.1 France ·2.8 

Slovak Republic 7.6 Moldova -2.9 

Hungary -3.3 

Latvia -4.S 

Estonia -4.S 

ltaly (-4.7) 

Notes - Table 1.4 

ltaly: Data for 2004 are not comparable to data for 2003 because the príson population figures for 2003 include 
minors, and in 2004 they are not includes. 
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Table 1.4 Categories included in the total number of prisoners 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004.1.5 
For notes, see p. 95 

Total 
Does the total number of prisoners include the following categories 7 

number of Facilities lnstitutions lnstitutions Psych iatric Asylum Persons 
prisoners that do not for juvenile for drug- institutions seekers or under 
(including depend on offenders addict or illegal aliens electronic 
pre-trial the Prison offenders hospitals held for surveillance 

detainees) Administra- administrative 
(Table 1.1) tion reasons 

Armenia 2 727 No Yes Yes Yes *** *** ,_ 

Azerbaijan 18 259 
~ 

BH: Federation BH 1 247 No No No No No No 

BH: Republic Srpska 977 *** *** *** *** *** *** 

Bulgaria 10 935 No Yes No Yes(64) No ... 
Croatia 2 846 *** -No Yes No Yes *** - ,_ 
Cyprus 546 •** *** *** Yes No No 

Denmark 3 762 No No No No No 
1-

Yes -
Estonia 4 565 No Yes *** Yes Yes .... 
Finland 3 446 No Yes Yes Yes No *** 

·-France 56 271 No No Yes No No Yes -Germany 79 676 No Yes No No No No -Hungary 16 410 No Yes No No Yes .... 
·-

lceland 115 No No No No No *** 

ltaly 56 090 

Latvia 7 731 No Yes No No No *** 

Liechtenstein 7 No No No Yes Yes *** 

Lithuania 7 827 No Ye.1.., No No No *** -
Luxembourg 548 No No No No Yes No -Moldava 10 383 No Yes No No No No 

Netherlands 20 075 No Yes (2 362) Yes.~ Yes (1 375) Yes Yes ,- -,- -
Norway 2 975 No *** No No No Yes 
Poland 79 344 No No No No No No 

Romanía 40 085 No Yes No No No No 

San Marino o No No No No No No 

Slovak Republic 9 504 No No No No No No 

Slovenia 1 126 No Yes No No No No 

Spain: Catalonia 7 922 No Yes Yes 
,-

Yes No Yes 
Spain: rest of Spain 51 302 Yes (436) 
Sweden 7 332 No 

,_ 
No Yes Yes Yes No ,-- -

Switzerland 6 021 Yes No No No Yes No 

"The former Yugoslav 

Republic of Macedonia" 1 747 No Yes No No No *** 

Turkey 71 148 No Yes Yes Yes No No 

Ukraine 193 489 

UK: England and Wales 74 488 No No No No No No 

UK: Northern lreland 1 295 No Yes No No Yes No 

UK: Scotland 6 885 No No No No No No 
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Table 2. Age structure of prison populations on 1 September 2004: median age, mean (average) age, minors and 
persons between 18 and 21 years of age 

Median Mean 
age (average) 

age 

Armenia ... 40 

Azerbaijan 38 ... 
BH: Federation BH 42 38.9 

BH: Republic 5rpska ... 37 

Bulgaria 34.1 ... 
Croatia 36 34 

Cyprus ... ... 
Denrnark 30.5 32.8 

Estonia ... 31.7 

Finland 33.7 35.4 

France 32.3 34.7 

Gerrnany ... ... 
Hungary ... 34 

lceland 32 33.6 

ltaly 35 36.8 

Latvia ... 35 

Liechtenstein 41.5 ... 
Lithuania ... 31.5 

Luxernbourg ... 28 

Moldova 32 ... 
Netherlands 32 33 

Norway ... 33.6 

Poland ... ... 
Romanía ... 32.5 

San Marino *** *** 

Slovak Republic ... 36 

Slovenia 33 34.8 

Spain: Catalonia ... 35 

Spain: Rest of Spain 33 34.7 

5weden 34 36 

5witzerland ... ... 
"The former Yugoslav 

Republic of Macedonia" 33 29.7 

Turkey ... 33 

Ukraine ... ... 
UK: England and Wales 29 32 

UK: Northern lreland 29.3 31.2 

UK: Scotland 30 32 

Mean 33.7 34.0 

Median 33.0 34.0 

Mínimum 29.0 28.0 

Maximum 42.0 40.0 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004.2 
For notes, see p. 95 

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

Number % Number % 

51 1.9 ... .. . 
60 0.3 650 3.6 

o o.o 48 3.8 

2 0.2 21 2.1 

144 1.3 505 4.6 

45 1.6 133 4.7 

... .. . 43 7.9 

24 0.6 192 5. 1 

55 1.2 435 9.5 

9 0.3 98 2.8 

628 1.1 4 224 7.5 

1 456 1.8 5 443 6.8 

180 1.1 1 261 7.7 

o o.o 8 7.0 
*** *** 1 329 2.4 

206 2.7 620 8.0 

o *** o *** 

182 2.3 621 7.9 

7 1.3 19 3.5 

122 1.2 823 7.9 

73 0.4 1 269 6.3 

9 0.3 163 5.5 

*** ..... .. . .. . 
811 2.0 3 061 7.6 

*** *** *** *** 

128 1.3 631 6.6 

15 1.3 58 5.2 

219 2.8 196 2.5 

1 296 2.5 

25 0.3 231 3.2 

86 1.4 . .. ... 

24 1.4 287 16.4 

2 672 3.8 8 397 11.8 

4 639 2.4 ... . .. 
2 274 3.1 8 514 11.4 

67 5.2 166 12.8 

180 2.6 652 9.5 

1.5 6.6 

1.3 6.6 

o.o 2.1 

5.2 16.4 
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Table 3. Structure of prison populations on 1 September 2004: fema le prisoners and foreign prisoners 

Female prisoners 

Number 

Armenia 73 

Azerbaijan 262 

BH: Federation BH 34 

BH: Republic Srpska 16 

Bulgaria 339 

Croatia 124 

Cyprus 19 

Denmark 175 

Estonia 155 

Finland 19S 

France 2 205 

Germany 3 972 

Hungary 1 004 

lceland 7 

ltaly 2 645 

Latvia 426 

Liechtenstein o 
Lithuania 263 

Luxembourg 19 

Moldova 526 

Netherlands 1 061 

Norway 154 

Poland 2 217 

Romania 1 886 

San Marino *** 

Slovak Republic 403 

Slovenia 47 

Spain: Catalonia 553 

Spain: RestofSpain 3 965 

Sweden 456 

Switzerland 373 

"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 41 

Turkey 2 419 

Ukraine 11 832 

UK: England and Wales 4 452 

UK: Northern lreland 30 

UK: Scotlcind 342 

Mean 

Median 

Mínimum 

Maximum 

70 

% 

2.7 

1.4 

2.7 

1.6 

3.1 

4.4 

3.5 

4.7 

3.4 

5.7 

3.9 

5.0 

6.1 

6.1 

4.7 

5.5 

*** 

3.4 

3.5 

5.1 

5.3 

5.2 

2.8 

4.7 

*** 

4.2 

4.2 

7.0 

7.7 

6.2 

6.2 

2.3 

3.4 

6.1 

6.0 

2.3 

5.0 

4.4 

4.7 

1.4 

7.7 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004.3 
For notes, see p.95 

Fore ign prisoners 

Number % 

30 1.1 

452 2.5 

44 3.5 

62 6.3 

217 2.0 

170 6.0 

264 48.4 

621 16.5 

1 456 31.9 

264 7.7 

12 307 21.9 

22 474 28.2 

647 3.9 

8 7.0 

17 642 31.5 

40 0.5 

5 *** 

55 0.7 

409 74.6 

142 1.4 

5 466 27.2 

572 19.2 

1 026 1.3 

312 0.8 

*** *** 

211 2.2 

149 13.2 

2 508 31.7 

14 119 27.5 

1 460 19.9 

4 245 70.5 

113 6.5 

1 223 1.7 

3 215 1.7 

8 941 12.0 

10 0.8 

90 1.3 

15.2 

6.5 

0.5 

74.6 



Table 4. Legal status of prison populations on 1 Septembe.r 2004 (numbers) 

(a) Untried prisoners (no court decision yet reached) 
(b) Prisoners convicted but not yet sentenced 
(c) Sentenced prisoners who have appealed or who are within the statutory time limit for doing so 
(d) Sentenced prisoners (final sentence) 
(e) Other cases 
(f) Total 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004.4 
For notes, see pp. 95-6 

For (a) to (f), see above (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 

Armenia 313 341 225 1 848 o 2 727 

Azerbaijan (18 259) (170) (850) (180) (140) 19 599 

BH: Federation BH 241 *** 81 925 o 1 247 

BH: Republic Srpska 121 51 16 806 9 1 003 

Bulgaria 1 928 9 007 o 10 935 

Croatia 911 ... ... 1 787 148 2 846 

Cyprus 96 450 *** 546 ... ... 
Denmark 865 225 2 641 31 3 762 

Estonia 1 096 *** 3 469 *** 4 565 ... 

Finland 427 3 107 o 3 534 

France 18 102 *** 1 658 36 491 20 56 271 

Germany 15 999 63 373 304 79 676 

Hungary 3 023 o ... 12 350 1 037 16 410 

lceland 8 *** 106 1 115 ... 
ltaly 11 497 *** 8 388 35 100 1 105 56 090 

Latvia 343 920 865 4 954 649 7731 

Liechtenstein o (5) 1 1 o 7 

Lithuania 1 175 42 366 6 244 o 7 827 

Luxembourg 234 *** 44 228 42 548 

Moldova 1 270 123 625 8 033 332 10 383 

Netherlands 5 239 ... 1 171 7 879 1 884 16 173 

Norway 612 ... ... 2 250 113 2 975 

Poland 15 874 ... . .. 63 152 318 79 344 

Romanía 3 335 2 658 ... 34 092 o 40 085 

San Marino *** *** *** *** *** *** 

Slovak Republic 3 070 ... ... 6 434 o 9 504 

Slovenia 181 99 52 737 57 1 126 

Spain: Catalonia 1 521 *** 6 401 o 7 922 ... 
Spain: Rest of Spain 11 167 *** 39 133 1 002 51 302 ... 

Sweden 1 561 5 722 49 7 332 

Switzerland 1 865 (591) ... 3 051 514 6 021 

"The former 
Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia" 91 82 127 1 444 3 1 747 

Turkey 25 906 5 403 3 678 37 061 *** 72 048 

Ukraine 17 033 6 916 9 160 149 867 10 513 193 489 

UK: England 
and Wales 7716 4 779 ... 60 924 1 069 74488 

UK: Northern lreland 512 ... ... 751 32 1 295 

UK: Scotland 1 095 189 ... 5 590 11 6 885 
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Table S. Legal status of prison populations on 1 September 2004 (percentages and rates) 

(a) Percentage of prisoners not serving a final sentence 
(b) Rate of prisoners not serving a final sentence per 100 000 inhabitants 
(e) 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 2003.5 
For notes, see p. 96 

For (a) to (d), see above (a) (b) (e) (d) 

Armenia 32.2 27.4 11.5 9.7 

Azerbaijan (99.1) (234.9) (93.2) (220.9) 

BH: Federation BH 25.8 12.4 19.3 9.3 

BH: Republic Srpska 19.6 14.1 12.1 8.6 

Bulgaria ( 17 .6) (24.7) (17 .6) (24.7) 

Croatia (37 .2) (23.8) (32.0) (20.5) 

Cyprus (17.6) (11. 7) ( 17 .6) (11. 7) 

Denmark 29.8 20.8 23.0 16.0 

Estonia (24.0) (81.1) 24.0 81.1 

Finland (12.1) (8.2) (12.1) (8.2) 

France 35.2 31.8 32.2 29.1 

Germany 20.5 19.8 ... ... 
Hungary (24.7) (40.1) 18.4 29.9 

lceland (7.8) (3.1) 7.0 2.8 

ltaly 37.4 36.3 20.5 19.9 

Latvia 35.9 119. 7 4.4 14.8 

Liechtenstein *** ,.,. .. ..** *** 

Lithuania 20.2 45.9 15.0 34.1 

Luxembourg 58.4 70.9 42.7 51.8 

Moldava 22.6 65.1 12.2 35.2 

Netherlands 51.3 51.0 (32.4) (32.2) 

Norway (24.4) (15.8) (20.6) (13 .4) 

Poland (20.4) (42.4) (20.0) (41.6) 

Romanía 15.0 27.6 8.3 15.4 

San Marino *** *** ...... ...... 
Slovak Republic (32.3) (57 .1) (32.3) (57 .1) 

Slovenia 34.5 19.5 16.1 9.1 

5pain: Catalonia (19.2) (23.0) 19.2 23.0 

Spain: Rest of Spain (23. 7) (34.2) 21.8 31.4 

Sweden 22.0 17.9 ... ... 
Switzerland (49.3) (40.3) 31.0 25.3 

"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 17.3 14.9 5.2 4.5 

Turkey 48.6 49.1 36.0 36.4 

Ukraine 22.5 91.6 8.8 35.8 

UK: England and Wales (18.2) (2S.6) 10.4 14.5 

UK: Northern lreland (42.0) (31.8) (39.5) (29.9) 

UK: Scotland (18.8) (25.5) 15.9 21.6 

Mean 29.6 41.7 22.2 30.9 

Median 24.0 27.6 19.2 23.0 

Minimum 7.8 3.1 4.4 2.8 

Maximum 99.1 234.9 93.2 220.9 
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Table 6. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by main offence on 1 September 2004 (numbers) 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004.6 
For notes, see pp. 96-7 

Homicide Assaults Rape Robbery Other Drug Other Total 
types offences offences 

of theft 

Armenia ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . ... 
Azerbaijan 1 850 1 670 280 2 240 2 650 1 400 5 971 16 061 

BH: Federation BH 325 43 86 210 74 55 132 925 

BH: Republic Srpska 299 56 20 132 129 37 133 806 

Bulgaria 1 079 209 517 1 452 6 493 ... o 9 750 

Croatia 528 28 114 149 268 221 479 1 787 

Cyprus 5 60 27 15 100 66 177 450 

Denmark 169 617 72 355 412 550 392 2 567 

Estonia 828 *** 128 780 1 468 291 3 046 6 541 

Finland 563 534 74 223 661 556 496 3 107 

France 3 468 6 350 8 538 3 144 2 662 5 744 6 585 36 491 

Germany 4 613 6 486 4 578 7 959 14 112 9 221 16 404 63 373 

Hungary 1 500 938 373 2 428 3 485 215 3 411 12 350 

lceland 11 4 6 7 17 24 37 106 

ltaly 6 356 94 1 282 4 911 1 829 12 420 8 208 35 100 

Latvia 702 516 154 1 151 1 395 421 615 4 954 

Liechtenstein o o o 1 o o o o 
Lithuania 1 379 236 393 1 745 1 764 317 818 6 652 

Luxembourg 34 11 23 20 62 51 27 228 

Moldova 1 447 438 421 1 424 3 297 308 698 8 033 

Netherlands 1 193 479 279 1 180 1 581 1 772 1 395 7 879 

Norway 119 233 78 124 257 694 745 2 250 

Poland ... ... ... . .. ... ... ... ... 
Romanía 7 048 680 2 087 6 192 13 346 535 4 204 34 092 

San Marino *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** 

Slovak Republic 546 351 180 736 1 892 193 2 536 6 434 

Slovenia 82 42 80 90 166 81 196 737 

Spain: Catatonia 562 686 541 14136 2 609 7 301 25 835 

Spain: Rest of Spain 1 929 1 440 2 002 17 239 1 484 11 328 3 711 39 133 

Sweden 452 756 184 564 665 1 321 1 780 5 722 

Switzerland ... ... ... . .. ... ... . .. ... 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 179 18 35 151 490 219 352 1444 

Turkey 5 517 1 650 2 493 3 828 5 656 3 066 14 851 37 061 

Ukraine 20 370 16 372 3 564 13 681 57 122 19 103 19 655 149 867 

UK: England and Wale 5 779 900 3 173 8448 13 047 10 486 19 091 60 924 

UK: Northern lreland 180 69 45 115 72 59 211 751 

UK: Scotland 726 975 167 553 705 851 1 613 5 590 
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Table 7. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by main offence on 1 September 2004 (percentages) 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004. 7 
For notes, see p. 97 

Homícíde Assault Rape Robbery Other Drug Other 
types offences offences 

of theft 

Armenia ... ... ... ... ... .. . ... 
Azerbaijan 11 .5 10.4 1.7 13.9 16.5 8.7 37.2 

BH: Federatíon BH 35.1 4.6 9.3 22.7 8.0 5.9 14.3 

BH: Republic Srpska 37.1 6.9 2.5 16.4 16.0 4.6 16.5 

Bulgaria 11. 1 2.1 5.3 14.9 66.6 ... ... 
Croatia 29.5 1.6 6.4 8.3 15.0 12.4 26.8 

Cyprus 1. 1 13.3 6.0 3.3 22.2 14.7 39.3 

Denmark 6.6 24.0 2.8 13.8 16.0 21.4 15.3 

Estonia 12.7 *** 2.0 11.9 22.4 4.4 46.6 

Finland 18.1 17.2 2.4 7.2 21.3 17.9 16.0 

France 9.5 17.4 23.4 8.6 7.3 15.7 18.0 

Germany 7.3 10.2 7.2 12.6 22.3 14.6 25.9 

Hungary 12. 1 7.6 3.0 19.7 28.2 1.7 27.6 

lceland 10.4 3.8 5.7 6.6 16.0 22.6 34.9 

ltaly 18.1 0.3 3.7 14.0 5.2 35.4 23.4 

Latvia 14.2 10.4 3.1 23.2 28.2 8.5 12.4 

Liechtenstein *** *** *** *** *** *** *** 

Lithuania 20.7 3.5 5.9 26.2 26.5 4.8 12.3 

Luxembourg 14.9 4.8 10.1 8.8 27.2 22.4 11.8 

Moldova 18.0 5.5 5.2 17.7 41.0 3.8 8.7 

Netherlands 15.1 6.1 3.5 15.0 20.1 22.5 17 .7 

Norway 5.3 10.4 3.5 5.5 11.4 30.8 33.1 

Poland ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . 
Romanía 20.7 2.0 6.1 18.2 39.1 1.6 12.3 

San Marino *** *** *** *** *** *** *** 

Slovak Republic 8.5 5.5 2.8 11.4 29.4 3.0 39.4 

Slovenia 11. 1 5.7 10.9 12.2 22.5 11.0 26.6 

Spain: Catalonia 2.2 2.7 2.1 54.7 10.1 28.3 

Spain: Rest of Spain 4.9 3.7 5.1 44.1 3.8 28.9 9.5 

Sweden 7.9 13.2 3.2 9.9 11.6 23.1 31.1 

Switzerland ... ... ... ... ... . .. . .. 

"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 12.4 1.2 2.4 10.5 33.9 15.2 24.4 

Turkey 14.9 4.5 6.7 10.3 15.3 8.3 40.1 

Ukraine 13.6 10.9 2.4 9.1 38.1 12.7 13.1 

UK: England and Wales 9.5 1 .5 5.2 13.9 21.4 17.2 31.3 

UK: Northern lreland 24.0 9.2 6.0 15.3 9.6 7.9 28.1 

UK: 5cotland 13.0 17.4 3.0 9.9 12.6 15.2 28.9 

Mean 14.1 7.7 5.3 14.0 21.8 13.8 24.2 

Median 12.5 5.7 4.4 12.6 21.3 12.7 25.9 

Mínimum 1.1 0.3 1.7 3.3 3.8 1.6 8.7 

Maximum 37.1 24.0 23.4 44.1 66.6 35.4 46.6 
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Table 8. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by length of sentence on 1 September 2003 (numbers) 

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

(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) 1 O years to less than 20 years 

(i) 20 years and over 
U) Life imprisonment 
(k) Death-sentence prisoners 
(1) Unknown or not available f 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2003.8 

For (a) to (1), see above (a) (b) (e) (d) . (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) U) (k) (1) 

Armenia *** *** *** 38 404 501 545 304 *** 56 *** o 
Azerbaijan *** *** 58 102 2 370 5 200 5 679 2 340 o 201 *** o 
BH: Federation BH 15 16 51 107 222 135 196 152 31 *** *** o 
BH: Republic Srpska 6 16 35 85 201 118 155 168 22 *** ••• o -
Bulgaria 414 769 1 601 3 039 1 095 812 1 140 44 93 *** o 
Croatia 8 33 68 166 545 282 383 247 55 *** •** o 
Cyprus ... ... ... 6 17 *** 427 ... ... ... ... .. . 

Denmark 34 265 243 394 766 324 327 169 *** 17 *** 102 

Estonia 425 970 696 910 413 23 32 *** o 
Finland 

1 2751 382 516 (695) (609) (409) 157 *** 64 

France 4 348 5 047 8 915 4 455 5 209 6 676 1 307 533 *** 1 

Germany 840 5 016 7 908 13 239 12 546 15 713 5 266 1 051 *** 1 794 *** o 
Hungary 19 89 247 1 690 4 154 2 380 2 606 939 219 7 *** o 
lceland 3 2 15 17 41 8 10 9 1 o *** o 
ltaly 61 236 770 2 001 7 503 7 991 8 203 4 916 2 240 1 179 *** o 
Latvia o *** 30 165 1 374 1 174 1 705 471 1 26 *** 8 

Liechtenstein o o o o 1 o o o o o *** o 
Lithuania 17 77 204 384 2 084 1 509 1 580 704 11 82 *** o 
Luxembourg o o 10 20 65 33 37 35 14 14 *** o 
Moldava *** *** *** 27 659 1 589 3 683 1 403 606 66 *** o 
Netherlands 575 823 818 971 2 030 1 128 897 371 21 15 *** 230 

Norway 100 317 161 329 683 278 222 141 18 *** *** 1 

Poland *** ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Romanía o 248 186 815 6 882 1 O 312 9 440 5 297 793 119 *** o 
San Marino *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** **• 

Slovak Republic 409 1 113 2 393 956 1 002 534 *** 18 *** 9 

Slovenia o 9 41 98 237 127 151 68 6 *** *** o 
Spain: Catalonia *** *** *** 275 1 071 988 2 473 1 176 413 *** *** 5 

Spain: Rest of 5pain *** *** *** 14 148 (15755) (6 676) (2 014) 540 *** *** o 
Sweden 18 283 423 860 1 920 892 899 298 5 124 *** o 
Switzerland ... ... ... ... *** o ... ... ... ... ... .. . 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 24 17 80 199 484 298 194 140 *** 8 *** o 
Turkey 1 405 1 066 1 215 1 908 7 605 4 301 5 692 8 780 3 198 1 891 *** o 
Ukraine *** *** *** 1 763 31 637 53 953 48 438 12 244 769 1 063 *** o 
UK: England and Wales 191 908 3 148 3 807 12 840 15 673 14 275 4 257 228 5 594 *** 3 

UK: Northern lreland 3 5 38 85 185 114 125 71 1 124 *** o 
UK: Scotland 70 82 451 522 1 107 880 1 264 238 7 626 *** 343 
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Table 9. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by length of sentence on 1 Septembe.r 2004 (percentages) 

(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 

For (a) to (1), see above (a) 

Armenia ... 
Azerbaijan ... 
BH: Federation BH 1.6 

BH: Republic 5rpska 0.7 

Bulgaria ... 
Croatia 0.4 

Cyprus ... 

Denmark 1.3 

Estonia 

Finland 
1 

France 

Germany 1.3 

Hungary 0.2 

lceland 2.8 

ltaly 0.2 

Latvia O.O 

Liechtenstein *** 

Lithuania 0.3 

Luxembourg o.o 
Moldova *** 

Netherlands 7.3 

Norway 4.4 

Poland ... 
Romanía o.o 
San Marino *** 

Slovak Republic 

51ovenia o.o 
Spain: Catalonia *** 

Spain: Rest of Spain *** 

Sweden 0.3 

Switzerland ... 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 1.7 

Turkey 3.8 

Ukraine *** 

UK: England and Wales 0.3 

UK: Northern lreland 0.4 

UK: Scotland 1.3 

Mean 1.3 

Median 0.4 

Mínimum O.O 

Maximum 7.3 
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(b) 

... 

... 
1.7 

2.0 

4.6 

1.8 

... 
10.0 

(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) 1 O years to less than 20 years 

(c) (d) (e) (f) 

... 2.1 21.9 27.1 

0.4 0.6 14.9 32.6 

5.5 11.6 24.0 14.6 

4.3 10.5 24.9 14.6 

8.5 17.8 33.7 12.2 

3.8 9.3 30.5 15.8 

... ... ... . .. 
9.2 14.9 29.0 12.3 

12.3 28.0 20.1 

(i) 20 years and over 
(j) Life imprisonment 
(k) Death-sentence prisoners 
(1) Unknown or not available 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004.9 
For notes, see p. 97 

(g) (h) (i) (j) (k) (1) 

29.5 16.5 3.0 *** o . .. 
35.6 14.7 o.o 1.3 *** o 
21.2 16.4 3.4 *** *** o 
19.2 20.B 2.7 *** *** o 
9.0 12.7 0.5 1.0 *** o 

21.4 13.8 3.1 *** *** o 
1.3 3.8 *** 94.9 ... . .. 

12.4 6.4 *** 0.6 *** 3.9 

26.2 11.9 0.7 0.9 *** o 
8.91 12.3 16.6 (22.4) (19.6) (13.2) (5.1) *** 2.1 

11.9 13.8 24.4 12.2 14.3 18.3 3.6 1.5 *** o.o 
7.9 12.5 20.9 19.8 24.8 8.3 1.7 *** 2.8 *** o 
0.7 2.0 13.7 33.6 19.3 21.1 7.6 1.8 0.1 *** o 
1.9 14.2 16.0 38.7 7.5 9.4 8.5 0.9 o.o *** o 
0.7 2.2 5.7 21.4 22.8 23.4 14.0 6.4 3.4 *** o 
*** 0.6 3.3 27.7 23.7 34.4 9.5 o.o 0.5 *** 0.2 
*** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** 

1.2 3.1 5.8 31.3 22.7 23.8 10.6 0.2 1.2 *** o 
o.o 4.4 8.8 28.5 14.5 16.2 15.4 6.1 6.1 *** o 
*** *** 0.3 8.2 19.8 45.8 17.5 7.5 0.8 *** o 
10.4 10.4 12.3 25.8 14.3 11.4 4.7 0.3 0.2 *** 2.9 

14.1 7.2 14.6 30.4 12.4 9.9 6.3 0.8 *** *** o 
*** ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... . .. 

0.7 0.5 2.4 20.2 30.2 27.7 15.5 2.3 0.3 *** o 
*** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** 

6.4 17.3 37.2 14.9 15.6 8.3 *** 0.3 *** 0.1 

1.2 5.6 13.3 32.2 17.2 20.5 9.2 0.8 *** *** o 
*** *** 4.3 16.7 15.4 38.6 18.4 6.5 *** *** 0.1 
*** *** 36.2 (40.3) (17.1) (5.1) 1.4 *** *** o 
4.9 7.4 15.0 33.6 15.6 1S.7 5.2 0.1 2.2 *** o 

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

1.2 5.5 13.8 33.5 20.6 13.4 9.7 0.6 *"* o ... 
2.9 3.3 5.1 20.5 11.6 15.4 23.7 8.6 5.1 *** o 
*** *** 1.2 21.1 36.0 32.3 8.2 0.5 0.7 *** o 
1.5 5.2 6.2 21.1 25.7 23.4 7.0 0.4 9.2 *** o 
0.7 5.1 11.3 24.6 15.2 16.6 9.S 0.1 16.5 *** o 
1.5 8.1 9.3 19.8 15.7 22.6 4.3 0.1 11.2 *** 6.1 

3.7 5.9 9.9 25.9 18.7 21.1 11.2 2.3 2.9 *** 3.3 

1.8 S.4 10.9 25.4 15.8 20.8 9.7 0.9 1.2 *** o 
o.o 0.4 0.3 8.2 7.5 8.3 1.3 o.o o.o *** o 

14.1 14.2 20.9 38.7 36.0 45.8 23.7 8.6 16.5 *** 94.9 



Table 10. Breakdown of sentenced prisoners (final sentence) by length of sentence on 1 September 2003 (cumulotlv 
percentages) 

Less 1 year 3 years 
than and over and over 
1 year (fixed-term (fixed-term 

sentence) sentence} 

Armenia 2.1 94.9 73.1 

Azerbaijan 1.0 97.7 82.9 

BH: Federation BH 20.4 79.6 55.6 

BH: Republic Srpska 17.6 82.4 57.4 

Bulgaria 30.9 68.1 34.3 

Croatia 15.4 84.6 54.1 

Cyprus ... ... ... 
Denmark 3S.4 60.1 31.0 

Estonia 12.3 86.8 58.9 

Finland 37.8 60.2 37.8 

France 15.7 82.6 54.9 

Germany 42.6 54.6 34.8 

Hungary 16.6 83.4 49.7 

lceland 34.9 65.1 26.4 

ltaly B.7 87.9 66.5 

Latvia 3.9 95.4 67.6 

Liechtenstein *** *** *** 

Lithuania 10.3 88.5 57.2 

Luxembourg 13.2 80.7 52.2 

Moldova 0.3 98.8 90.6 

Netherlands 40.4 56.4 30.7 

Norway 40.3 59.6 29.3 

Poland ... ... ... 
Romanía 3.7 96.0 75.8 

San Marino *** *** *** 

Slovak Republic 18.5 81.1 41.4 

Slovenia 20.1 79.9 47.8 

Spain: Catalonia 4.3 95.6 78.9 

Spain: Rest of Spain *** *** 63.8 

Sweden 27.7 70.2 36.6 

Switzerland ... ... ... 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 22.2 77.3 43.8 

Turkey 15.1 79.8 59.3 

Ukraine 1.2 98.1 77.0 

UK: England and Wales 13.2 77.6 56.5 

UK: Northern lreland 17.4 66.0 41.4 

UK: Scotland 20.1 62.5 42.7 

Mean 18.2 79.1 53.4 

Medían 16.6 80.7 54.5 

Mínimum 0.3 54.6 26.4 

Maximum 42.6 98.8 90.6 

5 years 
and over 

(fixed-terrn 
sentence} 

45.9 

50.3 

41.0 

42.8 

22.2 

38.3 

... 
18.8 

38.8 

18.2 

41.0 

10.0 

30.5 

18.9 

43.8 

43.9 

*** 

34.5 

37.7 

70.9 

16.4 

16.9 

... 
45.6 

*** 

25.5 

30.5 

63.5 

23.6 

21.0 

... 

23.1 

47.7 

41.0 

30.8 

26.2 

27.0 

33.9 

32.6 

10.0 

70.9 

Reference: Councíl of Europe, SPACE 2003.10 
For notes, see p. 'JI 

10 years Total Life Unknown 
and over fixed-term imprison- or not 

(fixed-term sentences rnent availablc 
sentence} (Table 9} 

16.5 97.0 3.0 o 
14.7 98.7 1.3 o 
19.8 100.0 *** o 
23.6 100.0 *** o 
13.1 99.0 1.0 o 
16.9 100.0 *** o . 
.. . ... ... .. . 

6.4 95.5 0.6 3.9 

12.6 99.1 0.9 o 
5.1 97.9 2.1 

24.8 98.3 1.7 o.o 
1.7 97.2 2.8 o 
9.4 99.9 0.1 o 
9.4 100.0 o.o o 

20.4 96.6 3.4 o 
9.5 99.3 0.5 0.2 

*** *** *** *** 

10.7 98.8 1.2 o 
21.5 93.9 6.1 o 
25.0 99.2 0.8 o 

5.0 96.9 0.2 2.9 

7.1 100.0 *** o 
... ... ... ... 

17.9 99.7 0.3 o 
*** *** *** *** 

8.9 99.6 0.3 0.1 

10.0 100.0 *** o 
24.8 99.9 *** 0.1 

6.5 100.0 *** o 
5.3 97.8 2.2 o 
... ... ... ... 

9.7 99.4 0.6 o 
32.3 94.9 5.1 o 
8.7 99.3 0.7 o 
7.4 90.8 9.2 o 
9.6 83.5 16.5 o 
4.4 82.7 11.2 6.1 

13.1 97.3 2.9 0.5 

9.9 99.0 1.1 o 
1.7 82.7 o.o o 

32.3 100.0 16.5 6.1 
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Table 11. Breakdown of prisoners sentenced (final sentence) to less than one year, by length of sentence on 
1 September 2004 (percentages) 

Less 
than 

1 month 

Armenia *** 

Azerbaijan *** 

BH: Federation BH 7.9 

BH: Republic Srpska 4.2 

Bulgaria 

Croatia 2.9 

Cyprus ... 
Denmark 3.6 

Estonia 

Finland 
1 

France 

Germany 3.1 

Hungary 0.9 

lceland 8.1 

ltaly 2.0 

Latvia o.o 
Liechtenstein *** 

Lithuania 2.5 

Luxembourg o.o 
Moldova *** 

Netherlands 18.0 

Norway 11.0 

Poland ... 
Romanía o.o 
San Marino *** 

Slovak Republic 

Slovenia o.o 
Spain: Catalonia ...... 
Spain: Rest of Spain ..... 
Sweden 1. 1 

Switzerland ... 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 7.5 

Turkey 25.1 

Ukraine *** 

UK: England and Wales 2.4 

UK: Northern lreland 2.3 

UK: Scotland 6.2 

Mean 5.2 

Median 2.9 

Mínimum o.o 
Maximum 25.1 
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1 month 
to less than 
3 months 

*** 

*** 

8.5 

11.3 

14.9 

12.0 

... 
28.3 

100.0 

23.4 
1 

46.3 

18.6 

4.4 

5.4 

7.7 

*** 
...... 
11.3 

O.O 
...... 

25.8 

35.0 

... 
19.9 

*** 

26.9 

6.1 

*** 

*** 

17.9 

... 

5.3 

19.1 

*** 

11.3 

3.8 

7.3 

13.5 

11.3 

o.o 
35.0 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004.11 
For notes, see p. 97 

3 months 6 months Total 
to less than to less than less than 
6 months 1 year 1 year 

*** 100.0 100 

36.3 63.8 100 

27.0 56.6 100 

24.6 59.9 100 

27.6 57.5 100 

24.7 - 60.4 100 

... ... . .. 
26.0 42.1 100 

100 

32.6 44.0 100 

53.7 100 

29.3 49.0 100 

12.1 82.6 100 

40.5 45.9 100 

25.1 65.2 100 

15.4 84.6 100 

*** *** *** 

29.9 56.3 100 

33.3 66.7 100 

*** 100.0 100 

25.7 30.5 100 

17.8 36.3 100 

. .. ... . .. 
14.9 65.3 100 
..... *** *** 

73.1 100 

27.7 66.2 100 

*** 100.0 100 
..... . .. . .. 

26.7 54.3 100 

... ... .. . 

25.0 62.2 100 

21.7 34.1 100 

*** 100.0 100 

39.1 47.3 100 

29.0 64.9 100 

40.1 46.4 100 

27.2. 62.3 

26.8 60.1 

12.1 30.5 

40.5 100.0 



1.2 Prison populations 
Flow of entries, length of imprisonment, escapes and deaths in 2003 

Table 12. Flow of entries to penal institutions in 2003 

Entries to penal Rate of entries to 
i nstitutions penal institutions 

per 100 000 inhab. 

Armenia ... ... 
Azerbaijan *** *** 

BH: Federation BH 7 959 306.1 

BH: Republic Srpska 2 233 159.5 

Bulgaria 6 328 81.1 

Croatia 12 592 283.5 

Cyprus 1 313 160.5 

Denmark 18 529 343.3 

Estonia 5 488 406.2 

Finland 5 743 110.0 

France 81 905 131.7 

Germany 135 002 163.6 

Hungary 20 516 202.8 

lceland 315 108.4 

ltaly 81 790 141.3 

Latvia ... ... 
Liechtenstein 160 (466.5) 

Lithuania 11 947 346.7 

Luxembourg 1 152 255.1 

Moldova 22 454 622.4 

Netherlands 37 750 232.2 

Norway 11 090 242.3 

Poland 90 478 236.9 

Romania 24 324 112.0 

San Marino 17 (59.0) 

Slovak Republic 9 956 185.1 

Slovenia 3 626 181.6 

Spain: Catalonia 5 795 87.8 

5pain: Rest of Spain 34 869 98.0 

Sweden ... ... 
Switzerland 53 878 731.6 

"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 6 642 327.2 

Turkey 101 325 142.2 

Ukraine 515 321 1 082.1 

UK: England and Wales 135 042 254.6 

UK: Northern lreland 5 309 310.4 

UK: Scotland 37 773 743.8 

Mean 283.5 

Median 232.2 

Minimum 81.1 

Maximum 1 082.1 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2001/, 1 J 
For notes, see pp. 97 11 

Entries before final sentence -
Number % 

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

842 10.6 

840 37.6 . 
2 977 47.0 

... ... 
653 49.7 

... ... 
3 388 61.7 

1 911 33.3 

59 348 72.5 

59 942 44.4 

6 115 29.8 

118 37.5 

71 532 87.5 

5 115 .. . 
159 (99.4) 

6 969 58.3 

480 41.7 

19 639 87.5 

23 423 62.0 

3 528 31.8 

44 789 49.5 

... ... 
17 (100.0) 

4 625 46.5 

873 24.1 

4 603 79.4 

... . .. 

... ... 
28 765 53.4 

1 091 16.4 

26 671 26.3 

75 282 14.6 

91 188 67.5 

2 439 45.9 

18 892 so.o 
46.9 

46.5 

10.6 

87.5 
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Table 13.1 lndicator of average length of imprisonment in 2003, based on the total number ot days spent in penal 
institutions 

Total number of 
days spent in 

penal institutions 
in 2003 

a 

Armenia ... 
Azerbaijan ... 
BH: Federation BH 474 556 

BH: Republic Srpska 342 336 

Bulgaria ... 
Croatia ... 
Cyprus (361) 

Denmark 1 332 606 

Estonia ... 
Finland 1 297 250 

France 21450427 

Germany ... 
Hungary ... 
lceland 42 225 

ltaly ... 
Latvia ... 
Liechtenstein (2 650) 

Lithuania 3 516 410 

Luxembourg 157 596 

Moldova ... 
Netherlands 5 263 665 

Norway 1 083 334 

Poland 29 682 165 

Romanía 16 871 760 

San Marino (230) 

Slovak Republic 3 468 960 

51ovenia 408 800 

Spain: Catalonia ... 
Spain: Rest of Spain 17230555 

Sweden 2 437 271 

Switzerland 1 932 087 

"The tormer Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 593 209 

Turkey 26 026 946 

Ukraine ... 
UK: England and Wales ... 
UK: Northern lreland ... 
UK: Scotland 2 381 260 

Mean 

Median 

Minimum 

Maximum 

80 

Average number 
of prisoners 

in 2003 

b = a/365 

... 

... 
1 300 

938 

... 

... 
(1) 

3 651 

... 
3 554 

58 768 

... 

... 
116 

... 

. .. 
(7) 

9 634 

432 

... 
14 421 

2 968 

81 321 

46 224 

( 1) 

9 504 

1 120 

... 
47 207 

6 677 

5 293 

1 625 

71 307 

... 

... 

... 
6 524 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004. 13.1 
For notes, see p. 98 

Total number ot lndicator of average 
entries to penal length of imprison• 

institutions in 2003 ment (in months) 
(Table 12) 

e d = 12 (b/c) 

... .. . 

... .. . 
7 959 2.0 

2233 5.0 

6 328 . .. 
12 592 ... 
1 313 (O.O) 

18 529 2.4 

5 488 .. . 
5 743 7.4 

81 905 8.6 

135 002 ... 
20 516 . .. 

315 4.4 

81 790 . .. 
... . .. 

160 (0.5) 

11 947 9.7 

1 152 4.5 

22 454 . .. 
37 750 4.6 

11 090 3.2 

90 478 10.8 

24 324 22.8 

17 (0.4) 

9 956 11.5 

3 626 3.7 

5 795 ... 
34 869 16.2 

... ... 
53 878 1.2 

6 642 2.9 

101 325 8.4 

515 321 ... 
135 042 ... 

5 309 ... 
37 773 2.1 

6.0 

4.5 

o.o 
22.8 



Table 13.2 lndicator of average length of imprisonment in 2003, based on the total number of prisoners on 
1 September 2003 

Total number of prisoners on 
1 September 2003 

(SPACE 2003) 

a 

Armenia 3 429 

Azerbaijan 16 345 

BH: Federation BH 1 265 

BH: Republic Srpska 892 
Bulgaria 10 056 

Croatia 2 594 

Cyprus 355 
Denmark 3 577 

Estonia 4 797 

Finland 3 437 

France 57 440 

Germany 79 567 

Hungary 17 012 

lceland 112 
ltaly 57 238 

Latvia 8 135 

Liechtenstein 18 

Lithuania 9 958 

Luxembourg 498 

Moldova 10 729 

Netherlands 18 242 

Norway 2 914 

Poland 80 692 
Romanía 45 337 

San Marino ... 
51ovak Republic 8 829 

Slovenía 1 099 

5pain: Catalonia ... 
Spain: Rest of Spain ... 
5pain: Total 55 244 

Sweden 6 755 

Switzerland 5 266 

"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 1 598 

Turkey 64 051 

Ukraine 198 386 

UK: England and Wales 72 992 

UK: Northern lreland 1 185 

UK: Scotland 6 642 
Mean 

Median 

Mínimum 

Maximum 

Reference: Councif of Europe, SPACE 2004. 13.2 
For notes, see p. 98 

Total number of entries lndicator of average 
to penal institutions length of imprisonment 

(Table 12) (in months) 

b e= 12 (a/b) 

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

7 959 1.9 

2 233 4.8 , 

6 328 19.1 

12 592 2.5 

1 313 3.2 

18 529 2.3 
5 488 10.5 

5 743 7.2 

81 905 8.4 

135 002 7.1 

20 516 10.0 

315 4.3 
81 790 8.4 

... . .. 
160 1.4 

11 947 10.0 

1 152 5.2 

22 454 5.7 

37 750 5.8 

11 090 3.2 
90 478 10.7 

24 324 22.4 

17 ... 
9 956 10.6 

3 626 3.6 

5 795 ... 
34 869 ... 
40 664 16.3 

... . .. 
53 878 1.2 

6 642 2.9 

101 325 7.6 

515 321 4.6 
135 042 6.5 

5 309 2.7 

37 773 2.1 

6.8 

5.7 

1.2 

22.4 
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Table 14. Escapes of prisoners in 2003 

(a) Escapes by prisoners (pre-tria! detainees or convicted prisoners) from a closed penal institution or during adminis­
trative transfer (2003) 

(b) Other forms of escape (from an open penal institution - agricultura! colony or other - from semi-detention, or 
during an authorised short-term absence or leave, etc.) in 2003 

(a) 
Number of escapes 

by prisoners 

Armenia ... 
Azerbaijan 1 

BH: Federation BH 3 

BH: Republic Srpska 15 

Bulgaria 21 

Croatia 2 

Cyprus o 
Denmark 22 

Estonia 2 

Finland 29 

France 18 

Germany 24 

Hungary 21 

lceland o 
ltaly 22 

Latvia o 
Liechtenstein o 
Lithuania o 
Luxembourg ... 
Moldova 7 

Netherlands 15 

Norway 14 

Poland 4 

Romania 1 

San Marino o 
Slovak Republic o 
Slovenia 12 

Spain: Catalonia 1 

Spain: Rest of Spain 42 

Spain: Total 43 

Sweden 45 

Switzerland ... 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 10 

Turkey 14 

Ukraine 4 

UK: England and Wales 78 

UK: Northern lreland o 
UK: Scotland 2 

82 

Total number of 
prisoners on 1 

September 2003 
(SPACE 2003) 

3 429 

16 345 

1 265 

892 

10 056 

2 594 

355 

3 577 

4 797 

3 437 

57 440 

79 567 

17 012 

112 

57 238 

8 135 

18 

9 958 

498 

10 729 

18 242 

2 914 

80 692 

45 337 

... 
8 829 

1 099 

... 

... 
55 244 

6 755 

5 266 

1 598 

64 051 

198 386 

72 992 

1 185 

6 642 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004.14 
For notes, see p. 98 

Rate of escape (b) 
per 10 000 Other forms 
prisoners of escape 

... ... 
0.6 8 

23.7 78 

168.2 11 

20.9 53 

7.7 84 

o.o o 
61.5 486 

4.2 10 

84.4 29 

3.1 150 

3.0 551 

12.3 12 

o.o 6 

3.8 262 

o.o 24 

O.O o 
o.o 18 

... . .. 
6.5 457 

8.2 921 

48.0 148 

0.5 410 

0.2 6 

... o 
o.o 8 

109.2 63 

... 204 

... 173 

7.8 377 

66.6 465 

... . .. 

62.6 103 

2.2 374 

0.2 34 

10.7 1 306 

O.O 6 

3.0 60 



Table 15.1 Deaths in penal institutions in 200~ (lnt'ludhu¡ wlrldo~) 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004 t •, 

~ 

Total Number of Suicides as a Total number Mortality Suicide 
number suicides percentape of prisoners on rate rate 

of deaths of tota 1 September 2003 per10000 per 10 000 
deaths (SPACE 2003) prisoners prisoners 

Armenia 15 .... .... 3 429 43.7 . ... 
Azerbaijan 208 6 2.9 16 345 127.3 3.7 
BH: Federation BH 2 .... .... 1 265 15.8 . ... 
BH: Republic Srpska 1 o o.o 892 11.2 o.o 
Bulgaria 44 3 6.8 10 056 43.8 3.0 
Croatia .... .... .... 2 594 . ... . ... 
Cyprus o o *** 355 o.o o.o 
Denmark 19 6 31.6 3 577 53.1 16.8 
Estonia 10 3 30.0 4 797 20.8 6.3 
Finland 10 3 30.0 3 437 29.1 8.7 
France 230 120 52.2 57 440 40.0 20.9 
Germany 150 80 53.3 79 567 18.9 10.1 
Hungary 50 9 18.0 17 012 29.4 5.3 
lceland o o *** 112 o.o o.o 
ltaly 157 57 36.3 57 238 27.4 10.0 
Latvia 31 6 19.4 8135 38.1 7.4 
Liechtenstein o o *** 18 o.o o.o 
Lithuania 33 14 42.4 9 958 33.1 14.1 
Luxembourg ... ... ... 498 ... .. . 
Moldova 79 6 7.6 10 729 73.6 5.6 
Netherlands ... 13 ... 18 242 ... 7.1 
Norway 19 7 36.8 2 914 65.2 24.0 

Poland 127 37 29.1 80 692 15. 7 4.6 
Romania 125 7 5.6 45 337 27.6 1.5 
San Marino o o *** *** *** *** 

Slovak Republic 15 4 26.7 8 829 17.0 4.5 
Slovenia 4 3 75.0 1 099 36.4 27.3 
Spain: Catalonia 14 8 57.1 ... ... . .. 
Spain: Rest of Spain 160 28 17.5 ... . .. . .. 
5pain: Total 174 36 20.7 55 244 31.S 6.5 
Sweden 15 8 53.3 6 755 22.2 11.8 

Switzerland 16 8 so.o 5 266 30.4 15.2 
"The former Yugoslav 

Republic of Macedonia" 1 1 100.0 1 598 6.3 6.3 
Turkey 152 34 22.4 64 051 23.7 5.3 
Ukraine 972 41 4.2 198 386 49.0 2.1 

UK: England and Wales ... ... . .. 72 992 ... .. . 
UK: Northern lreland 3 3 100.0 1 185 25.3 25.3 

UK: 5cotland 15 8 53.3 6 642 22.6 12.0 
Mean 35.1 31.6 8.8 
Median 30.0 27.6 6.4 
Minimum o.o o.o o.o 
Maximum 100.0 127.3 27.3 
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Table 15.2 Types of deaths and suicides included in Table 15.1 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004. 15.2 

Do data include detainees who died or Do data include detainees who died or 

committed suicide in hospital? committed suicide outside orison? 

Armenia Yes Yes 

Azerbaijan Yes Yes 

BH: Federation BH Yes Yes 

BH : Republic Srpska Yes (O cases) Yes (one case) 

Bulgaria No Yes (seven cases) 

Croatia Yes Yes . 
Cyprus No No 

Denmark Yes Yes 

Estonia Yes Yes 

Finland Yes Yes 

France Yes Yes 

Germany Yes Yes 

Hungary Yes Yes 

lceland Yes Yes 

ltaly Yes No 

Latvia Yes Yes 

Liechtenstein Yes Yes 

Lithuania Yes Yes 

Luxembourg 

Moldova Yes Yes 

Netherlands 

Norway Yes Yes 

Poland Yes No 

Romanía Yes No 

San Marino No No ,-
Slovak Republic Yes No 

Slovenia Yes Yes 

Spain: Catalonia No No 

Spain : Rest of Spain Yes No (there were 19 deaths 
and 3 suicides under such 

circumstances) 

Sweden Yes Yes 

Switzerland Yes Yes 

"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" Yes Yes 

Turkey Yes No 

Ukraine 

UK: England and Wales 

UK: Northern lreland Yes Yes 

UK: Scotland Yes No 
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11. Prison Staff 

Table 16. Full-time staff working in penal institutions on 1 September 2004 

Total Management Custodia! 

(a) (b) (e) 

Armenia 947 66 881 

Azerbaijan 5 595 68 183 

BH: Federation BH 656 34 494 

BH: Republic Srpska 589 28 302 

Bulgaria 3 115 90 1 966 

Croatia 2 310 104 1 298 

Cyprus 352 9 306 

Denmark 3 619 56 2 487 

Estonia 1 705 20 1 232 

Finland 2 783 57 1 562 

France 24 927 271 21 109 

Germany 37 956 474 28 194 

Hungary 6 545 392 3 061 

lceland 86 6 63 

ltaly 42 201 325 40 130 

Latvia 3 126 728 2 030 

Liechtenstein 5 1 4 

Lithuania 3 458 58 1 918 

Luxembourg 310 7 216 

Moldova 3 077 99 1 756 

Netherlands 10 903 209 7 528 

Norway 2 858 ... ... 

Poland 23 167 1 473 13 410 

Romanía 12 426 146 7 963 

San Marino 5 1 o 
Slovak Republic 4 616 94 3 109 

Slovenia 767 46 451 

Spain: Catalonía 3 243 52 1 970 

Spain: Rest of Spain 19 543 364 13 886 

Sweden 6405 225 4 725 

Switzerland 3 052 88 2 964 

"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 448 23 250 

Turkey 24 202 1 651 20 004 

Ukraine 43 278 922 23 912 

UK: England and Wales 44 817 3 092 30 633 

UK: Northern lreland 1 722 250 1 171 

UK: Scotland 4 502.3 o.o 3 221.0 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004. 7 
For notes, see p. 98-9 

Treatment Workshops Adminis- Other 
tration 

(d) (e) (f) (g) 

*** *** *** *** 

96 *** 3 5 245 

56 25 47 *** 

40 132 87 *** 

376 - 223 407 53 

245 289 374 *** 

3 20 14 *** 

274 405 261 136 

212 o 266 *** 

406 275 253 230 

1 486 509 1 552 *** 

2 730 2 123 4 435 *** 

715 *** 419 1 958 

2 13 3 *** 

1 519 863 2 901 *** 

356 12 o *** 

o o o *** 

499 280 703 *** 

28 36 15 8 

404 213 605 *** 

312 1 003 1 851 *** 

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

3 317 592 4375 *** 

1 374 76 2 867 *** 

1 o o 3 

486 o 927 *** 

83 109 78 *** 

530 60 298 333 

2 464 344 2 485 *** 

275 325 490 36S 

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

SS 51 69 *** 

642 *** 1 905 *** 

11 987 6 457 *** *** 

1 805 4 488 4 799 *** 

86 74 81 60 

o.o o.o 909.0 372.3 
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Table 17. Part-time staff working in penal institutions on 1 September 2004 (on the basis of full-time equivalents) 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004.17 
For notes, see p. 99 

Total Management Custodia! Treatment Workshops Adminis- Other 
tration 

(a) (b) (e) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

Armenia 345 *** 299 46 *** *** *** 

Azerbaijan ... ... ... ... ... ... . .. 
BH: Federation BH o o o o o o *** 

BH: Republic Srpska *** *** *** *** *** *** *** 
. 

Bulgaria 8 o o 7 1 o *** 

Croatia *** ... ... ... ... ... ... 
Cyprus .. *. ... * ••• .... *** *** *** 

Denmark 109 o 31 36 2 32 8 

Estonia 13 o 0.25 12.75 o o *** 

Finland 73 ... .... .... .... ... 73 

France 839.3 4.5 173.8 314.6 8.1 338.3 ••• 
Germany .... *** ••• *** *** ••• *** 

Hungary 137 ... . .. ... ... . .. 137 

lceland o o o o o o *** 

ltaly 316 5 *** 164 36 111 *** 

Latvia 26.2 o o 26.2 o o *** 

Liechtenstein 15 o 7 5 1 2 *** 

Lithuania 112 o o 79 3 30 *** 

Luxembourg 1.5 o o 0.5 1 o .... 
Moldova 62 o o 40 5 18 *** 

Netherlands 2 191 8 751 523 153 756 *** 

Norway ... ... ... ... ... ... . .. 
Poland 620 39 *** 505 9.8 66.2 .... 
Romania 2.5 ... ... 2.5 ...... ... ... 
San Marino 1 0.5 o 0.5 o o *** 

Slovak Republic *** ••• • •• *** *** *** *** 

Slovenia *** *** *** *** *** *** *** 

Spain: Catalonia 55 o o o 55 o o 
Spain: Rest of Spain ... ... ... ... .. . ... . .. 
Sweden ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . 
Switzerland S91 o 591 ... ... *** . .. 

"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 6 o 4 o o 2 *** 

Turkey *** *** *** ..... ••• *** *** 

Ukraine 309 o o 309 o o ••• 
UK: England and Wales 1 824 59.5 611.3 176.7 236.7 739.5 0.3 

UK: Northern lreland 11.5 4.5 1 1.5 o 2 2.5 

UK: Scotland ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
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Table 18. Full-time and part-time staff working in penal institutions on 1 September 2004 - on the basis of full-time 
equivalents (numbers) 

Total Management 

(a) (b) 

Armenia 1 292 66 

Azerbaijan 5 595 68 

BH: Federation BH 656 34 

BH: Republic Srpska 589 28 

Bulgaria 3 123 90 

Croatia 2 310 104 

Cyprus 352 9 

Denmark 3 728 56 

Estonia 1 718 (1 743} 20 

Finland 2 856 57 

France 25 766 276 

Germany 37 956 474 

Hungary 6 682 392 

lceland 86 (87) 6 

ltaly 142 517 (46 054) 330 

Latvia 3 152 728 

Liechtenstein 20 1 

Lithuania 3 570 58 

Luxembourg 312 7 

Moldova 3 139 (3 140) 99 

Netherlands 13 094 217 

Norway 2 858 o 
Poland 23 787 1 512 

Romanía 12 429 146 

San Marino 6 2 

51ovak Republic 4 616 94 

51ovenia 767 46 

5pain: Catalonia 3 298 52 

5pain: Rest of Spain 19 543 364 

5weden 6 405 225 

5witzerland 3 643 88 

"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 454 23 

Turkey 24 202 1 651 

Ukraine 43 587 922 

UK: England and Wales 46 641 3 152 

UK: Northern lreland 1 734 255 

UK: 5cotland 4 502.3 o.o 

Custodia! 

(e) 

1 180 

183 

494 

302 

1 966 

1 298 

306 

2 518 

1 232 

1 562 

21 283 

28 194 

3 061 

63 

40 130 

2 030 

11 

1 918 

216 

1 756 

8 279 

o 
13 410 

7 963 

o 
3 109 

451 

1 970 

13 886 

4 725 

3 555 

254 

20 004 

23 912 

31 244 

1 172 

3221.0 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004. 18 
For notes, see p. 99 

Treatment Workshops Adminis- Other 
tration 

(d) (e) (f) (g) 

46 o o o 
96 o 3 5 245 

56 25 47 o 
40 132 87 o 

383 - 224 407 53 

245 289 374 o 
3 20 14 o 

310 407 293 144 

225 o 266 o 
406 275 253 303 

1 801 517 1 890 o 
2 730 2 123 4 435 o 

715 o 419 2 095 

2 13 3 o 
1 683 899 3 012 o 

382 12 o o 
5 1 2 o 

578 283 733 o 
29 37 15 8 

444 218 623 o 
835 1 156 2 607 o 

o o o o 
3 822 602 4 441 o 
1 377 76 2 867 o 

2 o o 3 

486 o 927 o 
83 109 78 o 

530 115 298 333 

2 464 344 2 485 o 
275 325 490 365 

o o o o 

55 51 71 o 
642 o 1 905 o 

12 296 6 457 o o 
1 982 4 725 5 539 o 

88 74 83 63 

o.o o.o 909.0 372.3 
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Table 19. Full-time and part-time staff working in penal institutions on 1 September 2004 - on the basis ot full-time 
equivalents (percentages) 

Management Custodia! 

(a) (b) 

Armenia 5.1 91.3 

Azerbaijan 1.2 3.3 

BH: Federation BH 5.2 75.3 

BH: Republic Srpska 4.8 51.3 

Bulgaria 2.9 63.0 

Croatia 4.5 56.2 

Cyprus 2.6 86.9 

Denmark 1.5 67.5 

Estonia 1. 1 70.7 

Finland 2.0 54.7 

France 1.1 82.6 

Germany 1.2 74.3 

Hungary 5.9 45.8 

lceland 6.9 72.4 

ltaly 0.7 87.1 

Latvia 23.1 64.4 

Liechtenstein 5.0 SS.O 

Lithuania 1.6 53.7 

Luxembourg 2.2 69.3 

Moldava 3.2 55.9 

Netherlands 1.7 63.2 

Norway ... ... 
Poland 6.4 56.4 

Romanía 1.2 64.1 

San Marino 25.0 o.o 
Slovak Republic 2.0 67.4 

Slovenia 6.0 58.8 

Spain: Catalonia 1.6 59.7 

Spain: Rest of Spain 1.9 71.1 

Sweden 3.5 73.8 

Switzerland 2.4 97.6 

"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 5.1 55.9 

Turkey 6.8 82.7 

Ukraine 2.1 54.9 

UK: England and Wales 6.8 67.0 

UK: Northern lreland 14.7 67.6 

UK: 5cotland o.o 71.S 

Mean 4.7 63.7 

Median 2.7 65.7 

Minimum o.o o.o 
Maximum 25.0 97.6 
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Treatment 

(e) 

3.6 

1.7 

8.5 

6.8 

12.3 

10.6 

0.9 

8.3 

12.9 

14.2 

7.0 

7.2 

10.7 

2.3 

3.7 

12.1 

25.0 

16.2 

9.1 

14.1 

6.4 

... 
16.1 

11.1 

25.0 

10.5 

10.8 

16.1 

12.6 

4.3 

o.o 

12.1 

2.7 

28.2 

4.2 

5.0 

o.o 
9.8 

9.8 

o.o 
28.2 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004.19 
For notes, see p. 99 

Workshops Adminis- Other Total 
tration 

(d) (e) (f) (g) 

o.o o.o o.o 100.0 

o.o 0.1 93.7 100.0 

3.8 7.2 o.o 100.0 

22.4 14.8 o.o 100.0 

7.2 13.0 1.7 100.0 

12.5 16.2 o.o 100.0 

5.7 4.0 o.o 100.0 

10.9 7.9 3.9 100.0 

o.o 15.3 O.O 100.0 

9.6 8.9 10.6 100.0 

2.0 7.3 o.o 100.0 

5.6 11.7 o.o 100.0 

o.o 6.3 31.4 100.0 

14.9 3.4 o.o 100.0 

2.0 6.5 o.o 100.0 

0.4 o.o o.o 100.0 

5.0 10.0 O.O 100.0 

7.9 20.S o.o 100.0 

11.9 4.8 2.6 100.0 

6.9 19.8 o.o 100.0 

8.8 19.9 o.o 100.0 

... ... ... . .. 
2.5 18.7 o.o 100.0 

0.6 23.1 o.o 100.0 

o.o o.o so.o 100.0 

O.O 20.1 o.o 100.0 

14.2 10.2 O.O 100.0 

3.5 9.0 10.1 100.0 

1.8 12.7 O.O 100.0 

5.1 7.7 5.7 100.0 

o.o O.O O.O 100.0 

11.2 15.6 o.o 100.0 

o.o 7.9 o.o 100.0 

14.8 o.o O.O 100.0 

10.1 11.9 O.O 100.0 

4.3 4.8 3.6 100.0 

O.O 20.2 8.3 100.0 

5.7 10.0 6.2 

4.6 8.9 o.o 
o.o o.o o.o 

22.4 23.1 93.7 



Table 20. Other categories of staff on 1 September 2004 

(a) Staff working at the National Prison Administration 
(b) Staff working at the Regional Prison Administrations 
(c) Staff not working in penal institutions 
(d) Staff working in penal institutions, but not employed by the prison administration 

For (a) to (d), see above (a) 

Armenia 127 

Azerbaijan *** 

BH: Federation BH ...... 
BH: Republic Srpska 7 

Bulgaria 2 

Croatia 35 

Cyprus *** 

Denmark 185 

Estonia 28 

Finland 119 

France 262 

Germany *** 

Hungary 199 

lceland 14 

ltaly 1 059 

Latvia 79.5 

Liechtenstein *** 

Lithuania 79 

Luxembourg o 
Moldova o 
Netherlands 95 

Norway 36 

Poland 317.95 

Romanía 209 

San Marino *** 

Slovak Republic *** 

Slovenia 25 

Spain: Catalonia 120 

Spain: Rest of Spain 407 

Sweden 270 

Switzerland o 
"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 5 

Turkey 201 

Ukraine 320 

UK: England and Wales 1 396 

UK: Northern lreland 25S 

UK: Scotland 406.3 

(b) 

.... 
*** 

*** 

*** 

32 

*** 

*** 

*** 

*** 

839 

... 

... 
*** 

1 171 

o 
o 

*** 

o 
o 
... 
88 

316 

*** 

...... 
*** 

*** 

115 

*** 

3 

*** 

*** 

1 359 

592 
*** 

... 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004.20 
For notes, see p. 100 

(c) (d) 

*** 655 

43 2 058 
*** 4 

-
*** *** 

o o 
*** 57 

*** 6 
*** *** 

*** 

65 

2 451.25 

... .. . 
1 062 *** 

*** 6.35 

30 2 056 

o 91 

o 8 

190 151 

o 64 

27 41 

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

*** ...... 
169 203 
*** o 
*** ...... 
*** 51 

o 110 

... 
... 

*** ... 

*** *** 

*** ... 
88 1 331 

... 
*** 

... 
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Table 21. Rate of supervision of prisoners by custodia! staff on 1 September 2004 

Total number of prisoners 

(a) 

Armenia 2 727 

Azerbaijan 18 259 

BH: Federation BH 1 247 

BH: Republic Srpska 977 

Bulgaria 10 935 

Croatia 2 846 

Cyprus 546 

Denmark 3 762 

Estonia 4 565 

Finland 3 446 

France 56 271 

Germany 79 676 

Hungary 16 410 

lceland 115 

ltaly 56 090 

Latvia 7731 

Liechtenstein 7 
Lithuania 7 827 

Luxembourg 548 

Moldova 10 383 

Netherlands 20 075 

Norway 2 975 

Poland 79 344 

Romanía 40 085 

San Marino ... 
Slovak Republic 9 504 

Slovenia 1 126 

Spain: Catalonia 7 922 

Spain: Rest of Spain 51 302 

Sweden 7 332 

5witzerland 6 021 

"The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia" 1 747 

Turkey 71 148 

Ukraine 193 489 

UK: England and Wales 74 488 

UK: Northern lreland 1 295 

UK: Scotland 6 885 

Mean 

Medían 

Mínimum 

Maxímum 

90 

Reference: Council of Europe, SPACE 2004.21 
For notes, see p. 100 

Total number of Rate of supervision of 
custodia! staff prisoners by custodia! staff 

(number of prisoners per 
custodian) 

(b) (e) = a/b 

91.3 29.9 
(3.3) ... 
75.3 16.6 

51.3 - 19.1 

63.0 173.7 

56.2 50.6 

86.9 6.3 

67.5 55.7 
70.7 64.6 

54.7 63.0 
82.6 681.3 

74.3 1 072.6 

45.8 358.2 

72.4 1.6 

87.1 643.7 

64.4 120.0 

55.0 0.1 

53.7 145.7 

69.3 7.9 

55.9 185.7 

63.2 317.5 
... ... 

56.4 1 407.4 

64.1 625.6 

... ... 
67.4 141.1 

58.8 19.1 

59.7 132.6 

71.1 722.0 

73.8 99.4 

97.6 61.7 

55.9 31.2 

82.7 860.8 

(54.9) ... 
67.0 1 111.9 
67.6 19.2 

71.5 96.2 

283.1 

99.4 

0.1 

1 407.4 



Notes - Table 1 

Bosnia and Herzegovina: Demographic data are esti­
mates. 

Bosnia and Herzegovina - Republíc Srpska; Capacity of 
penal institutions is calculated on the basis of four 
square metres per person. 

Croatía: Demographic data relate to 1 January 2003. 

Cyprus: Demographic data refer to the whole island, 
but prison population figures do not include prisoners 
held in the northern part of the island, which is 
not under control of the authorities of the Republic 
of Cyprus. Therefore, the prison population rate per 
100 000 population is underestimated. 

Estonia: Capacity of penal institutions includes prison 
hospitals. 

France: 

• Data relate to the European territory of France 
(known as the Métropo/e) as well as the French over­
seas territories (Guadeloupe, Martinique, Guyana 
and Réunion, known as DOM or Départements 
d'Outre-mer). Demographic data are estimates by 
the Jnstitut National de la Statistique, INSEE 
(http ://www.insee.fr/fr/ffdpop_age.htm), and relate 
to 1 January 2004. 

• Capacity of penal institutions refers to operational 
capacity. 

Germany: Data relate to 31 March 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

ltaly: Data do not include minors. 

Liechtenstein: According to a treaty between 
Liechtenstein and Austria, long-term prisoners usually 
serve their sentences in Austrian penal institutions. For 
this reason, rates are presented between brackets and 
they are not included in the calculations of the measures 
of central tendency. 

Netherlands: 

• Capacity of penal institutions excludes extramural 
placement. 

• Total number of prisoners (including pre-trial 
detainees): 20 075, of which: 

16 173 in Penal lnstitutions for Adults 

165 in Departure Centres 

2 362 in Juvenile lnstitutions 

1 375 in Custodia! Clinics 

San Marino: 

• Demographic data relate to 1 January 2003. 

• Under the Criminal Code (Art. 99), a person serving 
a punishment of at least six months' imprisonment 
in San Marino may be transferred to a "foreign 
penal institution", if the competent judge so decides 
and if there is a relevant international agreement. 
These prisoners are not included in the San Marino 
statistics. For this reason, rates are presented 
between brackets and they are not included in the 
calculations of the measures of central tendency. 

Spain: Demographic data for Catalonia are estimates 
based on data from the Spanish National lnstitute of 
Statistics available at www.ine.es. 

Sweden: 

• Data relate to 1 October 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

• The total number of prisoners includes prisoners in 
remand prisons. lt also includes persons serving 
their sentence outside prison in institutions for the 
treatment of drug addicts, hospitalised prisoners 
and escapees. 

Switzerland: Total capacity of penal institutions 
includes custody in police stations for more than 
twenty-four hours (see General Notes). 

Ukraine: The total capacity of penal institutions went 
down from 220 387 to 158 600 because the norm of 
space per one person was increased according to the 
New Penal Executive Code of Ukraine which carne into 
force on 1 January 2004). 

United Kingdom: Demographic data for England and 
Wales, Northern lreland and Scotland are estimates cal­
culated by National Statistics Online (http ://www.statis­
tics.gov.uk/cci/nugget.asp ?id=6) and relate to the 
mid-2004 population. 

Notes - Table 1.2 

Albania: Figures are only those for Ministry of Justice 
prisons, and a number of additional prisoners, includ­
ing sentenced persons, are held in police facilities. In 
November 2003 there were 2 271 in Ministry of Justice 
prisons and 1 507 in Ministry of Public Order police 
facilities, the total of 3 778 giving a prison population 
rate of 105 (source: World Prison Brief [lnternational 
Centre for Prison Studies] at www.prisonstudies.org) 

ltaly: Data for 2004 are not comparable to data for 
2003 because the prison population figures for 2003 
include minors and in 2004 they are not included. 

Notes - Table 1.3 

ltaly: Data for 2004 are not comparable to data for 
2003 because the prison population figures for 2003 
include minors and in 2004 they are not included. 

Notes - Table 1.4 

• Whenever a country indicated the number of pris­
oners included under each category, that number is 
indicated in this table between brackets. 

• Please note that sorne countries have more than 
one type of institution for juvenile offenders as well 
as for drug addicts and other categories included in 
this table. lf sorne of these institutions are run by 
the prison administration and others are not, the 
total number of prisoners may include only persons 
held in institutions run by the prison administra­
tion. Thus, the interpretatíon of this table is notas 
straightforward as it may seem. lndeed, for sorne 
countries the answer could be that sorne juveniles, 
drug addicts, etc. are in penal institutions and thus 
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are included in the prison population whereas 
others are in institutions under a different authority 
and are not included in the total. 

Bulgaria: Psychiatric institutions or hospitals: 64 per­
sons under treatment in psychiatric hospital in Lovech 
prison. 

Moldova: Persons held in institutions for juvenile 
offenders: lncludes only persons held in the specialised 
educational colony for minors and minors under inves­
tigation and under trial held in pre-trial detention iso­
lators. 

Sweden: Persons held in institutions for drug-addicted 
offenders are included if they are sentenced to impris­
onment. 

Notes - Table 2 

Estonia: Data are only available for sentenced prisoners 
(i.e. excluding pre-trial detainees). 

Germany: Data relate to 31 March 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

ltaly: Data do not include minors. 

Moldova: Data are only available for sentenced prison­
ers (i.e. excluding pre-trial detainees). 

Netherlands: Data are only available for the popula­
tion held in penal institutions (see general notes). 

Spain - Catalonia: 

• Prisoners under 18 and prisoners aged 18-21 : Data 
relate to June 2004 instead of 1 September 2004. 

• Prisoners under 18 are held in special centres (not in 
prisons). 

Spain - rest of Spain: Prisoners aged 18 to 21 : Th is cat­
egory does not include prisoners serving security mea­
sures or weekend arrest, and fine defaulters. 

Sweden: 

• Data relate to 1 October 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

• Median age, mean age, and prisoners aged 18 to 
21: Data are only available for sentenced prisoners 
(i.e. excludíng pre-trial detainees). 

Notes - Table 3 

Estonia: 

• Data are only available for sentenced prisoners (i.e. 
excluding pre-trial detainees). 

• Foreign prisoners: lncludes 1 292 prisoners with 
unspecified citizenship and 164 with foreign citi­
zenship. 

Germany: Data relate to 31 March 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

Netherlands: Data are only available for the popula­
tion held in penal institutions (see general notes). 

Sweden: 

• Data relate to 1 October 2004 instead of 1 September 
2004. 
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• Foreign prisoners: Data are only available for sen-
tenced prisoners (i.e. excluding pre-trial detainees). 

Notes - Table 4 

Azerbaijan: The breakdown of prisoners by legal status 
concerns a total of 19 599 prisoners instead of the 
18 259 indicated under column 4 of Table 1. In any case, 
figures should be used cautiously as the distribution is 
completely different from the one provided for the 
2003 SPACE I Survey (i.e. 6.4% untried; 3.2% convicted 
but not yet sentenced; 1 .2% sentence not yet con­
firmed). 

Bosnia and Herzegovina - Republic Srpska: 

• The breakdown of prisoners by legal status con­
cerns a total of 1 003 prisoners instead of the 977 
indicated under column 4 of Table 1. 

• (e) Former pre-trial detainees. 

Bulgaria: (a) lncludes 360 accused persons and 1 568 
prisoners at the bar. Total: 1 928. 

Denmark: 

• Data relate to 31 August 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

• (b) (e): lt is not possible to keep these groups apart 
in the statistics. 

• (e) Detainees under the Aliens Act. 

Finland: The breakdown of prisoners by legal status 
concerns a total of 3 534 prisoners instead of the 3 446 
indicated under column 4 of Table 1. 

France: 

(e) At appeal or within the statutory time limit to appeal. 

(d) Cases of enforcement against the person. 

Germany: 

• Data relate to 31 March 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

• (a) (b) (e): lt is not possible to keep these groups 
apa rt in the statistics. 

• (e) Prisoners in preventive detention. 

ltaly: (e) lnternees, that is persons subject to personal 
security measures, held in special penal institutions. 

Latvia: (e) Persons awaiting enforcement of their sen­
tence: 423; persons in a remand prison in accordance 
with the Penal Code (Sections 16 and 20): 26; persons 
awaiting transport from a remand prison to prison: 71; 
persons in transit: 13; persons in a prison hospital: 116. 
Total: 649. 

Moldova: (e) Persons escorted from one institution to 
another. 

Netherlands: 

• The breakdown of prisoners by legal status con­
cerns the 16 173 prisoners held in penal institutions 
for adults (see Notes to Table 1). 

• (e) lllegat aliens: 1 551; fine default: 188: extradi­
tion: 32; unknown: 113. Total: 1884. 

Norway: (e) 66 security sentence and preventive deten­
tion and 47 serving in default of fine payment. 



Poland: 

• (d): lncludes category (c). 

• (e): Punished offenders. 

Sweden: 

• Data relate to 1 October 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

• (a) (b) (c): lt is not possible to keep these groups 
apart in the statistics. 

• (e) lncludes prisoners who are drug addicts, illegal 
immigrants awaiting deportation, persons awaiting 
placement in psychiatric institutions and persons 
who have broken probation rules. 

Turkey: The breakdown of prisoners by legal status 
concerns a total of 72 048 prisoners instead of the 
71 148 indicated under column 4 of Table 1. 

Spain - rest of Spain: (e) Security measures: 488; week­
end imprisonment: 310; fine defaulters: 86; transit: 
118. Total: 1 002. 

Switzerland: (e) Other cases include: detention by 
order of the police, confinement for purposes of assis­
tance within the meaning of Articles 314a and 397 of 
the Civil Code, detention in order to proceed to the 
expulsion or extradition of the person, prisoners await­
ing transfer or movement, military arrest and detention 
of minors on grounds of safety. 

Notes - Table 5 

• See Notes on Table 4. 

• In Table 4, when no data have been made available 
under heading (c) "sentenced prisoners who have 
appealed or who are within the statutory time limit 
for doing so" and no further information has been 
provided, it is assumed that prisoners in that situa­
tion are included among those under heading (d) 
"sentenced prisoners (final sentence)". In that case, 
rate (a) "percentage of prisoners not serving a final 
sentence" and rate (b) "prisoners not serving a final 
sentence per 100 000 inhabitants" of Table 5 are 
presented between brackets and must be used with 
caution. 

• In Table 4, when no data have been made available 
under heading (b) "prisoners convicted but not yet 
sentenced" and no further information has been 
provided, it cannot be excluded that prisoners in 
that situation are included among those under 
heading (a) "untried prisoners (not yet convicted)". 
In that case, rate (c) "proportion of untried prison­
ers (not yet convicted), as a percentage" and rate 
(d) "untried prisoners (not yet convicted) per 
100000 inhabitants" of Table S are presented 
between brackets and must be used with caution. 

Notes - Table 6 

Azerbaijan: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
main offence concerns a total of 16 061 sentenced pris­
oners instead of the 180 indicated under heading (d) of 
Table 4. 

Bulgaria: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
main offence concerns a total of 9 750 sentenced pris­
oners instead of the 9 007 indicated under heading (d) 
of Table 4. 

Denmark: 

• Data relate to 31 August 2004 instead of 1 September 
2004. 

• The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by main 
offence concerns a total of 2 567 sentenced prison­
ers instead of the 2 641 indicated under heading (d) 
of Table 4. 

• Homicide includes particularly grievous assault. 

Estonia: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
main offence concerns a total of 6 541 sentenced pris­
oners instead of the 3 469 indicated under heading (d) 
of Table 4. The reason is that the statistical system does 
not allow for the breakdown of prisoners by main 
offence; therefore each prisoner is counted once for 
each offence for which s/he has been sentenced (i.e. the 
counting unit is the offence, not the person). 

France: Rape includes rape and indecent assault. 

Germany: Data relate to 31 March 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

Lithuania: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
main offence concerns a total of 6 652 sentenced pris­
oners instead of the 6 244 indicated under heading (d) 
of Table 4. The reason is that, in accordance with the 
provisions of the Criminal Procedure Code of the 
Republic of Lithuania, the sentenced persons after hav­
ing handed in their consent in written form can start 
serving their sentence prior to their case investigation 
in the appeal court. For that reason the number of sen­
tenced prisoners who have appealed or who are within 
the statutory limit for doing so (heading e of Table 4), as 
well as the number of convicted, but not yet sentenced 
persons (heading b of Table 4) are statistically 
accounted for together with the sentenced persons 
(final sentence) and are serving their sentence. 

Spain - Catalonia: 

• Data relate to June 2004 instead of 1 September 2004. 

• The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by rnain 
offence concerns a total of 25 835 sentenced prison­
ers instead of the 6 401 indicated under heading (d) 
of Table 4. The reason is that the statistical system 
does not allow for the breakdown of prisoners by 
rnain offence; therefore each prisoner is counted 
once for each offence for which s/he has been sen­
tenced (i.e. the counting unit is the offence, not the 
person). 

• Robbery and other types of theft: lncludes all types of 
theft. In fact, under the Spanish Penal Code robbery is 
considered a subtype of theft and is defi ned as theft 
with violence or intirnidation against persons. 

• Assault: In Spain there are prisoners convicted 
under the Penal Code of 1983 and under the Penal 
Code of 1995. In this table, under the heading 
assault there are 165 persons convicted according 
to the Penal Code of 1983 for offences against the 
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person. Sorne of these persons may have been 
authors of homicide, but it is not possible to iden­
tify them. 

Spain - Rest of Spain: 

• Rape includes all offences against sexual liberty. 

• Robbery includes theft with violence against prop· 
erty or against persons as well as vehicle theft. 

• Other types of theft include the rest of offences 
against the property and the socioeconomic order. 

• Figures for robbery are quite high because, accord· 
ing to the Penal Code, theft with violence (i.e. rob· 
bery according to other legislations) includes all 
kinds of burglary. 

Sweden: Data relate to 1 October 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

UK - England & Wales: 

• Homicide includes manslaughter. 

• Other types of theft includes burglary 

Notes - Table 7: See Notes on Table 6 

Notes - Table 8 

Azerbaijan: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
length of sentence concerns a total of 15 950 sentenced 
prisoners instead of the 180 indicated under heading 
(d) of Table 4. 

Denmark: Data relate to 27 December 2004 instead of 
1 September 2004. 

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

(e) One year to less than two years (instead of one year 
to less than three years) 

(f) Two years to less than four years (instead of three 
years to less than five years) 

(g) Four years to less than eight years (instead of five 
years to less than ten years) 

(h) (i) Eight years and over (instead of ten years to less 
than twenty years and over twenty years) 

Germany: 

• Data relate to 31 March 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

• 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) Six months to one year (instead of six months to less 
than one year) 

(e) More than one year to two years (instead of one 
year to less than three years) 

(f) More than two years to five years (instead of three 
years to less than five years) 

(g) More than five years to ten years (instead of five 
years to less than ten years) 

(h) More than ten years to fifteen years (instead of ten 
years to less than twenty years) 
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Latvia: (1) Eight persons for whom a sentence of fines or 
public work was changed for a few days of detention. 

Lithuania: The breakdown of sentenced prisoners by 
length of sentence concerns a total of 6 652 sentenced 
prisoners instead of the 6 244 indicated under heading 
(d) of Table 4. The reason is that, in accordance with the 
provisions of the Criminal Procedure Code of the 
Republic of Lithuania, the sentenced persons after hav­
ing handed in their consent in written form can start 
serving their sentence prior to their case investigation 
in the appeal court. For that reason the number of sen­
tenced prisoners who have appealed or who are within 
the statutory limit for doing so (heading e of Table 4), as 
well as the number of convicted, but not yet sentenced 
persons (heading b of Table 4) are statistically 
accounted for together with the sentenced persons 
(final sentence) and are serving their sentence. 

Norway: Data are estimates. 

Spain - rest of Spain: There are differences in the lower 
and upper limits of categories (f}, (g} and (h}. These are 
the limits that have been used: 

(f) Three years to less than eight years (instead of three 
years to less than five years) 

(g} Eight years to less than fifteen years (instead of five 
years to less than ten years} 

(h} Fifteen years to less than twenty years (instead of 
ten years to less than twenty years) 

Sweden: Data relate to 1 October 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

Notes - Table 9: See Notes on Table 8 

Notes -Table 10: See Notes on Tables 8 and 9 

Notes - Table 11 : See Notes on Tables 8 and 9 

Notes - Table 12 

Bosnia and Herzegovina: Demographic data are esti­
mates. 

Croatia: Demographic data relate to 1 January 2003. 

Cy-prus: Demographic data refer to the whole island, 
but prison population figures do not include prisoners 
held in the northern part of the island, which is not 
under the control of the authorities of the Republic of 
Cyprus. Therefore, the rate of entries into prison per 
100 000 inhabitants is underestimated. 

Denmark: Data relate to 2004 instead of 2003. 

Estonia: Capacity of penal institutions includes prison 
hospitals. 

France: 

• Data relate to the European territory of France 
(known as the Métropole) as well as the French 
overseas territories (Guadeloupe, Martinique, 
Guyana and Réunion, known as DOM or 
Départements d'Outre-mer). Demographic data are 
estimates by the lnstitut National de la Statistique, 
INSEE (http ://www.insee.fr/fr/ffc/pop_age.htm), and 
relate to 1 January 2004. 



Latvia: Number of entries before final sentence corre• 
sponds to number of entries into pre-trial detention 
prisons. 

Liechtenstein: According to a treaty between 
Liechtenstein and Austria, long-term prisoners usually 
serve their sentences in Austrian penal institutions. For 
this reason, rates are presented between brackets and 
they are not included in the calculations ot the mea­
sures of central tendency. 

San Marino: 

• Demographic data relate to 1 January 2003. 

• Under the Criminal Code (Art. 99), a person serving 
a punishment of at least six months' imprisonment 
in San Marino may be transferred to a "foreign 
penal institution", if the competentjudge so decides 
and if there is a relevant international agreement. 
These prisoners are not included in the San Marino 
statistics. For this reason, rates are presented 
between brackets and they are not included in the 
calculations of the measures of central tendency. 

Spain: Demographic data for Catalonia are estimates 
based on data from the Spanish National lnstitute of 
Statistics available at www.ine.es. 

United Kingdom: Demographic data for England and 
Wales, Northern lreland and Scotland are estimates cal• 
culated by National Statistics Online (http ://www.statis• 
tics.gov.uk/cci/nugget.asp ?id=6) and relate to the 
mid-2004 population. 

Notes -Table 13.1 

• The extremely low figures provided by sorne coun· 
tries under heading (a) "total number ot days spent 
in penal institutions" show that this concept has not 
been understood in the same way by all respondents. 

• An alternative indicator of average length of 
imprisonment (in months) is provided in Table 13.2. 

Liechtenstein: See general notes. 

San Marino: See general notes 

Notes - Table 13.2 

• As sorne countries did not provide data regarding 
the total number of days spent in penal institutions 
in 2003 - heading (a) of Table 13.1 - and other 
countries provided figures that did not seem reli· 
able (see Notes on Table 13.1), in Table 13.2 we have 
used the total number of prisoners on 1 September 
2003 as an estímate of the average number of pris• 
oners in that year (source: SPACE 2003). 

• See Notes on Table 12. 

Notes - Table 14 

Bulgaria: (b) Other forms of escape: 5 from open penal 
institutions and 48 during an authorised short-term 
absence or leave. Total: 53. 

Denmark: 

(a) Escapes: lncludes 9 escapes from closed institutions 
(of which 8 from local prisons and one trom a closed 
prison) and 13 escapes during transfer, e.g. escapes 

from courts, hospitals (of which 8 during transfers 
from local prisons and 5 during transfers from a 
closed prison). 

(b) Other forms of escape: 109 from open penal institu• 
tions and 377 during an authorised short-term 
absence or leave. Total: 486. 

France: (b) Other forms of escape: 40 from psychiatric 
hospitals, 96 during an authorised short-term absence 
or leave and 14 during transfers to hospitals or courts. 
Total: 150. 

Latvia: (b) Other forms ot escape: nine from open insti· 
tutions and 15 during authorised short term absence or 
leave. 

Norway: 

(a) Escapes: lncludes 1 escape from prison and 13 from 
various forms of escorted absence. Total: 14 

(b) Other forms of escape: 44 from open institutions and 
104 during authorised short• term absence or leave. 

Poland: (b) Other forms of escape: 39 prisoners from 
open institutions, 3 prisoners in semi-detention and 368 
during authorised short-term absence or leave. 

Slovak Republic: (b) Other forms of escape: six prison• 
ers from open institutions and two during authorised 
short-term absence or leave. 

Spain - Rest of Spain: 

(a) Escapes: lncludes 2 escapes from closed prison, 
12 from open prisons, 7 from hospitals, 1 from 
court, and 20 from extra-penitentiary institutions. 
Total: 42. 

(b) Other forms of escape: 21 during authorised leave 
in order to go to work, 146 during authorised short 
term absence or leave, five persons did not return 
to the penal institution after expulsion from an 
extra-penitentiary institution, and one person did 
not respect the electronic surveillance. 

Ukraine: (b) Other forms of escape: 31 prisoners from 
open institutions and 3 during authorised short-term 
absence or leave. 

Notes -Table 16 

Azerbaijan: Data include part-time staff. 

Denmark: (g) "Other" full-time staft includes service 
assistants, prison chaplains, etc. Total: 136. 

Estonia: The breakdown of full-time staff concerns a 
total of 1 730 persons instead of the 1 705 indicated 
under the column "Total". 

Finland: (g) "Other" full-time staff includes 165 house­
hold workers (for example, people working in prison 
kitchens) and 65 maintenance personnel. Total: 230. 

France: 

(d) Treatment: lncludes only socioeducational statf. 

(e) Workshops: lncludes only technical staff. 

Germany: Data include part-time staff. 

lceland: The breakdown of full-time statf concerns a 
total of 87 persons instead of the 86 indicated under 

95 



the column "Total". This is beca use one of the two psy­
chologists included in the category "treatment staff" 
(e) is situated at the National Prison and Probation 
Administration. 

ltaly: The breakdown of full-time staff concerns a total 
of 45 738 persons instead of the 42 201 indicated under 
the column "Total". 

Luxembourg: (g) "Other" full-time staff includes eight 
technical staff members. 

Netherlands: Data relate to the prison service only. 
Therefore it excludes youth and custodia! clinics staff as 
well as staff working in departure centres. 

Norway: 

• Data include part-time staff. 

• lt is impossible to give an exact differentiation 
between management and administrative staff for 
tour reasons: 

1. The terms management and administration are not 
exactly defined terms. 

2. Administrative and management functions may be 
executed by the same person. 

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

4. Security statf can also have administrative functions. 

Poland: Data relate to 30 September 2004 instead ot 1 
September 2004. 

Spain - Catalonia: 
• Data relate to June 2004 instead of 1 September 2004. 

• (g) "Other" full-time staff includes 333 persons 
working in other services such as general mainte­
nance staft, drivers, kitchen staff, etc. 

Spain - Rest of Spain: Data include part-time staff. 

Sweden: 

• Data are estimates. 

• Data include part-time staff. 

• (b) Custodia! staff: Most of the custodia! staff mem­
bers are also working with treatment programmes. 

• (g) "Other" fu 11-time staff includes kitchen staff, 
cleaners, statf working with stores and staff work­
ing with maintenance of the prison buildings are 
included. Total: 365. 

UK - Northern lreland: (g) "Other" full-time staff refers 
to industrial staff, including assistant cooks, boilermen, 
cleaners, etc. Total: 60. 

UK - Scotland: Data include part-time statf. 

Notes - Table 17 

Azerbaijan: Part-time staff is included in Table 16. 

Denmark: (g) "Other" part-time staff includes service 
assistants, prison chaplains, etc. Total: eight. 

France: 

(d) Treatment: lncludes only socioeducational staff. 

(e) Workshops: lncludes only technical staff. 
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Germany: Part-time staff is included in Table 16. 

Liechtenstein: (f) Administration: lncludes one book­
keeper and one secretary as part of the police depart­
ment. 

Moldova: The breakdown of part-time statf concerns a 
total of 63 persons instead of the 62 indicated under 
the column "Total". 

Netherlands: Data relate to the prison service only. 
Therefore it excludes youth and custodia! clinics staff as 
well as staff working in departure centres. 

Norway: Part-time statf is included in Table 16 (see also 
the Notes to Table 16). 

Poland: Data relate to 30 September 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

Spain - Catalonia: Data relate to June 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

Spain - Rest of Spain: Part-time staff is included in 
Table 16. 

Sweden: Part-time statf is included in Table 16. 

UK- Northern lreland: (g) "Other" full-time staff refers 
to industrial statf, including assistant cooks, boilermen, 
cleaners, etc. Total: 2. 5. 

UK - Scotland: Part-time staff is included in Table 16. 

Notes - Table 18 

See notes on Tables 16 and 17 (Table 18 is a combina­
tion of those two tables). 

Estonia, lceland, ltaly and Moldova: As the sum of the 
ditferent categories of staff gives a total that is greater 
than the total number of statf indicated by the country, 
we have calculated a new total that only takes account 
of the persons indicated by the country for each 
category of statf. This new total is indicated between 
brackets. 

Notes - Table 19 

See notes on Tables 16, 17 and 18. 

Estonia, lceland, ltaly and Moldova: As the sum of the 
different categories of staff gives a total that is greater 
than the total number of staff indicated by the country 
(Le. more than 100%), in Table 18 we have calculated a 
new total that only takes account of the persons indi­
cated by the country for each category of staff. That 
new total is indicated between brackets in Table 18 and 
has been used to calculate the percentages in Table 19. 

Notes - Table 20 

Armenia: (d) Staff working in penal institutions, but 
not employed by the prison administration: 76 doctors, 
9 teachers, and 570 perimeter guards. Total: 655. 

Azerbaijan: (d) Staff working in penal institutions, but 
not employed by the prison administration: 338 doctors, 
10 teachers, and 1 710 perimeter guards. Total: 2 058. 

Bosnia and Herzegovina - Federation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina: (d) Staff working in penal institutions, 



but not employed by the prison administration: four 
doctors. 

Croatia: (d) 5taff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: 10 doctors, 
3 teachers, and 44 technical staff. Total: 57. 

Cyprus: (d) Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: two doctors, 
one teacher, one social worker, and one psychologist. 
Total: six. 

France: (d) Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: 2 048.25 med­
ica! and paramedical staff (of which 452.60 medica! and 
1 595.60 non-medícal) and 403 teachers (plus 3 897 
extra hours of work of teachers). Total 2 451.25 (plus 
3 897 extra hours of work) 

lcefand: 

(a) National Prison Administration: lncludes one psy­
chologist already included in Table 16 (see the 
Notes on Table 16). This psychologist is employed by 
the National Prison and Probation Administration, 
but works mostly in the prisons. 

(d) Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: 1.35 doc­
tors, four teachers, and one nurse. Total: 6.35. 

ltaly: (d) Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: 1 081 doctors, 
247 teachers and 728 nurses. Total: 2 056. 

latvia: (d) Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: 65 teachers, 
and 26 vocational trainers. Total: 91. 

Liechtenstein: (d) Staff working in penal institutions, 
but not employed by the prison administration: three 
doctors (they decide about the treatment and contact 
other specialists), and five (or more if it is asked for) 
social trainers, psychiatrists and psychologists. Total: 8. 

lithuania: 

(e) Staff not working in penal institutions: 163 staff of 
Regional Correction lnspections responsible for exe­
cution of alternative punishments and supervision of 
persons released on parole, and 27 staff of the 
Training Centre of the Prison Department. Total: 190. 

(d) Staff working in penal institutions, but not employed 
by the prison administration: 124 teachers, 4 voca­
tional trainers, and 23 technical staff. Total: 151. 

Luxembourg: (d) Staff working in penal institutions, 
but not employed by the prison administration: 
28 health staff, 9 teachers, 26 unemployed persons, and 
1 technical staff member. Total: 64. 

Moldova: (d) Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: 41 teachers. 

Netherlands: Data relate to the prison service only. 

Norway: 

(a) Staffworking at the National Prison Administration: 
The Department of Corrections at The Ministry of 
Justice has 45 positions but these, collectively, 
administer both prison and probation services. Sorne 
tasks will be exclusively prison or probation whilst 
others will relate to both services. lt is therefore 
impossible to measure how much time each 
employee spends in either service but a very rough 
estimate indicates that 75% (of 47=33.5) of their 
time is used on prison matters. 

(b) Staff working at the regional prison administra­
tions: Similar to (a). There are 110 positions but esti­
mated at 80% = 88. 

(d) The "import model" is employed consistently and ali 
health, teaching services, etc., are supplied by the 
relevant authority. The number of persons involved 
varíes greatly from time to time and the prison 
administration does not collect such statistics. 

Poland: Data relate to 30 September 2004 instead of 1 
September 2004. 

Romanía: (d) Staff working in penal institutions, but 
not employed by the prison administration: 203 teach­
ers. 

Slovenia: (d) Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: 40 doctors, one 
teacher, one psychologist and nine nurses. Total: 51. 

Spain - Catalonia: 

• Data relate to June 2004 instead of 1 September 
2004. 

• (d) Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: 110 doctors. 

Spain - Rest of Spain: (d) Staff working in penal insti­
tutions, but not employed by the prison administra­
tion: Data do not include teachers that work in the 
penal institutions of the Autonomous Communities. 
Data do not include staff of the Security Forces (Police 
and Civil Guard) that work as perimeter guards. 

Ukraine: (d) Staff working in penal institutions, but not 
employed by the prison administration: 682 teachers, 
and 649 vocational trainers. Total: 1 331. 

Notes - Table 21 

Azerbaijan and Ukraine: The extremely low figures 
for these countries suggest that the concept was under­
stood in a different way than in the rest of the coun­
tries. Therefore the rates have not been calculated. 
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