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1. Introduction
Due to their nature, the execution of long prison sentences and similar sanctions raise numer-
ous human rights concerns and this results in a particularly precarious area of imprisonment.
Most prisoners are incarcerated for very serious offences and are often deemed to be danger-
ous. Therefore, they are facing increased negative labelling compared to prisoners in general.
For instance, these prisoners might only be allowed to participate in rehabilitative measures in 
the widest sense at the end of their sentence or not at all because those efforts are thought to 
be futile due to their dangerousness and the length of their sentence in an early stage of the 
execution of the sentence anyway.1 Added to this are the negative effects of imprisonment in 
the form of deprivations, inherent in every detention, that are experienced more intensely by 
prisoners serving very long sentences. As a result of this structural disadvantage, persons re-
leased after long-term imprisonment encounter greater barriers to re-integration in the com-
munity than other released prisoners. Where rehabilitative measures are open to long-term 
prisoners, additional problems arise in terms of providing continuity for their provision both 
throughout the life of the sentence and for any after-care, once the prisoner is released.

Within the supra-national framework of the European Union, these problems gain greater sig-
nificance due to the inherent threat to our shared values and the particular nature of judicial 
cooperation in criminal matters. With the proclamation of the Charter of Fundamental Rights 
in 2000, the European Union explicitly recognised the validity of human rights as one of its 
cultural foundations. Although the Charter has just recently come into effect with the ratifica-
tion of the Lisbon Treaty, there has already been a common, legally binding protection of hu-
man rights in the EU, but not by the EU. All member states of the European Union are also 
member states of the Council of Europe and have ratified its Convention for the Protection of 
Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (ECHR). Convention compliance may be assessed 
before the European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) in an individual application process. 
This is also the case for Poland and the United Kingdom where the application of the Charter 
at present is restricted to those rights that exist in national law.2 Furthermore, the Recommen-
dations by the Committee of Ministers to member states substantiate the Convention. These 
recommendations are non-binding, soft law, but the ECtHR refers to them when interpreting 
the Convention as well as national courts when interpreting domestic law (e. g. German Fed-
eral Constitutional Court, Urt. v. 31.5.2006, BVerfGE 116, 69 pp.; Swiss Federal Court, Urt. 
v. 12.2.1992, BGE 118 Ia, 64 pp.). Concerning long-term imprisonment, there are two re-
commendations of particular importance: Rec(2003)23 on the management by prison admini-
strations of life sentence and other long-term prisoners (below: Recommendation on long-
term prisoners) and Rec(2006)2 on the European Prison Rules (below: EPR). However, there 
is a lack of internationally comparative research on the implementation of human rights in 
European prison systems.3

This seems questionable in the light of the main principles of judicial cooperation in criminal 
matters in the European Union. Legislation by the European Union in this field is based on 
the principle of mutual recognition of judicial decisions by member states. The implementa-
tion of European legal decisions requires the second principle of judicial cooperation, mutual 
confidence. This includes assurance in belonging to a common judicial culture and to have a 

1 Cf. e. g. the reports on visits by the European Committee for the Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or De-
grading Treatment or Punishment (CPT) to France in 2003 (CPT 2004, §§ 33 pp.), to Italy in 2004 (CPT
2006, §§ 89 pp.) and to the Czech Republic in 2006 (CPT 2007, §§ 40 p.).

2 Protocol on the application of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union to Poland and to the 
United Kingdom, Official Journal of the EU 2007/C 306/01, 11/17/2007.

3 Cf. Drenkhahn/Dudeck 2007; Dünkel 2009, p. 180 pp.; van Zyl Smit/Snacken 2009, p. 27 p.
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common, high level of protection for personal rights. Concerning custodial sanctions, there is 
a framework decision on the application of the principle of mutual recognition to the transfer 
of sentenced persons.4 This framework decision that will be implemented until 5 December 
2011 allows for the transfer of prisoners without their consent or that of the receiving state
from the member state where he has been sentenced to the member state of his nationality for 
the purpose of executing the sentence.5 The principle of mutual trust is only mentioned in the 
preamble of this decision that deals with the procedural rights in criminal proceedings, al-
though it must also apply to the execution of a sentence if personal rights and freedoms are to 
be protected consistently. Considering that the true severity of a prison sentence does not only 
depend upon its length, but also on the conditions of its execution, the significance of this 
principle is self-evident for the protection of human rights in prison. In order to justify this 
mutual confidence we not only have to guarantee similar living conditions in prisons across
the European Union, but also living conditions that are in line with the Union’s common hu-
man rights standards.

There is a need for internationally comparative research to examine to what extent there are 
similar living conditions with a high level of human rights protection in prison systems across
the EU. So far it seems that the only such studies have been carried out by an international 
group of researchers who are to a great extent part of the research group for this project, and 
were also co-ordinated by the Department of Criminology at the University of Greifswald.6

The Mare Balticum Prison Study looked into closed institution for male prisoners in Estonia, 
Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Russia and Sweden.7 The International Study 
on Women’s Imprisonment surveyed living conditions of female prisoners in Croatia, Den-
mark, Germany, Greece, Lithuania, Poland, Russia, Slovenia and Spain.8 Both projects 
showed that living conditions in prison still differed considerably across individual countries
and there were still problems concerning the protection of human rights.
This project, Long-term Imprisonment and the Issue of Human Rights in Member States of the 
European Union, is the first attempt to study the level of compliance with human rights stan-
dards in regimes of long-term imprisonment of no less than five years in a number of EU 
member states. The project group comprises researchers from the EU member states Belgium, 
Denmark, England,9 Finland, France, Germany, Lithuania, Poland, Spain and Sweden as well 
as from the candidate country Croatia. The study surveyed the living conditions, the institu-
tional climate and rehabilitative measures widely defined, and also included the extent of psy-
chiatric health care provision. Empirical data show psychiatric disorders in up to 95% of the 
examined sample irrespective of the length of incarceration.10 A recent report by the German
Central Institute of Mental Health in Mannheim has found that prisoners in Europe are a 
highly affected population with a prevalence of Axis I disorders of more than 90%.11 Person-
ality disorders have been found with a frequency of up to 50%.12 Even the offence committed, 

4 Council Framework Decision 2008/909/JHA of 27 November 2008 on the application of the principle of 
mutual recognition to judgments in criminal matters imposing custodial sentences or measures involving de-
privation of liberty for the purpose of their enforcement in the European Union.

5 Cf. van Zyl Smit 2008, p. 91 p.
6 Summary in Dünkel 2009.
7 Dünkel 2007; Zolondek/Sakalauskas 2005.
8 Dünkel/Kestermann/Zolondek 2006; Zolondek 2007; Zolondek/Dünkel 2007. Later on, surveys in the Nether-

lands, South Africa and Surinam followed and were added in part to the comparative analysis, cf. 
Dünkel/Zolondek 2009.

9 In the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, there are three different prison systems: the 
Northern Irish, the Scottish and the English and Welsh. Only prisons from England participated in this study.

10 Review in Drenkhahn/Dudeck 2007; cf. Fazel/Danesh 2002.
11 Salize et al. 2007. According to the DMS-IV, Axis I disorders are mental disorders and other conditions that 

may be a focus of clinical attention with the exception of personality disorders, cf. APA 2000.
12 Dudeck et al. 2006; Frädrich et al. 2000.
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which tends to be a serious offence, but also the conditions of confinement may have a trau-
matizing effect.13 Variables that are considered to have a moderating effect are on the one 
hand the prisoner’s individual characteristics such as personality traits, age or health, as well 
as attitudes towards the offence and the prison sentence, and on the other hand the living con-
ditions in custody.

Concerning the proportion of long-term prisoners in the entire prison population across EU 
member states, there is no consistent picture (see for the countries participating in the project, 
Fig. 1). The percentage of this group in 2007 was less than 20% in three countries; in seven 
countries, it was more than 50% with Catalonia and Cyprus top of the list with 64% and 61% 
respectively.14 In the rest of the member states the proportion was between 20% and 50%.
In recent years the proportion of this group of prisoners in the whole prison population has 
increased in seven countries; in some of these countries, there were increases of more than 
10% from 2000 to 2007. In addition, the number of long-term prisoners has grown in 14 EU 
member states, in England and Wales, it has actually increased by 9,000 (2000: 16,399, 2007: 
25,473, increase by 55%).

Fig. 1: Percentage of long-term prisoners in the population of sentenced prisoners in 
participating countries, 2000-2007 on 1st September

Source: SPACE I-Reports 2000-2007.

13 Dudeck et al. 2007.
14 The Spanish Autonomous Community of Catalonia has its own prison system and was included in SPACE I 

for the first time in 2007. Also in Greece the percentage of long-term prisoners is traditionally very high, but 
there are no data in SPACE I 2007.
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2. Data Collection and Methodology
This report presents selected findings of a written survey amongst prisoners. Central to the 
research design of the project was that in each participating country the empirical study would 
be conducted in two prisons. This study would consider prisoners’ individual situation and
their perception thereof, as well as the general conditions of long-term imprisonment in the 
respective institutions. This data would be gathered through two separate questionnaires com-
pleted by prisoners and prison management. These questionnaires were designed following 
the framework set out in the Recommendation on long-term prisoners and the EPR. In addi-
tion, the prisoner questionnaire also contained questions aimed at gathering data on the 
prevalence of mental health issues amongst the prisoners and also focused in particular on 
traumatisation. The Questionnaire for Prisoners comprises 23 pages in its English version, the 
one for prison managements 25. Furthermore, the researchers conducting the data collection 
would also visit the prisons to get their own impression.

The aim of the project was that data collection would be carried out in two prisons in each 
participating country, surveying both prison management and 50 male long-term prisoners per 
institution. Thus, with the eleven countries, 22 institutions and 1,100 prisoners would have 
been surveyed. The project defines a long-term prisoner – consistent with no. 1 of the Re-
commendation on long-term prisoners – as a prisoner serving one or more prison sentences 
totalling at least five years or a sentence of life imprisonment. The survey also included de-
tainees serving a custodial sanction for public protection. The sample size was set at 50 pri-
soners per institution and 100 per country to provide for a number of cases that was sufficient 
for quantitative statistical analysis.
As female prisoners form just a small part of the prison population in the participating coun-
tries and as some of the countries had already taken part in the project on women’s imprison-
ment, this research was limited to male prisoners. There were no other restrictions concerning 
the surveyed prisoners, in order to come as close to the target sample size in each country as 
possible.
The decision where to conduct the survey was left to the individual partner who was only 
asked to select a typical institution for long-term prisoners. Apart from that no further re-
quirements were set due to the large disparity between the prison systems of the participating 
countries, which became evident during the planning stage of the project. Moreover, the sur-
vey could be extended to more than two prisons if the sample size of 100 prisoners per coun-
try could not be reached otherwise.

In a study like this the question arises whether the findings may be generalised. In this project, 
attention was paid to selecting prisons for the survey, which were typical for long-term im-
prisonment in each country. All interviewed prisoners participated voluntarily; every person
interested in taking part could participate if there were no considerable security concerns. 
There was no selection of particularly well-meaning or cooperative prisoners by staff.15 Yet,
one has to keep in mind that prisons are a very diverse field of research. In Germany alone, 
there are 16 prison systems; Spain and the United Kingdom have several systems, too. Then 
there is the international dimension of this project. Furthermore, living conditions are not only 
influenced by the legal framework and prison administration, but also dependent on the infra-
structure available to individual prisons and their social design.16 Therefore, we assume that 
the findings may in principle be generalised, but may need interpretation in the light of na-
tional, regional or local particularities.

15 This also shows in the findings concerning questions about satisfactions with certain conditions, which are 
however not presented in this report.

16 Cf. for the relevance of relationships in prisons Liebling/Arnold 2004; Liebling 2009.
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3. The Sample
The research group managed to survey 1,101 prisoners from 36 prisons. The data of 1,049 
prisoners were included in the analysis, 52 participants were excluded because they either 
indicated a prison term that was too short or they answered less than half of the questions. 
Overall, the number of missing answers increases in the second half of the questionnaire. Any 
answers that are missing are only mentioned in this report if their number seems to require an 
explanation.
Tab. 1 shows the distribution of participants across countries and institutions.

Tab. 1: Sample size

Country N Prisons and number of participants

Belgium 42 Andenne (10); Ittre (6); Brugge (13); Leuwen-Centraal (13)

Denmark 90 Vridsløse (13); Jyderup (13); Horserød (10); Sdr. Omme (12); Øst-
jylland (23); Herstedvester (19)

Germany 98 Celle (22); Naumburg (23); Torgau (21); Lübeck (13); Luckau-
Duben (9); Waldeck (10)

England 124 Gartree (52); Whatton (72)

Finland 52 Helsinki (25); Riihimäki (27)

France 92 St. Martin de Ré (30); Muret (40); Lannemezan (22)

Croatia 95

Lithuania 207 Marijampole (107); Alytus (100)

Poland 106 Tarnów (55); Chelm (51)

Sweden 64 Norrtälje (17); Österåker (8); Hall (23); Kumla (16)

Spain 79 Brians I (33); Brians II (26); Quatre Camins (20)

Little can be said about how representative the sample is because a lot of the institutions did 
not indicate how many long-term prisoners they actually detained. There are as yet data from 
34 of the 36 institutions on the number of prison places, including those for remand prisoners.
The biggest of these institutions had 2,229 places at the time of data collection, the smallest 
170. Most of the prisons, namely 13, had between 250 and 500 places, nine institutions had
less than 250, six had between 500 and 1,000 places and another six had more than 1,000. The 
six biggest institutions are in Lithuania, Poland and Spain. In eight prisons, there were also 
female detainees.
Prison managers were asked if there are certain security precautions to prevent escape. Eight 
answers were provided: “prison wall”, “razor wire”, “barred windows”, “remote location”, 
“dogs”, “foot patrols”, “surveillance cameras”, and “an alarmed perimeter fence”. So far there 
are answers from 30 prisons. 21 (70%) had at least five of these security measures. There was 
still a third that named six or seven of eight possible answers, although five prisons stated that 
they had just two or three of the given security measures.
Yet, staff are primarily important for security and safety in the prison. Especially prison offi-
cers play an important role because they are usually the contact person for the prisoners on
their wing. As we did not interview staff about their training and their attitudes and percep-
tions, there is only their number as an indicator, namely the number of full-time prison offi-
cers and supervisory staff per ten places for sentenced prisoners. Data from 25 institutions 
exist that indicates a median of about four full-time positions for ten places. The minimum is 
one position, the maximum 13.
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Even these few findings show that the prisons are fairly different. This was expected because 
these are institutions from different prison systems that are each shaped by the policy and the 
traditions of their country or their regions. Again, one has to keep in mind that regardless of 
the differences, the rules of the Council of Europe apply to all of these institutions.

Tab. 2 presents selected characteristics of the participating prisoners. On average, they were 
just under 40 years old (SD = 11.2) with the youngest participant aged 18 and the oldest aged
78. The age distribution in the national and prison sub-samples differs statistically significant 
(p < .001), although the mean age of all sub-samples was at least 35 years. The vast majority 
of participants, 93.4%, are nationals of the state where they were surveyed. A little less (91%) 
were born there as well. These numbers do not permit a statement about the proportion of mi-
grants, even less about those from a different language and/or cultural background. One may 
assume though that prisoners who did not have sufficient knowledge of the language or who 
had difficulties in reading and writing were less likely to participate in this written survey.
A little over one third of the participants were married or in a relationship at the time of the 
data collection. There are significant differences between the national samples (p = .05) with 
the smallest percentage in Germany (28%) and the highest in Lithuania (44%). Half (Poland) 
to two thirds (England) of the participants had children.
The differences between the national samples concerning graduation and vocational training 
shown in Tab. 2 are due to differences in the respective systems of school and vocational edu-
cation. Interestingly participants did not always consider qualifications, which they had at-
tained during imprisonment when answering these questions. Therefore, these data only give 
an indication. The proportion of 100% of Croatian participants who graduated from school is 
due to the concerted effort to achieve the graduation of all pupils in the school system of the 
former Yugoslavia and today’s Croatia.

Tab. 2: Selected characteristics of participating prisoners

Mean age
(SD)

Domestic 
nationa-
lity (%)

Marriage/ 
relation-
ship (%)

Children
(%)

Gradu-
ation (%)

Vocatio-
nal train-
ing (%)

Belgium 39,7 (13,0) 75,6 39,0 56,1 82,9 62,5

Denmark 37,2 (10,6) 97,8 40,9 52,8 86,9 57,5

Germany 41,8 (11,1) 91,7 27,8 58,3 94,8 69,1

England 44,3 (13,2) 92,7 33,1 67,2 79,2 55,7

Finland 37,5 (9,1) 96,2 27,5 57,1 96,2 57,7

France 46,2 (11,8) 93,3 26,1 54,9 91,0 75,9

Croatia 41,7 (9,8) 93,5 42,6 57,9 100,0 73,2

Lithuania 35,2 (8,8) 95,0 43,9 53,4 88,8 75,3

Poland 37,9 (11,6) 100,0 28,3 50,0 98,1 70,8

Sweden 38,9 (9,8) 90,5 41,3 60,9 95,3 50,8

Spain 41,0 (9,0) 88,3 38,5 56,4 92,2 47,3

Total 39,9 (11,2) 93,4 36,0 56,6 91,1 65,2

In the question about the offences for which the prisoners were currently serving a sentence, 
they were asked to indicate all offences listed in the court judgment or judgments. Here, 
homicide dominated (44.2%) followed by robbery (19.7%) and property crimes (17.4%). 
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Concerning the most serious17 offence for which they are currently serving their sentence, the 
proportion for the whole sample lies with 44.2% homicide, 16% robbery, 13.3% sexual of-
fence, 6.3% bodily harm, 8.2% property crime and 10.7% drug offence. 1.4% named some 
other offence (Fig. 2).

Fig. 2: Most serious of offence by country

82.8% of the sample served a determinate sentence, 17.2% an indeterminate sanction, i. e. a 
life sentence or an indeterminate sentence for public protection. The average for determinate 
sentences was eleven years and ten months (see below Tab. 3). If sentences are arranged in 
groups according to length, this reveals the following picture for the whole sample: 23.8%
served a sentence of five to seven years, 19.5% seven to ten years, 23.7% ten to 15 years, 
15.7% a determinate sentence of more than 15 years and 17.4% an indeterminate sanction
(Fig. 3).18 As there are no indeterminate sanctions in Croatia and Spain and as there are very 
few lifers in Lithuanian and Polish prisons19 because of the small numbers of life sentences, 
the sample does not include prisoners with an indeterminate sanction from these countries.

17 Ranking: 1. Murder/manslaughter, 2. robbery, 3. sexual offence, 4. assault/bodily harm, 5. theft/fraud/ em-
bezzlement or any other property crime, 6. drug offence, 7. drunk driving. Other offences were ranked on an 
individual basis.

18 The difference in the proportion of indeterminate sentences is due to various missing values: There were only 
13 prisoners who did not answer the question about the kind of sanction they were serving, but 26 who did 
not give the actual length of their prison term. Whether they fitted the long-term criterion, was decided with 
regard to the data on the time they had served and the expected end of their prison term.

19 In 2006, there were 185 Polish prisoners with a life sentence (0.3% of all sentenced prisoners), in Lithuania 
in 2007, there were 101 (1.4%) (most recent figures from SPACE I)
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Fig. 3: Length of prison sentence by country

Most of the prisoners in the sample (60%) had already been incarcerated before the current 
prison term.20 The extremely high percentage of Lithuanian participants is due to the fact that 
both Lithuanian institutions are designated for prisoners who have previously served a prison 
term. 91.2% of the participants had been remanded in custody in the criminal proceedings that 
led to this sentence. The percentages in the national samples range between 81.3% in England 
and 97.8% in France. On average the prisoners had already served just over six years of the 
current sentence (Tab. 3). Here as well as for previous incarceration, there are significant dif-
ferences between the national samples (p < .001).

20 Differences between the national samples may derive from the fact that prisoners did not consistently include 
or exclude remand in custody during the proceedings leading to the current sentence, which some comments 
on the questionnaires suggest. The data however do not allow for definitive statements.
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Tab. 3: Previous and current experiences of incarceration

Current determi-
nate prison term in 
months: Mean (SD)

Previous 
incarceration (%)

Time served of cur-
rent sentence in 

months: Mean (SD)

Belgium 202,7 (123,1) 58,5 86,9 (54,7)

Denmark 108,1 (43,6) 58,4 51,9 (41,4)

Germany 107,3 (44,0) 59,4 81,1 (67,1)

England 105,0 (47,5) 42,7 69,0 (61,8)

Finland 114,2 (32,2) 53,8 59,5 (41,0)

France 243,0 (92,1) 35,9 113,2 (67,5)

Croatia 157,8 (64,2) 23,4 76,7 (36,3)

Lithuania 99,9 (38,1) 98,0 58,0 (35,3)

Poland 156,4 (73,8) 56,6 81,7 (47,6)

Sweden 114,1 (46,3) 73,0 49,5 (35,1)

Spain 211,9 (83,6) 57,1 119,1 (70,1)

Total 142,4 (79,1) 59,6 75,0 (55,5)

4. Accommodation
The EPR contain detailed recommendations concerning prison accommodation in no. 18. 
Therefore, the Recommendation on long-term prisoners only holds very few details on ac-
commodation and the prison regime in general.
Essentially humane accommodation should as far as possible protect the prisoner’s privacy 
and fulfil the requirements of health and hygiene. Climatic conditions, the size of the cell, 
heating and ventilation are to be considered. Also windows have to be large enough for pri-
soners to be able to read with natural light and for fresh air to get in. If prisoners have to share 
cells, the rooms should be suitable for that purpose. In particular this means that they have to 
be large enough depending on the number of prisoners sharing the cell and the time they have 
to spend locked up.21 In addition, no. 18.5 of the EPR sets out the rule for accommodation in 
single cells during the night. Shared cells should be the exception, if it is preferable for the 
prisoners. The commentary to this recommendation explains that “preferable” means that 
prisoners have to benefit from joint accommodation. Accommodation in large dormitories can 
never be preferable in this sense because any benefits for prisoners are outweighed by the in-
herent disadvantages.22 In rules 18.6 and 18.7 of the EPR, it is pointed out that only those 
prisoners may be allocated to joint accommodation who are suitable to associate with one
another. Furthermore, they shall be given the choice as far as possible whether they want to 
share their cell.

Half of the participants in our survey had a single cell. However, there is also accommodation 
in very large dormitories; the largest was a dormitory with a total of 43 occupants in Lithua-
nia. Here as well, there are considerable differences between the national samples (Fig. 4). 
There are some countries where the principle of single cells has already been implemented or 
is strived towards. At the same time, larger units – still – seem to be the standard in the three 

21 Commentary, Rule 18, p. 46.
22 Commentary, Rule 18, p. 47 p.
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Eastern European countries Croatia, Lithuania and Poland. In the three Spanish prisons, dou-
ble cells prevail. An explanation for the situation in Croatia, Lithuania and Poland is obvious: 
Prior to the fall of the Eastern Bloc in the 1980s and 1990s, prisoners were generally accom-
modated in dormitories. The amount of construction work that would be necessary to ensure 
nationwide single accommodation in prison would be a financial tour de force that is still very 
difficult for Eastern European countries because of their weaker economic power compared to 
Western Europe.

Fig. 4: Number of prisoners per cell by country (%)

Prisoners were asked if they had enough space in their cell. In total, 43% said yes. It seems 
that although there is a significant correlation between the number of cellmates and the im-
pression of space (the more cellmates, the less likely to have enough space), this correlation is 
weaker than one would guess (r = -.30 or rather weighted by the size of the national samples r 
= -.33; p < .001)23.
In this regard, another important influence seems to be the time that prisoners can spend out 
of their cells every day. In order to measure this criterion, prisoners were asked to indicate 
how many hours a day they were allowed to spend out of their cell. The means of the national 
samples are represented in Fig. 5. The national samples differ significantly in this characteris-
tic (p < .001). There is actually a correlation that is not very high, but significant between the 
time out of cell and the feeling of having enough space, indicating that prisoners with longer 
hours out of cell were more likely to feel they had enough space in their cells (r = .21,
weighted: r = .25; p < .001).

23 The correlation coefficient r ranges between the values of -1 and 1. The positive prefix describes parallel 
correlation, the negative one an inverse relationship.
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Fig. 5: Daily time out of cell: hours (mean, 95%-confidence interval24)

Concerning the layout of the cell, it is also essential that there is sufficient natural light and 
that windows are not covered or have opaque glass.25 Just under one third of the participants 
indicated that there was not enough natural light to read, the percentages range between 8% in 
Finland and 48% in Poland. When evaluating these findings, one has to consider that it may 
not always be possible to observe this rule of the EPR in Northern Europe due to the natural 
lighting conditions.26

In addition, we wanted to know, if it was possible to look outside, which does not only mean 
that the windows are not covered, but also that they are not too high and that they are not con-
cealed behind furniture in small cells. About one fifth of the sample could not see through the 
window into the yard; the percentages in the national sample range between 6% in Sweden 
and 62% in Poland.
In relation to climatic conditions, there were questions about the appropriateness of the tem-
perature in general and whether it was warm enough in winter and not too hot in summer. The 
findings are shown in Fig. 6. One has to keep in mind that dormitories are aired quite often, 
especially if there are smokers, so that it may be too cold in winter, even if in principle there 
is sufficient heating for keeping the rooms warm. In summer, prisoners face a problem that 
many people in the community face: there is no air conditioning to adjust the temperature in 
hot weather. But in contrast to people in the community, prisoners have no other means of
escaping the heat. Therefore, it might not only be the heat itself that stresses prisoners, but 
also the feeling of being at the mercy of the situation.

24 The confidence interval for the mean is the range of values where the mean can be expected to be located 
with a given level of certainty.

25 Commentary, Rule 18, p. 46.
26 Cf. Commentary, Rule 18, p. 46.
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Fig. 6: Temperature (%)

Rules about sanitary conditions are set out in no. 19 of the EPR. It states that prisoners shall at 
all times have access to hygienic sanitary facilities, which respect privacy and that they shall 
be given the opportunity to take a shower or a bath in adequate facilities preferably daily, but 
at least two times a week.
Overall, 69.4% of the participants had a lavatory in or adjacent to their cell. 61.4% of these 
indicated that this toilet was in a separate room, the other 38.6% answered that it was in the 
cell itself. A quarter of the prisoners whose cell did not contain a lavatory indicated that they 
did not have ready access to a toilet. Fig. 7 shows that there are considerable differences be-
tween the national samples. In the light of the standards set in the EPR it is to be welcomed 
that a large part of the participants has got access to sanitary facilities in their cell. But one has 
to bear in mind that this arrangement may be problematic for prisoners in dormitories. Where 
there is only one toilet for a large dormitory, this may often be insufficient depending on the 
actual number of inhabitants. Thus, there is a possible source of conflict and controlling ac-
cess to the lavatory may result in the bullying of cellmates.

Concerning taking a shower or a bath, 74% of the sample stated that they could do this daily 
or at least as often as they wanted to. However, a fifth of the participants could only shower 
four times a month. The minimum was once a month and six prisoners stated this. It is crucial 
for prisoners who work to have access to a shower at least after work because most of their 
work is physically demanding. Based on 20 work days a month, three quarters of the sample 
had this possibility. Also about three quarters stated that they thought the water was warm 
enough (Fig. 8).
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Fig. 8: Sanitary facilities (%)

At the end of the section on accommodation, participants were asked to indicate how much 
they were stressed by certain features of their accommodation (6-point Likert scale, 1 = not at 
all, 2 = very little, 3 = little, 4 = average, 5 = strongly, 6 = very strongly). The results for the 
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whole sample are presented in Fig. 9. It should be kept in mind that there is a significant cor-
relation between the stress caused by fellow cellmates and the number of cellmates (r = .52; p 
< .001) and also between the stress caused by lack of privacy and the number of cellmates (r = 
.28; p < .001), as could be expected. But the different values of these correlations show that 
prisoners are not only disturbed in their privacy by other prisoners. This item presumably also 
included stress caused by staff control.

Fig. 9: Stressed by … (6-point Likert scale, %)

5. Activities
Filling time with meaningful activities is especially important for long-term prisoners for it to
pass.27 Work and education, recreational activities as well as contacts with the outside world 
are essential as purposeful pastimes. But according to the Recommendation on long-term 
prisoners, they have other functions as well: Work and education are meant to prepare for life 
after release, leisure time activities and contacts with the outside are supposed to prevent or 
counteract the damaging effects of long-term imprisonment. It is important that prisoners are 
given opportunities for personal choices in as many parts of everyday life as possible (no. 21). 
The EPR provide more detailed rules on activities. Concerning the regime, there is a general 
recommendation in no. 25 of the EPR stating that prisoners shall be offered a balanced pro-
gramme of activities.

5.1 Education and Work
More than three quarters of the participants took part in education and training or work or did 
both. Just under 40% attended education programmes, vocational training or other training 
courses, just under 60% worked (Fig. 10). The findings from Croatia and Poland are striking. 
While 84% of the Croatian participants indicated that they were working (valid percent; high 

27 CPT 2001, § 33; Report, Rule 10, § 50.
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percentage of missing values: 28.4%), 57% of the Polish participants neither worked nor at-
tended education. It seems that the two Croatian prisons that took part in this survey were 
quite good at providing work for their prisoners. The two Polish prisons however seem to 
have had problems making work or similar activities available to prisoners.

Fig. 10: Work and education by country (multiple answers, %)

Rules on education and training may be found in no. 28 of the EPR. It states that every prison 
shall provide access to comprehensive educational programmes. Prisoners’ individual needs 
as well as their aspirations shall be taken into account. Priority shall be given to prisoners 
with difficulties in reading, writing and numeracy and to those in need of basic and vocational 
education. In addition, no. 26.5 of the EPR states that vocational training especially for young 
prisoners has to be provided.
Our questions about education and training include the three categories “school”, “vocational 
training” and “other training courses”. The prisoners were asked to classify their courses in 
these categories. As their classification was not always clear and as some participants named 
more than one course in one category, the three categories were understood broadly for data 
input in order to incorporate as much information as possible. “School” contains not only dif-
ferent levels of qualifications, but also single subjects, and there are also educational and vo-
cational measures amongst the “other training courses”. Bearing this in mind, 83 prisoners 
(7.9% of the whole sample) named a measure related to school, 109 mentioned a vocational 
training (10.4%) and 168 some other training course (16%).
Fig. 11 shows the percentages of prisoners in training in the national samples. It has to be 
pointed out that it was possible to give multiple answers. The most remarkable findings are 
the large proportion of Lithuanian prisoners doing a vocational training and the high percent-
ages of prisoners from Belgium, England, France, Sweden and Spain doing some other train-
ing course. This last result is mainly due to participation in distance university courses (see 
below for details).
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Fig. 11: Ongoing education and training (multiple answers, %)

Participants gave a wide range of courses: for school including those activities coded as 
“other training courses”, most of the interviewees stated a general entrance qualification for 
university (29 in total), 24 aimed for graduation after ten years of school, 18 did a course in 
the domestic language28 and 17 a course in a foreign language. Twelve prisoners took some 
other subject and four a class in literacy and numeracy. The most frequent vocational training
courses including those counted as “other training courses” were in metal industries (32 in 
total, 18 of these welding). 15 prisoners named an electro-technical vocation, 14 gardening or 
farming, twelve construction and eight catering. Among the other courses, the ones named 
most frequently were university courses (53) and computer courses (44). Among the many 
more course that were listed infrequently were for instance preparation for professional life, 
handicrafts, book-keeping, administration, arts, and house-keeping.

Furthermore, prisoners were asked if they had already completed some education or training 
during their period of incarceration. 45% stated they had. Here, participants could also indi-
cate school courses, vocational training and other training courses and there were the same 
problems with the classification of the answers as for the question about ongoing education 
and training. 13% completed some school course, just below 15% a vocational training and 
18.5% some other training course. The respective percentages in the national samples are pre-
sented in Fig. 12. The courses listed and their frequency are about the same as for ongoing 
education and training.
The high proportion of participants from France and Spain who had already completed an 
education or training may relate to the time served of the current sentence. While the mean for 
the whole sample is about six years, the French participants had on average already served 
nine and a half years, the Spanish almost ten. Therefore, the French and Spanish participants 
had had more time to engage in these activities. The high percentage of English participants 

28 It was not possible to distinguish between the different levels of language courses. Thus, “domestic lan-
guage” includes alphabetisation classes.
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who completed some training is not due to the time served, which is less than for the whole 
sample. But the participation in education and training is relevant in the incentives and earned 
privileges scheme.29

Fig. 12: Completed education and training (multiple answers, %)

Concerning prison work, no. 26.1 of the EPR states that it is a positive element of the prison 
regime that should never be used as a punishment. Prison authorities are requested to provide 
sufficient and meaningful work that supports the prisoners’ ability to earn their living after 
release. Further, work in prison shall resemble as closely as possible similar work in the 
community, including work patterns, in order to prepare prisoners for the conditions of nor-
mal occupational life. There shall be equitable remuneration for the work and prisoners shall 
be allowed to spend at least part of their earnings on personal possessions and on support for 
their families.
In our survey work was classified as “housework/cleaning”, “production” and “other work”. 
Participants were asked to name their occupation in the appropriate category and to indicate 
their weekly working time and whether or not they were paid for their work. Fig. 13 shows 
the percentage of prisoners working in the institution and the type of work in the national 
samples.

29 Cf. Prison Service Order 4000 (Incentives and Earned Privileges), no. 3.12.
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Fig. 13: Work in prison (%)

The range of jobs in production and other work is as diverse as the education and training 
courses because only the category housework (134 prisoners) was kept narrow. The most fre-
quent answer in the category production was piecework: 57 of the 209 production workers 
stated that they were either putting products together, taking them apart, or packaging them
depending on the nature of the order. Five prisoners worked in aviation industries, three in 
mattress production; these jobs are also more likely to be piecework than some kind of quali-
fied vocation. Another large group of 37 participants worked in metal industries (e. g. weld-
ing, tool making, fitter, and smith). Woodworking (e. g. carpenter), gardening and farming as 
well as tailoring were named frequently as well. National deviations from this pattern can be 
found in Croatia where there was no piecework, but mainly metal industries and woodwork-
ing (similar in Lithuania), in Denmark where gardening and farming were named most fre-
quently, also in England with a lot of participants working in gardening, and in Germany 
where prisoners named tailoring most frequently.
Among “other work”, the most frequently named jobs were maintenance or utility services, 
for instance in the kitchen (67 of 199) and in the laundry (21). This category comprises as 
diverse activities as working in the library, occupational therapy, prison newsletter, stores, 
shoemaking, religious acolyte, producing audio books, assistant teacher and trainer for sports.
There were deviations in the most frequent occupations in the national samples of France 
where work in the library was named most frequently, in Lithuania where most prisoners 
worked in the heating plant and in Denmark with painting and decorating as the most frequent 
“other work”.

Tab. 4 shows the means as well as minima and maxima of working hours in all categories and 
the percentage of participants who were paid for their work. Most noticeably, not all prisoners 
always indicated that they were paid for their work, which is contrary to the international re-
commendations. Those who were not paid are only a small group amongst the working pri-
soners (37 of 619 = 6%). There is no difference in the kind of occupations between those 
prisoners who were remunerated and those who were not. With regard to the weekly working 
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hours, it is noticeable that the unpaid workers worked shorter hours than the average working 
time of the corresponding national sample in the respective category of work, but not all un-
paid workers always had the shortest working hours. In addition, some participants stated
working hours well above average. Thus, one cannot derive an explanation from the actual 
occupation and the working time as to why these prisoners were not paid. One explanation 
could be that some participants expressed their unhappiness about low wages with a “no” to 
this question.
Particularities in this regard apply for the Polish and the Spanish sub-sample: According to 
the Polish Code on the Execution of Sentences, prison work is in principle remunerated (art. 
123), but prisoners may consent to engage in unpaid housework in the prison or for the prison 
administration for a period of up to 90 hours a month (art. 123a). In Spain, housework and 
cleaning were not remunerated until an amendment in the law in March 2009, after the data 
collection of this survey. However, prisoners who did this kind of work received other incen-
tives. These particularities may explain the low percentages of paid workers in these sub-
samples among house workers and those doing some other kind of work (utility services).
In addition, it is striking that although the average working time mostly resembles that in the 
community, there also seem to be very short and very long working hours. A short working
time cannot be explained with a lack of jobs alone because there is no national sample where 
there are only short working hours in one category or another. Concerning house workers and 
cleaners, two explanations for extreme working hours are plausible: A very short working 
time may be due to the fact that some participants put down the time they spent cleaning their 
own cell, which may very well take a few hours per week. Very long working hours may be 
based on the perception that as a house worker or a cleaner you are on duty 24/7 and not only 
during the normal working time. Regarding production and other work, such general explana-
tions are not obvious. Short working hours may be due to prisoners participating in either 
education, training or treatment programmes. The data does not provide an explanation for 
working hours above the average or longer than is customary in the respective country. If they 
had any relationship with reality, they are to be ruled out categorically, and this not only be-
cause they are not in accordance with the EPR, but also because with a reduction more jobs 
might be offered.

Tab. 4: Working time and remuneration

Country Housework Production Other work
Working time Paid

(%)
Working time Paid 

(%)
Working time Paid (%)

Belgium 14,7 (4-32) 100,0 29,9 (20-40) 100,0 42,0 (20-60) 100,0

Denmark 32,0 (3,5-47) 100,0 32,2 (6-37) 100,0 36,5 (25-50) 100,0

Germany 40,0 (20-56) 100,0 36,9 (30-40) 100,0 37,7 (20-49) 95,0

England 31,3 (3-96) 100,0 24,8 (1-42) 100,0 21,1 (2,5-40) 100,0

Finland 41,7 (8-60) 90,0 32,1 (20-40) 100,0 28,8 (20-35) 100,0

France 26,7 (7-50) 90,9 27,7 (5-35) 97,0 23,2 (10-35) 60,0

Croatia 40,3 (16-52) 92,3 40,0 (38,5-42) 100,0 41,2 (4-58) 100,0

Lithuania 25,0 (1-56) 90,0 39,3 (8-80) 97,0 36,6 (5-70) 100,0

Poland 19,0 (1,5-60) 43,8 32,3 (20-38,5) 80,0 30,0 (7-42) 77,3

Sweden 33,3 (7-40) 100,0 31,3 (20-40) 100,0 25,9 (6-38) 100,0

Spain 21,6 (4-40) 55,6 23,8 (17-40) 84,6 25,8 (8-40) 83,3
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It has already been pointed out that a means of reducing the adverse effects of imprisonment 
is to provide prisoners with as many opportunities as possible for personal choice in order to 
avoid the loss of autonomy and creating a feeling of a lack of control.30 Work is one part of 
daily life where there may and can be such opportunities for choice. Participants were there-
fore asked to indicate if they had any influence in choosing their work and if their job re-
flected their interests and skills. Findings are presented in Fig. 14.

Fig. 14: Assignment of work: prisoners’ influence and interest (%)

There is a correlation between these two questions: Prisoners who indicated that they had had 
influence in choosing their work were more likely to state that they were interested in the job 
they did (r = .39, resp. r = .40, if weighted by size of the national sample; p < .001). In the 
national samples, the correlation varies; Sweden and Spain have the highest (r = .60, p < 
.001), Croatia (r = .29, p = .05) and Poland (r = .34, p = .05) the lowest. In the Danish sub-
sample, there is no significant correlation. These differences may mirror the variations in the 
range of jobs on offer in the institutions because even though prisoners may have a choice 
from a small selection, it is possible that the selection as a whole does not reflect prisoners’ 
interests and skills.

5.2 Recreation and Exercise
Rule no. 27 of the EPR deals with exercise and recreation and makes recommendations on 
how leisure time is organized. Prisoners shall be given the opportunity to get exercise in fresh 
air for at least one hour a day and there have to be alternative arrangements in bad weather. 
An adequate choice of sports and recreational opportunities has to be provided e. g. by pro-
viding installations and equipment. Other leisure activities like games, cultural activities and 
hobbies shall be provided as well. Prisoners shall be allowed to organize these themselves as 

30 Cf. Report, §§ 91 pp., 98; van Zyl Smit/Snacken 2009, p. 53 pp.
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A variety of leisure time activities is offered. I participate in these activities.

far as possible. In addition, prisoners shall be allowed to associate with each other during ex-
ercise and during other leisure time activities.

In this survey, prisoners were asked to state whether the institution offered any leisure activi-
ties and if yes, whether they participated (Fig. 15). One could guess that there is a correlation 
between the participation in leisure activities and the length of the daily time out of cell be-
cause prisoners with more time out of cell have an increased opportunity to make use of any 
offers. There is actually a significant although weak correlation (r = .14 resp. r = .17, if 
weighted by size of the national sample, p = .001).

Fig. 15: Recreational offerings (%)

To get an overview of the participants’ recreational behaviour, they were asked which leisure 
activities they would typically engage in and how often (5-point Likert scale: 1 = not possible, 
2 = never, 3 = rarely, 4 = sometimes, 5 = frequently; Fig. 16). A large proportion of the par-
ticipants indicated that they would frequently engage in more passive pastimes like watching 
TV or listening to music. Most of them never or rarely took part in creative activities like 
drawing or handicrafts, although it has to be kept in mind that a relatively high percentage 
answered that this was not possible in their prison. This is noteworthy since these two hobbies 
do not depend on the purchase of expensive equipment like watching TV or listening to mu-
sic.
With regard to all set categories of leisure activities the national samples differ significantly, 
although there is no conclusive pattern. Especially the obvious assumption cannot be con-
firmed that prisoners from Croatia, Lithuania and Poland where economic conditions are –
even – worse than in the other countries, watch TV or listen to music less often. Only Croatia 
– and France – differ from the whole sample for watching TV (MD total = 5, MD Croatia and 
France = 4). The high percentages of Polish and Lithuanian participants who frequently watch 
TV (LI: 62%; PL: 54%) and listen to music (LI: 52%; PL: 42%) may in part be explained 
with joint accommodation because it is achieved if only one cellmate owns the equipment. 
Moreover, you hardly can escape TV or music that is on in a dormitory. Another obvious as-
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sumption also cannot be confirmed: The frequency of spending time with other prisoners does 
not increase with the number of cellmates. But there is a significant although weak correlation 
between this activity and the length of daily time out of cell (r = .13 resp. r = .16 weighted, p 
= .001). Participants seem to have differentiated between forced and voluntary association.

Fig. 16: Leisure time activities (5-point Likert scale)

Besides these typical leisure activities, we also asked about other activities in an open ques-
tion. There were 310 answers in total by 241 prisoners. The ten activities named most fre-
quently are: playing games (33), learning/studying (30), writing letters (29), being on the 
computer (24), making music (23), cooking (19), playing video games (17), going for a walk
(15), making telephone calls (13), and playing billiards or darts (10). Among the activities 
named only sporadically, are e. g. working on the prison newsletter, taking care of plants or 
animals, religion, crossword puzzles and studying prison law. Participants spent on average 
4.9 hours a day on leisure activities, ranging between 3.8 hours in England and 6.1 hours in 
Lithuania. The national samples differ significantly in this regard (p < .001).

372 participants answered the question on what they would like to see on offer as leisure ac-
tivities. The desire for more opportunities for sports stands out, among the 440 answers it was 
put down 157 times. Above all, prisoners asked for certain types of sport like football or vol-
leyball, but also for sports facilities like a gym or a running track. Far less often participants 
named a desire for more creative activities (e. g. theatre group or band, 45) and for more edu-
cational opportunities. In addition, they quite frequently stated that they would like to spend 
more time out of doors, to receive more visits, to have an overall wider range of leisure ac-
tivities and the possibility of day release.
In most of the national samples, there is a similar ranking of requests. One has to keep in 
mind that even the most frequently named requests remain sporadic because of the wide range 
of wishes in the samples and the relatively large number of missing answers. There were dif-
ferences in England where “more visits” was among the three most frequent wishes; in France 
with more creative activities, more cultural activities and more conversation groups with peo-
ple from outside as the three most frequent wishes; in Lithuania with billiards in second place;
in Poland with spending more time outdoors and more visits in second and third; and in Bel-
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gium with getting day releases in second place. To what extent these wishes reflect actual 
deprivation cannot be derived from the present data. The wishes for more visits probably re-
sult from the fact that there are no possibilities for intimate family visits in England and Po-
land, whereas the prisoners do know that this is possible in other European countries. The 
wishes for more time out of doors expressed by Polish participants may as well be due to the 
very short time out of cell (see above Fig. 5).

5.3 Contact with the Outside World
Having regard to contacts with the outside world, the main, but not the only point is contact 
with family that is protected by art. 8 ECHR (Right to respect for private and family life). The 
Recommendation on long-term prisoners classifies the protection of family ties as particularly 
important when it comes to preventing the damaging effects of prison life. For no. 22 states 
that “special efforts should be made to prevent the breakdown of family ties”. Amongst other 
things, correspondence, telephone calls and visits should therefore be allowed as frequently as 
possible and with as much privacy as possible, but safety and security needs may justify 
measures restricting these. Beyond that, the EPR state that prisoners should also be granted 
contact (correspondence, telephone calls and other means of communication as well as visits)
with other persons as often as possible (no. 24.1). In addition, the commentary for rule no. 24
of the EPR states that “family” should be broadly understood and that it includes persons who 
are as close as family members to the prisoners even though the relationship may not have 
been formalised.31 As far as the prisoners’ contact with their families is concerned, one has to 
take into consideration that not only the rights of the prisoners are affected, but also those of 
their family members. Thus, rule no. 24.4 of the EPR determines that the arrangements for 
visits are supposed to be such as to allow prisoners to maintain and develop their family ties 
in a manner as normal as possible. In the commentary, it is expressly pointed out that this 
means the provision for long intimate family visits.32

In the survey, there were questions about the frequency of the most important forms of con-
tact with the outside world irrespective of the contact person (Fig. 17). With the data at hand, 
we were not able to affirm the assumption that prisoners who had already served longer parts 
of their sentence had less frequent contacts to the outside. The same is true for the assumption 
that prisoners with children or in a relationship receive more visits.
There are significant differences in the national samples for all forms of contact. Amongst 
other things this is due to different legal provisions and their implementation. The Danish 
prisons in this survey for example in general have a generous practice concerning visits. One 
open and semi-open institution reported that prisoners were allowed to have visitors on five 
days a week and up to five hours a week.
Moreover, the amount of time a prisoner has for maintaining contacts with people on the out-
side could be significant, thus how much time they have apart from education, work, leisure 
activities and treatment. Furthermore, the location in terms of the distance visitors may have 
to travel and in terms of public transport infrastructure may influence the amount of visits a 
prisoner receives.

31 Commentary, Rule 24, p. 52.
32 Commentary, Rule 24, p. 53 p.
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Several times a year Very rarely Never

Fig. 17: Current contacts (%)

Concerning the findings for the development of the frequency of contacts since incarceration 
(Fig. 18), it is remarkable that those who indicated that nothing has changed constitute the 
largest proportion for each form of contact. The second largest part are always those who 
indicated that contacts have become less frequent.

Fig. 18: Development of contacts (%)

With regard to the question who the visitors were, it should be kept in mind that there are 
relatively few answers; there are 22% (children) to 44% (spiritual advisors and volunteers) 
missing answers. This might be due to the complicated table in which prisoners were asked to 
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indicate their answers. Another reason may be that some prisoners did not answer if that 
particular group of visitors did not have any significance for them, rather than indicating 
“does not apply”. This is suggested by the large number of missing answers for the question 
on volunteers and spiritual advisors.
A remarkable finding (Fig. 19) is that parents and siblings are the most important group of 
visitors (69% of the valid answers, resp. 53% of the whole sample). This also explains why 
there is no correlation between the frequency of current visits and prisoners having a partner 
or children. The average length of visits varies a lot for the different groups of visitors, but 
this calculation is based on very few values (between 50 and 320 answers). The longest mean 
duration of visits of just less than eight hours has been found for spouses and partners. This is 
due to the fact that prisoners from Denmark, France and Lithuania stated times of up to 48 
hours for this group as well as for children and parents or siblings. The median in the whole 
sample is two hours for this group as for all other visitors except for volunteers and spiritual 
advisors (MD = 1 hr). French and Lithuanian participants got fewer visits than the whole 
sample (MD FR and LI = 4/several times a year; MD total = 3/several times a month), but at 
least visits by family members were on average longer.
Prisoners were also asked whether the number of visits has evolved during their incarceration 
according to the given groups of visitors. Here, there are also high percentages of missing 
values (between 32% for parents and 64% for spiritual advisors). The answers differ from 
those for the question about how the frequency of visits developed in general (see above Fig. 
18), but only 14% of the participants did not answer the general question. For all groups of 
visitors, about 50% indicated that the frequency has not changed (from 47.8% for friends to 
65.7% for spiritual advisors). However, between 17.4% (spiritual advisors) and 28.3% 
(partners) stated that visits have decreased and less than 10% answered that visits have grown 
more frequently. Overall, the development of visits seems to be negative rather than positive.

Fig. 19: Visitors (%)
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6. Conclusion
The findings presented in this report show that there are to some extent large differences be-
tween the participating countries. For all issues raised, there are very positive as well as very 
negative results with regard to the EPR and the Recommendation on long-term prisoners.

In terms of accommodation, what stands out in a positive way is that half of the participants 
have an individual cell and that dormitories for eight or more prisoners are overall the excep-
tion. Where single cells are not the rule, special attention should be paid to granting prisoners 
generous times out of cell and to providing them meaningful activities, as offered by both 
Lithuanian institutions.
For the whole sample, the findings for the questions on sanitary conditions are also quite 
positive. However, it has to be noted that in particular with joint accommodation, one lavatory 
in a cell might be insufficient, but this depends on the number of people who share one toilet 
and how accessible it really is. Furthermore, the opportunity for taking a shower is fairly good 
in most of the surveyed countries; 75% of the participants can shower at least on weekdays. 
But particularly in Lithuania and Poland where the conditions are overcrowded due to joint 
accommodation, only 22.5% (Lithuania) and 15.7% (Poland) of the participants have this 
possibility.

With regard to education, training and work, one has to remark that a very high percentage of 
participants was taking part in some sort of education, training or was working. But again, 
there are considerable differences between the national samples. The lowest percentage of 
participants who did none of these may be found in Sweden with 9.5%, the highest in Poland 
with 56.9%. For education and training as well as for work, there are a variety of opportuni-
ties on offer. However, a lot of participants do some sort of cleaning or piecework, which are 
not qualified jobs and neither prepare prisoners well for a professional life in the community.
In terms of recreational activities, there are also large differences between the national sam-
ples. From 40.6% in Lithuania to 90.7% in Germany were aware of the leisure activities on 
offer in their prison. A small choice of leisure activities will impinge on prisoners in particular 
where there are only few other possibilities to spend time in a meaningful way such as in edu-
cation or work.

When it comes to contacts with the outside world, there is one finding that is worth pointing 
out in particular: the possibility to have very long family visits of up to 48 hours in Denmark, 
France and Lithuania. During such long visits prisoners and their relatives have a chance to 
actually experience family life, which is not possible during short visits of one or two hours in 
a noisy visiting area.

To sum up there are still marked differences concerning the implementation of human rights 
in prison in our “common area of freedom, security and justice”, in the European Union. 
These differences bring about that serving a sentence of the same length in two European 
Union countries turns into to two sanctions differing in severity on account of contrasting
prison regimes that result in varying degrees in which personal freedom is curtailed – de-
pending on the extent the curtailment exceeds the mere deprivation of liberty. In order to jus-
tify the mutual confidence among EU member states for belonging to a common judicial cul-
ture and to have a common, high level of personal rights protection, improvement of the 
execution of long-term prison sentences is still required.
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