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REHABILITATION IN PRISON 
 GERMAN EXPERIENCES AND WHAT CAN BE DONE BETTER 

HELMUT KURY* 

ABSTRACT 

The last years, especially on the background of the high immigration rate of 
refugees from northern Africa and an increasing fear of crime and insecurity in society 
the punitiveness increased, not only in Germany. Against sexual and violent offenders 
more serious penal codes were adopted. The imprisonment rate in Germany is in a 
middle range of Western European countries. The number of registered crimes is 
relatively stable since mid-1990s. Only in the last years there is an increasing crime rate 
in some parts. Prison sentences are not only the most severe but also expensive 
penalties and are discussed in criminology very controversial. In Germany there are 
rehabilitation programs in prisons and special social therapeutic prisons; while the 
effects of the treatment are controversial, evaluations show a positive effect on crime 
prevention. The last years, from 2014 onwards, especially Germany showed a high 
immigration rate of refugees and asylum seekers, creating a problem of housing, 
education and integration in society of these people. There are fears of an increasing 
rate of terrorism in the country, and the question if Islam can be included in western 
Christian societies is more and more discussed. This very controversial discussion had 
effects also on the political structure, a right wing party was established and has 
meanwhile a position in the Parliament. There is the last year a continuing discussion 
about Alternatives to Imprisonment, like Restorative Justice and Mediation, used 
mostly in cases of juvenile offenders.  

 

Keywords: rehabilitation, social therapy, imprisonment, foreign prisoners, 
evaluation.  

INTRODUCTION 

For many years crime and delinquency have been intensively discussed – 
their root causes and developments, as well as opportunities to combat them. In 
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numerous Western European countries, including Germany, punitiveness increased 
and along with it the demands for more severe punishment against criminal 
offenders especially for individual groups. For instance, the yellow press expresses 
clearly such demands with reference to sexual and/or violent offenders, while 
providing facts about dramatic individual cases (Hestermann, 2016). Just against 
sexual offenders and violent offenders, in Germany, more serious legal codes were 
adopted, which put special weight on security aspects for population and lead, for 
the most part, to more severe penalties and longer terms of imprisonment. 
Hassemer (2009, p. 285f.) points out in this context that penal law moves in the 
controversial discussion between more security on one side and freedom on the 
other side in the direction of more security. Some authors, such as Pratt et al. 
(2005), no longer speak simply of punitiveness but instead of a “new punitiveness”, 
based on increasing accounts from many countries about a new movement toward 
harsher criminal laws and more severe sanctions (see Kury, 2008; Kury and 
Ferdinand, 2008).  

Over the last two years topics like increasing crime rates, fear of crime or 
sharper punishment were widely discussed in Germany on the background of 
media reports about a high immigration rate. From 2014 onwards, Germany like 
many other Western European countries was being “overrun” by many refugees 
and asylum seekers, especially those coming from Syria, Iraq, Iran, Palestine and 
Afghanistan (Kury et al. 2018). Despite Germany’s “welcome policy” this situation 
caused many politicians to warn against an excessive burden due to this foreign 
infiltration. Particularly, in 2015, there was a high number of migrants and refugees 
in need of protection recorded in Germany (Bundesamtfür Migration und 
Flüchtlinge 2016, p. 2; Pew Research Center 2017). According to UNHCR, the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (2017, p. 3), Germany was “the 
world’s largest recipient of new individual applications”. The rapid rise of 
immigration in Germany resulted in a significant increased fear of not being able to 
“handle” the situation anymore, rising therefore concerns about a political and 
economic overload, especially against the background of partly sensationalist 
media reporting and its party-political single-sided use. A survey conducted on an 
annual basis among a representative sample of the adult population in Germany 
shows a significant increase of insecurity and fears in the public (Infocenter der 
R+V Versicherung 2017). In the 2016 survey, 73% (Women (W) = 72%; Men (M) 
= 69%) of the respondents said they are afraid of: terrorist attacks, 68% (W = 72%; 
M = 64%) – of political extremism, 67% (W = 69%; M = 66%) – of social tensions 
caused by immigration of foreigners, and 66% (W = 67%; M = 64%) – of an 
excessive demand on German authorities caused by the strong influx of these 
refugees. Compared to 2015, the fears increased significantly (Kury et al. 2018).    

In this context it is important, against the background of contemporary 
criminological findings, to reach as rationale as possible a thoroungh understandely 
of amic and delinquency. Prison sentences are the most expensive penalties and 
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also one of the most controversial. The practice of sentencing is highly different 
across countries; in some states there are already taken intensive efforts to avoid 
prison sentences without a negative influence on public security. A very important 
and significant example is the policy to fight against the use of illegal drugs in 
Portugal. From July 2001 the country concentrates more on treatment of drug users 
instead of punishment, without any negative effect; on the contrary the number of 
deaths after overdoses of illegal drugs and the number of HIV-infections decreased 
(Kury and Quintas 2010a; 2010b).  

Criminological research findings from the background to the latest encourage 
approaches of primary prevention, as for example in family, school or peer group, 
but also measures of secondary prevention as the reduction of opportunities come 
to the fore. In the course of the intensive discussions on community crime 
prevention, which take place in numerous countries, an indeterminate number of 
programs with the most different approaches has been set up. Within the contact of 
an increasing critical discussion about the costs of incarceration and negative effects 
of imprisonment, such as on the families of the offenders, the imprisonment rate in 
Germany decreased in the last decades. Aos (2003, p. 416ff.) “systematically 
reviewed over 400 research studies conducted in the United States and Canada” 
which used sound research methods. The result of this research shows that qualified 
treatment programs, like Multi-Systemic Therapy are very cost effective. More and 
more authors point out that the sums spend on imprisonment could be used more 
effectively for alternative measures that are more promising (see Shea et al. 2011). In 
this context in western industrial countries diversion initiatives were discussed and 
used more and more (Kury and Lerchenmüller 1981).  

IMPRISONMENT RATES IN GERMANY AND OTHER COUNTRIES 

Rates of imprisonment differed tremendously in Europe, in 2015, from 45–71 
per 100.000 inhabitants in Scandinavia and more than 200 to 445 in East-European 
countries, especially in Russia (Dünkel et al. 2016). The last 25 years the 
development was different.  

Since 1995 the number of registered crimes in Germany is relatively stable 
(6.668.717 in 1995 and 6.372.526 in 2016), while the number of suspects 
decreased (from 2.369.036 in 2015 to 2.360.806 one year later). The crime rate per 
100.000 inhabitants was 7.755 in 2016 (Bundesministerium des Innern 2017; see also 
Heinz 2017). The number of prisoners in Germany decreased the last years, from 
56.641 in 2013 to 50.858 in 2016. From all prisoners 47.733 (= 93,9%) were male 
and 3.125 (= 6,1%) were female in 2016 (Statistisches Bundesamt – Destatis 2017). 
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Table 1 

Number of Prisoners in Germany, age, species of imprisonment, length of imprisonment 
 
year     2013    2016 
Prison population total   56.641  50.858 
Sex: male   53.433  47.733 

female     3.208    3.125 
Age: 14 to 17 years (juveniles)      518       399 

18 to 20 years    2.748    2.027 
21 to 30 years   17.801  14.577 
30 to 50 years   27.837  26.403 
50 years and older     7.737      7.452 

Species of imprisonment: 
Closed imprisonment  47.374  42.622 
Open imprisonment     9.267    8.236 
Punishment of adults  50.631   46.308 
Punishment of juveniles    5.518     4.010 

Length of imprisonment: 
Maximum 3 months    5.716      6.222 
3 months to 1 year   18.835  16.799 
More than 1 to 5 years  25.065  21.594 
More than 5 to 15 years    4.539       3.840 
Life long      2.486      2.403 

StatistischesBundesamt – Destatis 2017 
https://www.bka.de/DE/AktuelleInformationen/StatistikenLagebilder/PolizeilicheKriminalstatistik/P

KS2016/pks2016_node.html 
 

The prison population rate (prisoners per 100.000 inhabitants) decreased 
from 96 in 2003 to 77 in 2017. The percentage of pre-trial detainees/remand 
prisoners (percentage of prison population) was 21.6% in 2017, 5.8% were female 
prisoners, and 6.9% – juveniles/young prisoners. In 2015, in Germany 31.3% of the 
prison population were foreign prisoners. There were 183 prisons in Germany in 
2016 with an official capacity of 73.411 inmates. The occupancy level (based on 
official capacity) was 87.4 % in 2017 (Institute for Criminal Policy Research 2017).   
 

Table 2 

Prison Population Rate for selected Countries in 2016 
 
Ranking  Country  Prison Population Rate 
    1  Seychelles  738 
    2  United States of America 666 
  15  Russian Federation  421 
  30  Belarus    314 
  37  Iran   287 
  48  Georgia   254 
  64  Czech Republic  212 
  70  Kazakhstan  202 
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  73  Poland    194 
  76  Slovakia    188 
  77  Hungary    184 
  87  Ukraine    167 
108  United Kingdom: England/Wales 146 
111  Serbia    142 
115  Romania    135 
118  Portugal    133 
123  Spain    128 
127  Bulgaria    125 
134  China    118 
140  Canada    114 
148  France    103 
152  Italy      95 
153  Austria      94 
161  Switzerland     82 
165  Germany     77 
170  Norway      74 
172  Bosnia and Herzegovina    73 
180    Slovenia      64 
187  Netherlands     59 
191  Sweden      57 
191  Finland      57 
203  Japan      45   

Source: Institute for Criminal Policy Research 2017: World Prison Brief. 
http://www.prisonstudies.org/highestlowest/prison_population_rate?field_region_taxonomy_tid=All 

 
The imprisonment rates differ very much between countries, with the highest 

rate in the United States (beside Seychelles) to a very low rate in Japan. The 
imprisonment rate in USA is 14.8 times higher than in Japan, the same time Japan has 
a lower crime rate than the United States. Canada as neighbouring country of USA has 
an imprisonment rate of 114, which is 17.1 % of the rate of USA (N= 666), so 
significantly lower. Canada doesn’t have the death penalty, while in the USA, 31 of the 
50 States have it in the penal law (Amnesty International 2017). Winterdyk and King 
(2011, p. 104) compared the crime rates between both countries and have found that 
“the United States violent crime rate is over double that found in Canada”. “Although 
somewhat influenced by its’ higher rates of violent offences, the use of incarceration in 
the United States has long been used an example of its more punitive approach to 
crime” (p. 107; see also Roberts and Sprott 2008). 

THE SITUATION OF FOREIGN PRISONERS 

In recent years, from 2014 onwards, the Western European countries and 
especially Germany were being “overrun” by many refugees and asylum seekers, 
especially those coming from Syria, Iraq, Iran, Palestine and Afghanistan. Despite 
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Germany’s usual “welcome policy” this situation caused many politicians – 
especially from the right wing – to warn against an excessive burden due to this 
foreign infiltration. In 2015, there was an especially high number of migrants and 
refugees in need of protection recorded in Germany. According to data released by 
the Federal Office for Migration and Refugees (Bundesamtfür Migration und 
Flüchtlinge 2016, p. 2), 202,834 applications for asylum were lodged in 2014, 
whereby in 2015, 476,649, were lodged, an increase of 135 %. According to the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees – UNHCR (2017, p. 3), Germany 
was “the world’s largest recipient of new individual applications, followed by the 
United States of America (172,700), Sweden (156, 400), and the Russian Federation 
(152,500)”.  

In 2015, 2.14 million migrants were registered in Germany, among them 
many people in need of protection; there were also numerous citizens from the 
European Union. This not only corresponded to an increase of 46% compared to 
2014, but also represented the highest number of immigrants since the beginning of 
record-taking in 1950; among these immigrants, there were 2.02 million foreign 
nationals. Approximately 1.1 million people in need of protection were recorded to 
have entered Germany; however, the actual number of foreigners who had entered 
the country after adjustment was around 890,000 people. After the number of 
migrants reached its low point in 2016, a continuous renewed increase of people 
entered the country. Among Germany’s recent refugees, the main country of origin 
has been from Syria. At the same time, the number of emigrants compared to the 
previous year increased by 9% to 998,000, which represents the highest registered 
number so far. The result shows a total increase of 1,139,000 people migrating in 
2015, which is above half a million more than 2014 (Bundesamtfür Migration und 
Flüchtlinge 2016, p. 2).  

Given this data as a background, a European comparison shows “that 
Germany is still and continues to be the common destination country of refugees, 
and has gained even more additional attractiveness compared to other European 
stats over the last years” (Bundesamtfür Migration und Flüchtlinge 2016, p. 10; see 
also Kury et al. 2018). According to Gäbel et al. (2006) and Ruf et al. (2010; see 
also Kury et al. 2018), the refugees living in Germany and their children still in 
their home country of traveling on their way to Germany experienced many 
traumatic situations. On this background numerous refugees in Germany 
demonstrated Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) symptoms. The large 
number of refugees in Germany often must deal with extremely limited housing 
conditions for months or even years. Additionally, they must cope with attacks by 
opponents of the refugee policy and public rejection. Especially Muslim refugees 
are seen as a danger for liberal democracy and cultural values of Germany relating 
to them as a “threat” of the “Islamic State – IS” (Schneider 2016; Frossard 2016,  
p. 1). Muslims have been often classified as not integrable into Western industrial 
society (Çetin 2015, p. 124). Besides a lot of support these refugees often deal with 
aggressive xenophobic rejection (Johansson 2016, p. 8).  
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The increasing fear of further immigration in public was connected to 
terrorist attacks in several European countries, including Germany, which were 
often attributed to the Islamist movement: “the percentage of European citizens 
linking refugees with terrorism and crime was high in 2016, particularly in eastern 
and southern European countries” (Institute for Economics and Peace 2017, p. 98). 
Moreover, 35% of surveyed Germans believe that “refugees are more to blame for 
crime than other groups” and 61% stated that “refugees will increase the likelihood 
of terrorism” (ibid. p. 98). Present data generally cannot confirm those concerns 
(see Males 2017). Therefore, Heinz (2017) considers the statement, whether non-
Germans can be regarded as “more criminal” than Germans based on the 
represented reliable data demonstrating the crime development in 2015, as one that 
has already been claimed by others before (see Jäger 2016; Feltes 2016). Heinz 
(2017) concludes that a reputable statement cannot be made due to the lack of 
reliable data. “The foreign and domestic population differ significantly regarding 
age and gender structure; especially the rate of young men being over-
proportionately criminal – at all times and in each population – is higher regarding 
foreigners than Germans. This effect even increased due to migration flows of the 
last two years. Persons without German citizenship … live in large cities, often 
belong to a lower income and education class and are more likely to be 
unemployed. This causes a higher risk of refugees becoming delinquent and being 
accused of an offence” (Heinz 2017, p. 30; see also Feltes et al. 2018).  

As Schaffer and Obergfell-Fuchs (2018) write in Germany, in 2016, the 
prison sentence for non-German detainees was 35,9% and the youth custody of 
non-German detainees was 41,2% (Schaffer and Obergfell-Fuchs 2018). Taking a 
look at the offences non-German detainees committed, the data show “that among 
the offenders who face a prison sentence, theft offences are dominating with 
46.7%. A similar high value can be observed for drug offences with 44.1%. … In 
sum, one can notice that compared to the German prisoner population, the non-
German detainees with a prison sentence have less offences endangering the public 
or traffic and fraud offences. In the juvenile non-German population traffic 
offences are irrelevant as well as fraud offences are rarer than in the German 
population in juvenile prison” (Schaffer and Obergfell-Fuchs, 2018, p. 7).  

The prison system is confronted with different problems dealing with foreign 
offenders. “First of all the penal system and the staff have to come to terms with 
different languages” (Schaffer and Obergfell-Fuchs 2018, p. 9). The inmates come 
from about 100 different nations. So treatment in prisons is difficult. “The other 
side of the coin is the perspective of the inmates. Without speaking and 
understanding the language, the daily life in prison is difficult. … Furthermore, 
refugees are more likely to be traumatized than other inmates, based on 
experiences they made while fleeing their homelands and/or experiences of war, 
loss of family members and torture (Gavranidou et al.. 2008; Knipscheer et al., 
2015)” (Schaffer and Obergfell-Fuchs 2018, p. 10). 
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TREATMENT IN PRISONS – SOCIAL THERAPY 

The German Prison Law1 from 1977 defines in article § 2 the aim of 
imprisonment as follows: “During the execution of a prison term the prisoner shall 
be enabled to lead in future a life without crime. The time in prison also serves to 
protect the public from further offences”. It seems that under the pressure of the 
media these priorities have recently been reversed: the safety of the public comes 
first and rehabilitation is a poor second (Kury and Shea 2011b, p. 11).  

In Germany intensive psychological treatment of prisoners is realized in 
special social therapeutic institutions (Sozialtherapeutische Anstalten) or in 
separate departments for treatment in regular prisons. Meanwhile there are  
8 independent social therapeutic prisons and 53 departments in regular prisons. All 
together there are round about 2.200 places for treatment in these specialized 
institutions. Nearly 54% of the inmates in these institutions are sex offenders and 
19% – homicide delinquents (Etzler 2016). There are also social therapeutic 
prisons or departments for women and for juvenile prisoners. The relationship 
between inmates and treatment personal is much better in social therapeutic prisons 
than in regular institutions, so a more intensive treatment can be realized.  

In regular prisons there are also treatment programs to intensify 
resocialisation, but the problem is the overload of the experts (psychologists, social 
workers). So there are often used standardised group treatment programs for 
special groups like sexual offenders or violent offenders. Very often an evaluation 
of the results of the programs on recidivism is not done. If the prisoners don’t 
speak German there are additional obstacles for treatments.  

THE EFFECTS OF REHABILITATION PROGRAMS IN PRISONS 

In the last decades there is a never ending controversial discussion about the 
effects of social therapeutic treatment of offenders, especially prisoners. Several 
simultaneous paradigm shifts led to new orientations in the theoretical discussion 
and changes in penal practice, beginning with the 1960s. Goodey (2005, p. 102) 
discusses different main reasons for this shift and the emerging discussion of 
victims of crime, initially in the United States and Great Britain. These discussions 
also had strong influences on the development in Germany. The emergence of 
intense criticisms of the prevalent offender treatment concepts on the background 
of missing empirical proof of their effectiveness led to a worldwide formula of 

                                                            
1 Before this law, no specific law was in Germany, only administrative regulations (Gesetzüber 

den Vollzug der Freiheitsstrafe und der freiheitsentziehenden Massregeln der Besserung und 
Sicherungmitergänzenden Bestimmungen). 
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“nothing works” (Martinson 1974; Lipton et al. 1975; Kury 1986; Austin and Irwin 
2001; Schneider 2009, p. 703; Kury and Kuhlmann 2016).  

There is a lot of evidence that good treatment programs work, have a crime-
reducing and cost reducing effect, especially programs including different aspects 
of the background of criminal behaviour (Aos 2003). Holcomb and Lab (2003) 
criticize: “All too often evaluations of crime prevention initiatives are instituted in 
a theoretical vacuum. In many evaluations there is no real attention paid to the 
assumptions underlying the prevention program” (p. 444). Hope and Karstedt 
(2003, p. 479) emphasize: “Without doubt, crime prevention is an increasingly 
important arena where criminological knowledge is produced. Crime prevention 
projects are the sites where the expertise of different practitioners in the field, 
government experts, criminologists and, ultimately, citizens, is brought together to 
provide solutions to crime problems in neighbourhoods, communities and on the 
national level”.  

In Germany treatment programs in prisons mostly are not systematically 
evaluated by scientific research. Ortmann (2002) did a broad research project about 
the effects of social therapy programs in prisons. He found that there is only a 
small positive effect of treatment programs on the background of criminogenic 
effects of imprisonment. Wössner (2016) did a research project about 
resocialisation/treatment programs with sex offenders, a group of offenders broadly 
discussed in the media (Hestermann 2016). She summarizes: “[…] it has to be 
emphasized that sex offender treatment is an important means of crime prevention 
even though research regularly yields finite results. Too little is known as to the 
question how programs actually work. There is a tremendous need to increase this 
knowledge since offender treatment is an important fundamental aspect of a 
humane society – and incarceration increases the likelihood of reoffending (see 
Soyer 2014, p. 91). The expectations of bringing about changes to individuals in a 
total institution (prison) should not be too high. The base rate of sex offender 
recidivism is comparatively small – even though this statement should not hide the 
fact that the implications sexual victimization have can be devastating. However, 
long-term imprisonment or lifelong detention can only present an alternative for 
the most dangerous offenders. We have to make sure those mistakes with regard to 
the identification of high-risk offenders and with regard to the treatment and 
management of sex offenders are constantly reduced. In order to do so, it helps to 
take a differentiated look at sex offending, sex offenders, and treatment and 
incarceration effects to improve offender reintegration prospects and at the same 
time victim protection” (Wössner 2016, p. 548).  

Sherman et al. (1998) presented in the report to the United States Congress a 
broad evaluation of different measures to reduce crime and deviant behaviour. The 
authors concluded in their report “that some prevention programs work, some do 
not, some are promising, and some have not been tested adequately. … A much 
larger part of the national crime prevention portfolio must be invested in rigorous 
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testing of innovative programs, in order to identify the active ingredients of locally 
successful programs that can be recommended for adoption in similar high-crime 
urban settings nation-wide” (p. 10–2). Sherman (1998, p. 10–1) also emphasized: 
“The effectiveness of most crime prevention strategies will remain unknown until 
the nation invests more in evaluating them. That is the central conclusion of this 
report”. The author points out (p. 10–15): “There is … reasonable scientific 
certainty that the following programs are ineffective in preventing crime: 
correctional boot camps using military basic training models, other ‘harshness’ 
programs like ‘Scared Straight’ and shock probation, and community-based alternative 
sanctions lacking treatment programs and services” (Sherman 1998, p. 10–15).  

Over the last years more and more discussed are themes like: a better 
preparation of inmates on a life outside prison in the treatment programs, a step by 
step reintegration in society, and especially a more effective after care, for example 
by probation officers. The problem here is the overload of probation officers of 
round about 80 offenders per social worker in Germany (Statistisches Bundesamt 
2011). Despite a cost reducing effect of an effective after care following release 
from prison politicians don’t engage in these topics on the background of a high 
punitiveness in the public which asks for more severe punishment regularly.   

WHAT SHOULD BE DONE – ALTERNATIVES TO IMPRISONMENT? 

In our society we automatically associate crime with sanctions, and serious 
crime with harsh sanctions. Imprisonment is the most expensive punishment. In 
Germany, one day in a regular prison costs the German taxpayer per prisoner about 
120 Euros, the costs for treatment institutions, like social-therapeutic institutions 
are about double (Entorf 2010). Additionally imprisonment has also negative 
effects on prisoners, Sykes (1958) speaks about “pains of imprisonment” (see the 
research about prisonization: Ortmann 2002, p. 198ff.; Clemmer 1958; Cloward et 
al. 1975; Goffman 1977) and especially on families of the offenders and 
communities (see Kury and Kern 2003a; 2003b; Clear 2008; McKay et al. 2016; 
Mowen and Visher 2016). Additionally it is not clear if harsh punishment like 
imprisonment really has a crime reducing effect in a society e.g. how far deterrence 
works (MacKenzie 1998; Kury and Quintas 2010a; 2010b; Kury and Shea 2011a; 
Dölling et al. 2011). If rehabilitative measures and aftercare are neglected, and if 
imprisonment is primarily or exclusively used as a punitive sanction, the negative 
side effects increase rather than reduce the risk of recidivism (Kury and Shea 
2011b, p. 10f.).  

Recent studies on the effects of punishment in the United States and Europe 
confirm the limited effectiveness of harsh measures to prevent offending 
behaviour. The majority of US States still have the death penalty as the most severe 
form of punishment, and some States make frequent use of it. On the background 
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of empirical research and a critical international discussion the number of 
executions reduced in the last decades. The evidence that it effectively deters 
potential dangerous offenders is scarce, not to mention the human rights aspect (see 
Kuhlmann 2011; Winterdyk and King 2011). Lappi-Seppälä (2011) from Finland 
and Dölling et al. (2011) from Germany equally underline the dubious benefit of 
harsh sanctions in reducing crime rates. For instance, Lappi-Seppälä (2011, p. 281) 
emphasizes: “The 30 year period of decarceration … would not have been possible 
without political consensus and agreements on principles. This was reached and 
upheld partly thanks to an active and influential group of penal reformers, working 
actively both in political life, civil service, judiciary, universities and research 
institutes. The political system, in general, showed little interest in crime policy. 
Also the media retained a fairly reasonable attitude on these issues, at least in 
comparison to many other countries”.  

In a historical retrospective of the evolution of punishment in Germany, 
Kaiser (1996, p. 985) shows that in 1882 on the territory of the German Empire 
76.8% of all sanctions were prison sentences, all of them unconditionally enforced. 
By the end of the last century this rate had declined to approximately 5%. This 
means that there has been an overall marked reduction of custodial sentences, 
particularly in favour of fines: with little effect on violent crime rates (see the 
analysis of Heinz 2011). Countries with high prison rates do not have necessarily 
lower crime rates than those that use prison only as a last resort (see Harrendorf 
and Smit 2010; Harrendorf 2011; Walmsley 2010).  

FINAL DISCUSSION 

The international empirical criminological research in the last decades shows 
clearly that harsh punishment like imprisonment or the death penalty is not the best 
measure to reduce crime. Western countries abolished the death penalty, Germany 
- in 1949 after the terrible experience of the Second World War; in the USA more 
and more states also stopped death executions. Research clearly demonstrates that 
states with death penalty don’t have lower rates of severe crime than states without 
it. Dölling et al. (2011) conducted a large research project about the deterrent effect 
of different reactions on crime. “The investigation is based on 700 studies with 
7822 effect estimates. The aim of the investigation is a total review, i.e. a 
consideration of all published deterrence effects in each study” (Dölling et al. 2011, 
p. 320). The authors come to the final result (p. 374): “Overall the findings of the 
meta-analysis contradict a universal validity of the deterrence hypothesis, but the 
statement that deterrence has no effect has also been refuted. This conforms to the 
notion that human behaviour is influenced by several causal factors. Aside from 
instrumental rational actions, Weber (1980) already mentions value-rational, 
affective and traditional actions – and the latter are difficult to influence with a 



 Helmut Kury 12 

 

30 

change of costs and benefits. There are cases where deterrence can influence 
behaviour – the death penalty, however, does not seem to belong to these measures. 
Consequently, the theory of negative general prevention is unsuitable as a basis of 
legitimising all sanctions – but appears suitable with regard to the usefulness of 
increased probability of punishment” (Dölling et al. 2011, p. 374).   

This does not mean, however, that imprisonment has no role to play in crime 
prevention. A small proportion of very dangerous offenders need to be locked up 
for the safety of the population, even for long periods, but for other inmates long 
prison sentences do little for the rehabilitation and may even be counterproductive. 
The harmful effects of prisonization, which are known and documented, are more 
likely to lead to the exclusion of offenders from society than to their reintegration 
(see above; Galli 2016; 2017). Time in prison should be used to motivate inmates 
to change by giving them access to treatment programmes and purposeful 
activities. Early access to parole, when warranted by the active participation and 
cooperation of the inmates, is equally important to insure a period of supervised 
and assisted reintegration. It seems that in western European countries like 
Germany, under the pressure of the media (Hestermann 2016) and the critical 
discussion of immigrants, especially from Islamic countries, and increasing fear of 
crime on this background, the priority of resocialisation and reintegration of 
offenders have the last years reversed: the safety of the public comes first and 
rehabilitation second. In this discussion it is overseen that rehabilitation of 
offenders significantly helps to make a society safer.  

Crime politics as rehabilitation of offenders is not an important topic of 
politics. The simple answer of politicians what can be done to reduce crime is what 
most citizens wish: sharper punishment and if it does not help, even sharper 
punishment. Popular attitudes are important because of their influence on political 
decisions, particularly when they are interpreted as a demand for tougher criminal 
legislation. Even the judiciary is not always immune to public pressure. With the 
extension of empirical sociological research to various fields in the first half of the 
last century, opinion polls became more frequent and acquired a growing influence 
on electoral decisions, to the extent that we speak today of a “media democracy”. 
When fear of crime became a major research topic, it was “measured” and the 
results published, politicians soon discovered its political potential for gaining 
votes by promising to be tough on crime. Crime in the sense of “governing through 
crime” became a useful political tool (Simon 2007; Sack 2004).  

Polls directed at finding out how the public wants the state to deal with 
serious offenders indicate that most respondents ask for tougher sentences but are 
little informed about crime and sanctions. The little they know they have learnt 
from the media which, for commercial reasons, tend to present a distorted picture 
of crime by reporting only on those that are “sellable”, i.e. mainly violent and sex 
crimes (Kerner and Feltes 1980; Herstermann 2010; 2106). Given the general 
ignorance on crime-related matter, the demand for harsher sentences means that 
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people ask for tougher punishment than they believe the courts are meeting out. 
Several studies have shown that when the public is better informed about a 
particular crime and the circumstances that have led to it commission, the demands 
for sanctions are milder and closer to the actual sentences given by the courts (see 
Doob and Roberts 1983; Roberts 1992; Roberts and Stalans 1997). So to change 
penal punishment and to find out better and more rational reactions on crime 
especially the public has to be informed.  

Allen (2005, p. 230) points out that “whatever the factors that lie behind 
criminality, every society needs a system for holding offender to account … and 
how as a society we should do that. Is punishment through imprisonment the only 
way? Or are there other paradigms which have fewer financial, social and moral 
costs which cause less in the way of ‘collateral damage’ and to more to build 
offenders’ stake in conformity, rather than take away what little many of them 
often have … In terms of reducing crime and rehabilitation offenders, it is clear 
that the measures needed to steer many of the most chronic and persistent offenders 
away from crime lie well beyond the reach of sentencing. What is needed is a new 
emphasis on problem solving justice. 

Rather than seeking to bring about changes in offenders behaviour by 
punishment, such an approach would involve diverting offenders into the kind of 
health, educational and social programmes which can help them to turn their lives 
around”. He suggests (Allen 2005, p. 239) that a more rational crime policy and to 
bring forward a restriction of prison numbers “should involve three levels of 
intervention: a) Adjustment to the legal and legislative framework of sentencing so 
as to bring down custody rates and sentence lengths, b) Softening the climate of 
political and public opinion, c) Improving understanding of the range of non-
custodial penalties”.  

REFERENCES 

ALLEN, R. (2005). Rethinking Crime and Punishment. In: Emsley, C. (Ed.), The Persistent Prison. 
Problems, Images and Alternatives. London: Francis Boutle Publishers, 214–239.  

AMNESTY INTERNATIONAL (2017). Wenn der Staat tötet. Todesstrafe in den USA. Stand 19. 
Oktober 2017. http://www.amnesty-todesstrafe.de/files/reader_todesstrafe-in-den-usa.pdf 

AOS, S. (2003). Cost and Benefits of Criminal Justice and Prevention Programs. In: Kury, H., 
Obergfell-Fuchs, J. (Eds.), Crime Prevention – New Approaches. Mainz: Weisser Ring, 413–442.  

AUSTIN, J., IRWIN, J. (2001). It’s About Time: America’s Imprisonment Binge. Belmont, CA: 
Wadsworth.  

BUNDESAMT FÜR MIGRATION UND FLÜCHTLINGE – BAMF (2016). Migrationsbericht 2015. 
Zentrale Ergebnisse. Forschungszentrum Migration, Integration und Asyl. Nürnberg 
(www.bamf.bund.de).  

BUNDESMINISTERIUM DES INNERN (2017). Bericht zur Polizeilichen Kriminalstatistik 2016. 
Berlin: BMI.  

ÇETIN, Z. (2015). Gespräche über Rassismus. Perspektiven & Widerstände. Berlin.  



 Helmut Kury 14 

 

32 

CLEAR, T.R. (2008). The Effects of High Imprisonment Rates on Communities. In: Tonry, M. (Ed.), 
Crime and Justice. A Review of Research. Chicago, London: The University of Chicago Press, 
97–132.  

CLEMMER, D. (1958). The prison community. 2nd Edit. New York.  
CLOWARD, R.A., CRESSEY, D.R., GROSSER, G.H., MCCLERRY, R., OHLIN, L.E., SYAKES, 

G.M., MESSINGER, S.L. (Eds.)(1975). Theoretical Studies in Social Organisation of the 
Prison. New York.  

DÖLLING, D., ENTORF, H., HERMANN, D., RUPP, T. (2011). Meta-Analysis of Empirical Studies 
on Deterrence. In: Kury, H., Shea, E. (Eds.), Punitivity. International Developments. Vol. 3: 
Punitiveness and Punishment. Bochum: Universitätsverlag Dr.Brockmeyer, 315–378.  

DOOB, A.N., ROBERTS, J. (1983). Sentencing: An analysis of the public’s view of sentencing. 
Ottawa: Department of Justice.  

DÜNKEL, F., GENG, B., HARRENDORF, S. (2016). Gefangenenrate im internationalen und 
nationalen Vergleich. Bewährungshilfe – Soziales – Strafrecht – Kriminalpolitik, 63, 178–200. 
https://rsf.uni-greifswald.de/fileadmin/uni-greifswald/fakultaet/rsf/lehrstuehle/ls-
harrendorf/Seiten_aus_BewHi_2-16_Inhalt.pdf 

ENTORF, H. (2010). Strafvollzug oder Haftvermeidung – was rechnet sich? Bundeszentrale für 
Politische Bildung – Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichte, 1–7. 

http://www.bpb.de/apuz/32969/strafvollzug-oder-haftvermeidung-was-rechnet-sich?p=6 
FELTES, T. (2016). Die Darstellung der „Ausländerkriminalität" in der Polizeilichen 

Kriminalstatistik 2015. Anlass für Kritik?, Kriminalistik 2016, 694–700. 
FELTES, T., LIST, K., BERTAMINI, M. (2018). More refugees, more offenders, more crime? 

Critical comments with data from Germany. In: Kury, H., Redo, S. (Eds.), refugees and 
Migrants in Law and Policy – Challenges and Opportunities for Global Civic Education. 
Heidelberg, New York (forthcoming).   

FROSSARD, S. (2016). Inwiefern beeinflusst wahrgenommene ethnische Diskriminierung die 
politische Integration von Flüchtlingen? Eine Analyse der subjektiven 
Diskriminierungserfahrungen von muslimischen Flüchtlingen in Dresden. Dresden: 
Technische Universität, Bachelorarbeit.     

GÄBEL, U., RUF, M., SCHAUER, M., ODENWALD, F., NEUNER, F. (2006). Prävalenz der 
Posttraumatischen Belastungsstörung (PTSD) und Möglichkeiten der Ermittlung in der 
Asylverfahrenspraxis. Zeitschrift für Klinische Psychologie und Psychotherapie, 35(1), 12–20.    

GAVRANIDOU, M., NIEMIEC, B., MAGG, B., & ROSNER, R. (2008), Traumatische Erfahrungen, 
aktuelle Lebensbedingungen im Exil und psychische Belastung junger Flüchtlinge [Traumatic 
experiences, actual living conditions in exile, and psychological stress in young refugees]. 
Kindheit und Entwicklung, 17, 224–231.  

GALLI, T. (2016). Die Schwere der Schuld. Ein Gefängnisdirektor erzählt. Berlin: Verlag Das Neue 
Berlin. 

GALLI, T. (2017). Die Gefährlichkeit des Täters. Berlin: Verlag Das Neue Berlin.  
GOFFMAN, E. (1977). Asyle. Über die soziale Situation psychiatrischer Patienten und anderer 

Insassen. 2nd Edit., Frankfurt/M.  
GOODEY, J. (2005). Victims and Victimology: Research, Policy and Practice. Harlow: Pearson Longman.  
HARRENDORF, S. (2011). How to Measure Punitiveness in Global Perspective: What Can be 

Learned from International Survey Data. In: Kury, H., Shea, E. (Eds.), Punitivity. International 
Developments. Vol. 1: Punitiveness – a global Phenomenon? Bochum: Universitätsverlag 
Dr.Brockmeyer, 125–148.  

HARRENDORF, S., SMIT, P. (2010). Attributes of criminal justice systems – resources, 
performance and punitivity. In: Harrendorf, S., Heiskanen, M., Malby, S. (Eds.), International 
Statistics on Crime and Justice. Helsinki: European Institute for Crime Prevention and Control 
– HEUNI, 113–152.  

HASSEMER, W. (2009). Warum Strafe sein muss. Ein Plädoyer. Berlin: Ullstein.  



15 Rehabilitation in Prison. German Experiences and what can be done better  

 

33 

HEINZ, W. (2011). Punitiveness in German Sanctioning Practice – Myth or Reality? In: Kury, H., 
Shea, E. (Eds.), Punitivity. International Developments. Vol. 3: Punitiveness and Punishment. 
Bochum: Universitätsverlag Dr. Brockmeyer, 133–177.  

HEINZ, W. (2017). Kriminalität und Kriminalitätskontrolle in Deutschland – Berichtsstand 2015 im 
Überblick. Konstanzer Inventar Sanktionsforschung.  

http://www.unikonstanz.de/rtf/kis/Kriminalitaet_und_Kriminalitaetskontrolle_in_Deutschland_Stand
_2015.pdf 

HESTERMANN, T. (2010). Fernsehgewalt und die Einschaltquote. Welches Publikumsbild 
Fernsehschaffende leitet, wenn sie über Gewaltkriminalität berichten. Baden-Baden: Nomos.  

HESTERMANN, T. (2016). “Violence Against Children Sells Very Well”. Reporting Crime in the 
Media and Attitudes to Punishment. In: Kury, H., Redo, S., Shea, E. (Eds.), Women and 
Children as Victims and Offenders: Background, Prevention, Reintegration. Suggestions for 
Succeeding Generations, Vol. 1, 923–947.  

HOLCOMB, J.E., LAB, S.P. (2003). Evaluation: Building Knowledge for Crime Prevention. In: 
Kury, H., Obergfell-Fuchs, J. (Eds.), Crime Prevention – New Approaches. Mainz: Weisser 
Ring, 443–457.  

HOPE, T., KARSTEDT, S. (2003). Towards A New Social Crime Prevention. In: Kury, H., Obergfell-
Fuchs, J. (Eds.), Crime Prevention – New Approaches. Mainz: Weisser Ring, 461–489.  

INFOCENTER der R+V-Versicherung (2017). Die Ängste der Deutschen. Wiesbaden: R+V-
Versicherung.  

INSTITUTE FOR ECONOMICS AND PEACE (2017). Global Peace Index 2017. Measuring Peace 
in a Complex World. Sydney: Institute for Economics and Peace.  

http://visionofhumanity.org/app/uploads/2017/06/GPI-2017-Report-1.pdf 
INSTITUTE FOR CRIMINAL POLICY RESEARCH – ICPR (2017). World Prison Brief – WPB. 

Birkbeck - University of London: London. http://www.prisonstudies.org/country/germany 
JÄGER, R. R. (2016). Das Versteckspiel mit den erschreckenden Entwicklungen bei nichtdeutschen 

Tatverdächtigen in der Polizeilichen Kriminalstatistik, Teil I, Der Kriminalist 2016, 15–21.   
JOHANSSON, S. (2016). Was wir über Flüchtlinge (nicht) wissen. Der wissenschaftliche 

Erkenntnisstand zur Lebenssituation von Flüchtlingen in Deutschland. Eine Expertise im 
Auftrag der Robert-Bosch-Stiftung und des SVR-Forschungsbereichs. Berlin Januar 2016: 
Forschungsbereich beim Sachverständigenrat deutscher Stiftungen für Integration und 
Migration (SVR).    

KAISER, G. (1996). Kriminologie. Ein Lehrbuch. Heidelberg: C.F. Müller Verlag.  
KERNER, H.-J., FELTES, T. (1980). Medien, Kriminalitätsbild und Öffentlichkeit. Einsichten und 

Probleme am Beispiel einer Analyse von Tageszeitungen. In: Kury, H. (Ed.), Strafvollzug und 
Öffentlichkeit. Freiburg: Rombach, 73–112.  

KNIPSCHEER, J.W., SLEIJPEN, M., MOOREN, T., JUNE TER HEIDE, J.F, & VAN DER AA, N. 
(2015), Trauma exposure and refugee status as predictors of mental health outcomes in 
treatment-seeking refugees. BJPsych Bulletin, 39(4), 178–182. 

ETZLER, S. (2016). Sozialtherapie im Strafvollzug 2016. Ergebnisübersicht zur Stichtagserhebung 
zum 31. 03. 2016. Wiesbaden: Kriminologische Zentralstelle. http://www.krimz.de/fileadmin/ 
dateiablage/E-Publikationen/BM-Online/bm-online6.pdf 

KUHLMANN, A. (2011). Punitiveness in the US criminal justice system. In: Kury, H., Shea, E. 
(Eds.), Punitivity. International Developments. Vol. 3: Punitiveness and Punishment. Bochum: 
Universitätsverlag Dr. Brockmeyer, 61–99. 

KURY, H., LERCHENMÜLLER, H. (Eds.)(1981). Diversion. Alternativen zu klassischen 
Sanktionsformen. Bochum: Studienverlag Dr. N. Brockmeyer.  

KURY, H. (1986). Die Behandlung Straffälliger. Teilband I: Inhaltliche und methodische Probleme 
der Behandlungsforschung. Berlin: Duncker & Humblot.  

KURY, H., KERN, J. (2003a). Frauen und Kinder von Inhaftierten. Eine vergessene Gruppe. 
Kriminologisches Journal 35, 97–110.   



 Helmut Kury 16 

 

34 

KURY, H., KERN, J. (2003b). Angehörige von Inhaftierten. Zeitschrift für Strafvollzug und 
Straffälligenhilfe 52, 269–278.   

KURY, H. (2008). Fear of Crime – Punitivity. New Developments in Theory and Research. Bochum: 
Universitätsverlag Brockmeyer.  

KURY, H., FERDINAND, T.N. (2008). International Perspectives on Punitivity. Bochum: 
Universitätsverlag Brockmeyer.  

KURY, H., QUINTAS, J. (2010a). Zur Wirkung von Sanktionen bei Drogenabhängigen - Argumente 
für eine rationale Drogenpolitik. Polizei & Wissenschaft 1, 31–56.   

KURY, H., QUINTAS, J. (2010b). Sanktionen oder Hilfe? Einstellungen zu Drogentätern - 
Ergebnisse aus Portugal. Kriminalistik 64, 403–409.   

KURY, H., SHEA, E. (Eds.)(2011a). Punitivity. International Developments. 3 Vols., Bochum: 
Universitätsverlag Dr. Brockmeyer.  

KURY, H., SHEA, E. (2011b). Punitiveness and Punishment. In: Kury, H., Shea, E. (Eds.), Punitivity 
– International Developments. Vol. 3: Punitiveness and Punishment. Bochum: 
Universitätsverlag Dr. Brockmeyer, 7–18.  

KURY, H., KUHLMANN, A. (2016). Mediation in Germany and Other Western Countries. 
Kriminologijos Studijos 4, 5–46.   

KURY, H., DUSSICH, J.P.J., WERTZ, M. (2018). Migration in Germany. An international 
comparison – On the psychotraumatic stress among refugees. In: KURY, H., REDO, S. (Eds.), 
Refugees and Migrants in Law and Policy – Challenges and Opportunities for Global Civic 
Education. Heidelberg, New York: Springer (forthcoming).   

LAPPI-SEPPÄLÄ, T. (2011). Changes in Penal Policy in Finland. In: Kury, H., Shea, E. (Eds.), 
Punitivity. International Developments. Vol. 1: Punitiveness – a Global Phenomenon? 
Bochum: Universitätsverlag Dr.Brockmeyer, 251–287.  

LIPTON, D.S., MARTINSON, R., WILKS, J. (1975). The Effectiveness of Correctional Treatment: 
A Survey of Treatment Evaluation Studies. New York.  

MACKENZIE, D.L. (1998). Criminal Justice and Crime Prevention. In: Sherman, L.W., Gottfredson, 
D., MacKenzie, D., Eck, J., Reuter, P., Bushway, S. (Eds.), Preventing Crime: What works, 
what doesn’t, what’s promising. Washington: National Institute of Justice, 9.1–9.96. 

Males, M. (2017). Refuting Fear: Immigration, Youth, and California’s stunning Declines in Crime 
and Violence. San Francisco: Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice–
CJCJ.http://www.cjcj.org/uploads/cjcj/documents/refuting_fear_-
_immigration_youth_and_californias_stunning_declines_in_crime_and_violence.pdf? 

MARTINSON, R. (1974). What Works? Questions and Answers about Prison Reform. The Public 
Interest, 22–52.   

MCKAY, T., COMFORT, M., LINDQUIST, C., BIR, A. (2016). If Family Matters. Supporting 
Family Relationships During Incarceration and Reentry. Criminology & Public Policy 15, 
529–542. 

MOWEN, T.J., VISHER, C.A. (2016). Changing the Ties that Bind. How Incarceration Impacts 
Family Relationships. Criminology & Public Policy 15, 503–528.  

ORTMANN, R. (2002). Sozialtherapie im Strafvollzug. Eine experimentelle Längsschnittstudie zu 
den Wirkungen von Strafvollzugsmaßnahmen auf Legal- und Sozialbewährung. Freiburg: 
iuscrim.  

PEW RESEARCH CENTER (2017). The Growth of Germany‘s Muslim Population. Washington: 
Pew Research Center.  

PRATT, J., BROWN, D., BROWN, M., HALLSWORTH, S., MORRISON, W. (2005). The New 
Punitiveness. Trends, theories, perspectives. Portland/Oregon: Willan Publishing.  

ROBERTS, J.V. (1992). Public opinion, crime, and criminal justice. In: Tonry, M. (Ed.), Crime and 
justice: A review of research. Chicago: Universitity of Chicago Press, Vol 16, 99–180.  



17 Rehabilitation in Prison. German Experiences and what can be done better  

 

35 

ROBERTS, J.V., SPROTT, J.B. (2008). Exploring the differences between punitive and moderate 
penal policies in the United States and Canada. In: Kury, H., Ferdinand, T.N. (Eds.), 
International perspectives on punitivity. Bochum: Universitätsverlag Dr. N. Brockmeyer, 55–78.  

ROBERTS, J.V., STALANS, L.J. (1997). Public Opinion, Crime, and Criminal Justice. Boulder/Co: 
Oxford.  

ROBERTS, J.V., SPROTT, J.B. (2008). Exploring the differences between punitive and moderate 
penal policies in the United States and Canada. In: Kury, H., Ferdinand, T.N. (Eds.), 
International perspectives on punitivity. Bochum: Universitätsverlag Dr. N. Brockmeyer, 55–78.  

RUF, M., SCHAUER, M., ELBERT, T. (2010). Prävalenz von traumatischen Stresserfahrungen und 
seelischen Erkrankungen bei in Deutschland lebenden Kindern von Asylbewerbern. Zeitschrift 
für Klinische Psychologie und Psychotherapie 39 (3), 151–160.   

SACK, F. (2004). Wie die Kriminalpolitik dem Staat aufhilft. Governing through Crime als neue 
politische Strategie. Kriminologisches Journal 36, 30–50.  

SCHAFFER, B., OBERGFELL-FUCHS, J. (2018). Refugees and Migrants in German prisons – 
Outlining Problems and Solutions. In: In: Kury, H., Redo, S. (Eds.), Refugees and Migrants in 
Law and Policy – Challenges and Opportunities for Global Civic Education. Heidelberg, New 
York: Springer, Forthcoming.    

SCHNEIDER, H.J. (2009). Auf Beweis gegründete Kriminalitätskontrolle. Effektive 
Verbrechensvorbeugungs-, Straftäterbehandlungs- und Mediations-Programme. In: Görgen, 
T., Hoffmann-Holland, K., Schneider, H., Stock, J. (Eds.), Interdisziplinäre Kriminologie. 
Festschrift für Arthur Kreuzer zum 70. Geburtstag. Frankfurt/M.: Verlag für Polizeiwissenschaft, 
697–718.   

SCHNEIDER, P. (2016). Migranten und Flüchtlinge als Herausforderung für Deutschland und 
Europa. Sicherheit und Frieden 34, 1, 1–96.   

SHEA, E., BACCARO, L., MORELLI, F. (2011). Whatever Happened to Rehabilitation as a 
Cornerstone of Lasting Security? The Case of Italy. In: Kury, H., Shea, E. (Eds.), Punitivity. 
International Developments. Vol. 3: Punitiveness and Punishment. Bochum: 
Universitätsverlag Dr.Brockmeyer, 179–209.  

SHERMAN, L.W., GOTTFREDSON, D., MACKENZIE, D., ECK, J., REUTER, P., BUSHWAY, S. 
(Eds.)(1998). Preventing Crime: What works, what doesn’t, what’s promising. Washington: 
National Institute of Justice.   

SHERMAN, L.W. (1998). The Effectiveness of local Crime Prevention Funding. In: Sherman, L.W., 
Gottfredson, D., MacKenzie, D., Eck, J., Reuter, P., Bushway, S. (Eds.), Preventing Crime: 
What works, what doesn’t, what’s promising. Washington: National Institute of Justice, 10–1 – 
10–27.   

SIMON, J. (2007). Governing through crime: How the war on crime transformed American 
democracy and created a culture of fear. New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

SOYER, M. (2014). The imagination of desistance – A juxtaposition of the construction of 
incarceration as a turning point and the reality of recidivism. British Journal of Criminology 
54, 91-108.  

STATISTISCHES BUNDESAMT – De Statis (2011). Rechtspflege – Bewährungshilfe. Fachserie 10, 
Reihe 5. Wiesbaden: Statistisches Bundesamt. https://www.destatis.de/DE/Publikationen/ 
Thematisch/Rechtspflege/Bewaehrungshilfe/Bewaehrungshilfe2100500117004.pdf?__blob=p
ublicationFile 

STATISTISCHES BUNDESAMT – Destatis (2017). Strafvollzug. Strafgefangene nach Geschlecht, 
Alter und Art des Vollzugs, voraussichtlicher Vollzugsdauer. Berlin.https://www.destatis.de/ 
DE/ZahlenFakten/GesellschaftStaat/Rechtspflege/Tabellen/Strafgefangene.html 

SYKES, G.M. (1958). The society of captives. New Jersey: University Press.  
UNHCR – The UN Refugee Agency (2017). Global trends. Forced displacement in 2016. Geneva: 

UNHCR (http://www.unhcr.org/5943e8a34).   



 Helmut Kury 18 

 

36 

WALMSLEY, R. (2010). Trends in world prison population. In: Harrendorf, S., Heiskanen,  
M., Malby, S. (Eds.), International Statistics on Crime and Justice. Helsinki: European 
Institute for Crime Prevention and Control – HEUNI, 153–166. 

WEBER, M. (1980). Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft. Grundriss der Verstehenden Soziologie. Tübingen: 
Mohr.  

WINTERDYK, J., KING, D. (2011). Perspective on punitiveness for adult offenders: Contrasting 
Canada and the United States. In: Kury, H., Shea, E. (Eds.), Punitivity. International 
Developments. Vol. 3: Punitiveness and Punishment. Bochum: Universitätsverlag 
Dr.Brockmeyer, 101–130.  

WÖSSNER, G. (2016). Women and Children as Victims of Sex Offenses: Crime Prevention by 
Treating the Offenders? In: Kury, H., Redo, S., Shea, E. (Eds.), Women and Children as 
Victims and Offenders: Background, Prevention, Reintegration. Suggestions for Succeeding 
Generations, Vol. 2, 525–556.  

 
 

 


