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Dear comrades and colleagues of the European Group 

Welcome to the October edition of the EG newsletter! As the first year as co-ordinators 

comes to an end, we reflect on what the Group has done in the past 12 months and where we 

are headed as the year progresses. 

It almost goes without saying that we are collectively facing global challenges on a serious 

and significant scale. Climate catastrophe, increased political repression and the rise of the 

far right make it difficult to keep positive. It is this time that solidarity and collegiality are 

integral to our campaigns and response. We very much felt this at the 47th Annual 

conference held in Can Batlló from 4th-6th September. Having centralised activism and 

critical academia in the venue and the programme, the conference truly ignited a sense of 

mutual support and comradeship. The insight from panels and presenters was phenomenal 

and a true testament to the efforts and expertise of those attending. With more than 170 

delegates from countries ranging from Brazil to Denmark and New Zealand to Senegal, it 

was global in content, reach and critical engagement. Through this lens, we felt able to 

connect many of the local struggles faced in our communities with the global nature of 

increased repression. We are so thankful to our friends in Barcelona for hosting us, and to 

Dani and Ale for ensuring the days (and nights) ran so smoothly.  

Many of the panels were led by activists, and the organising team worked hard to ensure that 

the voices of those most affected by inequalities and injustices were the main focal point. 

This is something we hope to carry on next year and as the European Group grows and 

progresses.  

The lived reality of repression has not been lost on us. During one of our sessions on the role 

and value of the Group, we heard from our colleague and friend Iñaki Rivera on the value of 

critical engagement and activism. Only two weeks later, Iñaki was targeted by the state for 

highlighting torture in Spanish prisons. Whilst more can be read here 

(https://euromedrights.org/publication/spain-end-reprisal-against-human-rights-

defender-inaki-rivera/) we specifically send solidarity to Iñaki and dedicate this issue to him 

and the other colleagues affected. 

As you will see, this edition covers further reflections on the conference and the Group 

amongst other critical and timely issues. Feel free to share, and if you are interested in 

writing for the next newsletter, please do contact us. 

In solidarity 

Vicky, Dani and Katja 

 

https://euromedrights.org/publication/spain-end-reprisal-against-human-rights-defender-inaki-rivera/
https://euromedrights.org/publication/spain-end-reprisal-against-human-rights-defender-inaki-rivera/


I. Can academic work be radical enough?   

Valeria Vegh Weis 

 

No closed answers for this. But EG is going there. And it is in good health.  

With 170 participants, the 2019th edition did not involve local universities. The conference 

was held at Can Batlló, a self-organized Catalan center occupied by its neighbors that saved it 

from oblivion and created a vibrant space full of art and social commitment. At first, the 

members of Can Batlló were reluctant to open the space for the usually snobbish academia, 

but they finally accepted, and we ended up enjoying communitarian food, learning from their 

history and even collaboratively washing our own dishes.   

Honestly, August was still in the air and the days were super-hot. Then, EG members and 

presenters did what is common sense: they showed up for their presentations wearing short 

pants and flip flops. Indeed, reflecting on social justice and the criminal justice system is 

tough enough to add non-sense suits to the situation. Well done! 

There is more. The place and the physical appearance of the presenters were just reflecting 

what was going on in the social relations within the conference. Leading scholars, founding 

fathers of critical/radical criminology, zemiology, state crime or green criminology were 

discussing papers, sharing stories and building bonds with early-stage scholars in an 

informal and collaborative atmosphere. The mantra of knowledge as a collaborative 

enterprise was a bit more real, for once. 

Language was also democratized. Everybody was free to present in English, Spanish or 

Catalan. 

If I had to choose the highlight of the conference, I would point at the opening and closing 

sessions run by activists. Conferences and meetings are usually non-places: assistants go 

from one room to another, and it is the same if they are in Finland or Ruanda. Instead, at the 

EG, we were immersed in the struggle between Catalunya and Spain (and in the key role that 

criminal justice is playing in this struggle). Activists shared their knowledge, their 

experience, their strategies. Also, the people working in the Catalonian streets, suffering 

poverty and police harassment, shared their stories. They expose the non-sense of selling 

legal goods while they are still illegal. Particularly amazing was the testimony of a 

representative of the union of street vendors (manteros) originally from Senegal who called 

our attention about the fact that immigrants from Africa never beg or ask for welfare aid but 

look for alternatives to gain their own money. He also made us laugh when he stated that 

when people asked him why did he come to the North for opportunities (subtitle: to take 

“our” resources), he replies that he will answer only after they tell him why Columbus went 

to the South (subtitle: to, indeed, steal the Global South’ resources).  

Are there more things to keep on growing? Of course, as always. I hope we could keep on 

celebrating conferences outside university walls, to replace the power-point centered 

approach with a circle of chairs that can let the conversation flow, to have equality between 

women and men in each main panel, to look for funding for scholars and students from 

disadvantaged sectors, to do collaborative research during the year …. But we have time and 

we have the compromise to make praxis a real goal. So, see you all in 2020! 



Some reflections as a first time attendee and as part of 

the organising committee of the EG conference in 

Barcelona   

Dan Beizsley 

 

Firslty, the positives. Exiting the usual university setting and instead opting for Can Batlló 

resulted in the conference being much more embedded in the city and its eco-system.This 

didn’t happen overnight and was built on already existing relationships between the 

organisers, activists and cooperatives in the city and across Catalonia. As a result, the 

footprint of the conference and the infrastructure it relied upon (e.g. printing, food) had 

much more in common with core EG values. In this respect, the decision to host the 

conference at Can Batlló has put down a marker for future EG conferences and we should 

avoid the return to the university campus as a clearly regressive step. 

The invitation to local activists (from groups representing street vendors, the sex worker 

union and housing groups) was also significant insofar as it created a space for stories and 

experiences to be shared with predominantly foreign academics. This channel could perhaps 

have been exploited more - was there space for further discussion between academics and 

these activists? And would they even want, or benefit from, our academic ‘insight’ or 

‘expertise’? 

Giving voice to these local struggles occurred in tandem with the increase of presenters from 

‘periphery countries’- however, attendance in the room upstairs dedicated to offering a 

platform specifically for this issue was at times thin, and was still outweighed on the 

conference programme by the better-funded Anglo-centric research. Progress was certainly 

made here but could we take any concrete steps to continue this upward trend? 

The question of diversity and participation, remarked on during a question and answer 

session, remains unresolved and white and grey continue to be the dominant colours. 

Focusing specifically on Spain, despite being exempt from conference fees there was a lack of 

young Spanish researchers who would benefit from being exposed to critical criminological 

voices which are often absent from their course syllabus. What more could be done to 

increase the attendance and participation of young students in host countries? 

Overall, this year’s conference secured the direction of travel (I hope) for the EG group in 

terms of organisation and under which principles this should be done. I look forward to 

seeing you at the next meeting and continuing the discussion. 



II. The European Group for the Study of Deviation and 

Social Control presents this statement of total support 

for Iñaki Rivera  
 

 

 

Mr. Rivera, Director of the Observatory of the Criminal System and Human Rights at 

the University of Barcelona, has been criminally denounced by the section of prison 

workers of the union CC.OO. for publicly denouncing the existence of torture and ill-

treatment in prisons. This criminal accusation is another step in a history of 

harassment, threats and offenses that both Iñaki Rivera and the OSPDH have 

suffered now for 15 years as a direct result of, and in response to, their work 

defending the rights of prisoners and denouncing the violation of these rights in the 

deprivation of liberty. From the European Group we show our support for Iñaki 

Rivera and the OSPDH and denounce this campaign of harassment that not only has 

a very negative impact on those directly involved but is a clear anti-democratic 

exercise of (in)justice and as a warning against others who denounce the violence 

suffered by some people inside prisons. We ask the governments of Spain and 

Catalonia to do everything possible to prevent the criminalisation of the free exercise 

of the defense of human rights and to put measures in place to protect Mr. Rivera 

and other members of the OSPDH team both psychologically and physically.  

 

 

 

European Group for the Study of Deviance and Social Control 

17 September 2019 

 



III. The Johnson Government: Working for the 

Brexit Clampdown 

Joe Sim & Steve Tombs 

 

As the country teeters on the brink of the chaos of an impending no-deal Brexit, Boris 

Johnson’s administration has entered electioneering mode. The administration is following a 

familiar path that has a history of at least 40 years in the Tory party: first, that attitudes and 

actions towards the EU are not at all about any ‘national’ interest but are about party 

interests and, specifically, keeping a Tory Government in power at all and any costs; and, 

second, invoking a tough on crime, law and order discourse to capitalise on popular anxieties 

to offer false certainties around security and a sense of protection. 

Mobilising Fear 

On the latter – the subject of this short piece – virtually the first act of the incoming Prime 

Minister Johnson was to announce the recruitment of 20,000 police officers in order “to 

make our streets safer”. This was followed by a concerted set of announcements by the Prime 

Minister and his capital-punishment flirting Home Secretary Priti Patel; their Government 

would, they trumpeted, “shift the balance of fear” and fill criminals with terror, as they 

announced alongside the increase in police numbers a ramping up in sentences, stopping 

early release, and extending the right to stop and search – no doubt, Johnson added, 

prompting the “Left-wing criminologists” to “howl”. Priti Patel used the Sun on Sunday, the 

newspaper that emerged phoenix-like from the ashes of the crime-ridden News of The 

World, to cynically exploit the “attack on brave police officer Stuart Outten” which had taken 

place in London days earlier, an attack which she claimed “was a reminder that the police 

put their lives on the line to keep us safe”. Clearly, police officers are injured and killed 

during the course of their work, as the most recent death of PC Andrew Harper has shown, 

and their victimisation should not be denied. However, Patel’s comments somewhat obscure 

the fact that, compared with other occupations, policing is a relatively safe occupation. 

Deaths in these other occupations deserve to be treated with the same respect and 

consideration when lives are lost and families are irreparably damaged. 

 

 

These are well-trodden, and therefore highly cynically chosen, paths. In 1979, the Thatcher 

government’s first major policy initiative was to implement the Edmund-Davies pay review 

leading to a spike in police numbers. The result?  A spike in the recorded crime rate. Home 

Office research concluded at the time that ‘whatever the benefits in terms of public 

https://oucriminology.wordpress.com/2019/08/19/the-johnson-government-working-for-the-brexit-clampdown/
https://oucriminology.wordpress.com/2019/08/19/the-johnson-government-working-for-the-brexit-clampdown/
https://www.ljmu.ac.uk/about-us/staff-profiles/faculty-of-arts-professional-and-social-studies/school-of-justice-studies/joe-sim
http://www.open.ac.uk/people/st7699
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2019/jul/30/boris-johnson-promises-will-police-hiring-spree-make-streets-safer
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2019/jul/30/boris-johnson-promises-will-police-hiring-spree-make-streets-safer
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-49213743
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-49213743
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-7345031/PM-BORIS-JOHNSON-pledge-come-hard-crime.html
https://www.thesun.co.uk/news/9697809/priti-patel-violent-crime-police/
https://www.thesun.co.uk/news/9697809/priti-patel-violent-crime-police/
https://socialistregister.com/index.php/srv/article/view/5898/2794
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/030981688502500102


reassurance or confidence, increasing visible police presence through extra foot or car 

patrols is by itself unlikely to reduce crime; nor does there seem much scope for a general 

improvement in detection rates’. Sir Robert Mark, the Met’s Commissioner, noted that police 

numbers had little effect on crime rates and ‘seen objectively against the background and 

problems of 50 million people it [crime] is not even amongst the more serious of our 

difficulties’. The idea that the present government’s prison building programme and tougher 

sentencing will reduce victimisation and increase public protection is also a fallacy.  In 1983, 

Leon Brittan instigated the biggest prison building programme of the twentieth century, 

alongside a tougher sentencing regime. It failed. In 1995, Michael Howard declared that 

‘prison works’. He was wrong. There are no demonstrable relationships between prison 

numbers and recorded crime rates.  

Cutting Social Support 

By contrast, and to take the example of the offence category exploited by Priti Patel as she 

lauded the bravery of the police, knife crime may be a significant social problem but neither 

it, nor the conventional crime problem in general, will be solved by the blitzkrieg of 

criminalisation, punishment and pain rolled out in recent weeks. It is widely accepted that 

funding for early intervention services can prevent the numbers of young people finding 

themselves at risk of victimisation and offending. However, as Action for Children, the 

Children’s Society and National Children’s Bureau recently revealed, “between 2010-11 and 

2015-16, spending on early intervention fell in real terms by 40%”, while Sure Start centres 

had their budgets halved in the 8 years to 2016. Meanwhile, Tim Bateman has highlighted “a 

massive contraction in youth service provision, leading to a sharp decline in the availability 

of constructive activities for young people, resulting in many of them spending more time on 

the street where risks may be higher”. Johnson and Patel have said nothing about reversing 

any of these spending cuts. 

Crimes of the Rich and Powerful 

Nor will the blitz on crime deal with rampant state-corporate criminality. It will not address 

income tax avoidance and evasion, which even on the Government’s own “laughable” 

estimate now stands at a record £35 billion per annum, nor the 36,000 deaths each year 

which the Government links to air pollution in the UK in its recently revised downwards 

estimate, nor the 50,000 work related deaths which occur year in, year in out in one of the 

wealthiest economies in the world. The cultures of immunity and impunity which allows the 

rich and powerful to engage in routine criminal activity will continue to be encouraged: 

programmes of deregulation and non-enforcement of law against businesses have been 

institutionalised since 2010 to the point where, for example, there are no officers to enforce 

law in some local authority areas, where some regulation has been privatised, and where 

prosecution in some areas are now non-existent. The changes will do little, if anything, to 

reduce the rampant levels of domestic and sexual violence against women, nor far-right 

extremism and racist attacks, nor homophobic violence, nor will they introduce desperately 

needed structures of democratic accountability into the criminal justice system.  

What they will do, if these policy turns really do end up meeting the stated aim of putting 

10,000 more people in prison, is exacerbate the dramatic levels of violence in British prisons. 

Therein, as the charity INQUEST recently noted on the basis of the Ministry of Justice’s own 

data, the 12 months to July 2019 showed: 86 self-inflicted deaths, up 6% from 81 in the 

previous year – that is, one every four days – of 309 deaths in prison in total. This is not to 

mention, in a 12 month period, that self-harm levels had “increased by 24% from the 

previous year, once again reaching record highs … In the child and youth prison estate, there 

was a 30% increase in self-harm incidents”. 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/030981688502500102
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2019/aug/11/tories-unveil-law-and-order-policy-blitz-amid-election-speculation
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2019/aug/11/tories-unveil-law-and-order-policy-blitz-amid-election-speculation
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2019/mar/05/children-feel-peers-are-armed-why-the-uk-fatal-stabbings-are-relentless-knife-crime
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2019/mar/05/children-feel-peers-are-armed-why-the-uk-fatal-stabbings-are-relentless-knife-crime
https://www.independent.co.uk/voices/hmrc-tax-gap-avoidance-billions-pounds-a8968591.html
https://airqualitynews.com/2018/08/22/comeap-updates-estimates-on-uk-air-pollution-deaths/
https://www.michaels-story.net/blog/2018/7/29/has-health-safety-gone-mad
https://books.google.co.uk/books/about/Social_Protection_After_the_Crisis.html?id=kSSPDAAAQBAJ&printsec=frontcover&source=kp_read_button&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://books.google.co.uk/books/about/Social_Protection_After_the_Crisis.html?id=kSSPDAAAQBAJ&printsec=frontcover&source=kp_read_button&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://books.google.co.uk/books/about/Social_Protection_After_the_Crisis.html?id=kSSPDAAAQBAJ&printsec=frontcover&source=kp_read_button&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://www.inquest.org.uk/moj-stats-jul19
https://www.inquest.org.uk/moj-stats-jul19
https://www.inquest.org.uk/moj-stats-jul19


 

Labour’s Political Opportunism 

And what has the Labour Party had to say about this law and order noise, and the grim 

threat it poses to the already-restricted rights and liberties of those powerless communities 

and groups it purports to represent? Not surprisingly, the answer is very little.  Labour’s 

response has been based on political opportunism.  And so while Diane Abbott has pointed 

to some of the problems in the “Draconian approach” to the use of stop and search, Labour 

has failed to seriously contest the government’s announcements. There has been no 

informed critique of the prison building programme or of tougher sentencing or of the 

increase in police numbers. There has been no obvious strategy to curtail the brutal exercise 

of state power and to hold to account those state servants who routinely abuse this power 

through the capricious discretion they have on the streets and behind prison walls.  In fact, 

Labour’s policy has been to restore police numbers to their pre-cuts level, ignoring the 

criminological research which, as noted above, shows the negligible impact the police have 

on conventional crime.  What the party has demanded is an inquiry into the welfare and 

morale of police officers despite the fact that, compared with other jobs, policing is a 

relatively safe occupation. Again, as noted above, the systemic lack of health and safety is a 

key factor in the shameful levels of self-harm and deaths in custody. On this, there is silence.  

Labour has allowed the government to articulate, effectively unchallenged, its toxic, punitive 

agenda. Such timidity should not be surprising; Labour has an abysmal track record on law 

and order when in government, reproducing the Tories’ relentless focus on working class 

crime and turning a blind eye to the systemic abuses of the state and the institutionalised 

criminality of the rich and powerful.   

Conclusion 

In the world-view of Johnson and his media and political acolytes, ramping up the crime, law 

and order rhetoric is a vote-winner, a distraction from the Tories’ disastrous handling of 

Brexit, and the tooling-up of the state for post-Brexit disorder. In general terms, the Johnson 

government’s strategy can be understood as consolidating still further, in Stuart Hall’s 

https://www.theguardian.com/law/2019/aug/11/police-minister-rejects-claims-extending-stop-and-search-could-increase-tensions
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2019/aug/10/labour-calls-for-review-into-police-welfare-as-suicide-figures-revealed
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2019/aug/10/labour-calls-for-review-into-police-welfare-as-suicide-figures-revealed


words, the ‘[p]hilisitne barbarism’ begun under the first Thatcher government. It is an 

ideological strategy, a form of ‘regressive modernisation’, designed to ‘”educate” and 

discipline the society into a particularly regressive form of modernity, by paradoxically, 

dragging it backwards through an equally regressive version of the past‘. This regression will 

have dire consequences for communities and groups already stricken by the pitiless social 

and economic policies pursued in the last decade, and indeed, before. In 1972, the great 

American writer James Baldwin pointed out that ‘ignorance, allied with power, is the most 

ferocious enemy justice can have’. Fifty years on, Baldwin’s eloquent statement provides a 

fitting testimony to the cynicism, hypocrisy and naked self-interest inexorably driving the 

government’s law and order bandwagon. Inevitably, this will be followed by the ruthless 

rolling out of state power in order to maximise and maintain the corrosively exploitative, 

immoral and amoral neoliberal social order. However, for all its material and ideological 

power, it is contradictory and, just like the Prime Minister and his government, remains 

open to contestation and resistance. In these bleakest of times, it is important to remember 

and reflect on this point. 

 

This article was first simultaneously published by the Harm and Evidence Research 

Collaborative at the Open University – see https://oucriminology.wordpress.com/ and the 

Centre for the Study of Crime, Criminalisation and Social Exclusion at Liverpool John 

Moores University, see https://ccseljmu.wordpress.com/  

 

Part of the title of this article is from the title of the track by The Clash, ‘Clampdown’, on 

their 1979 London Calling album. 
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https://www.goodreads.com/quotes/98507-it-is-certain-in-any-case-that-ignorance-allied-with
https://www.goodreads.com/quotes/98507-it-is-certain-in-any-case-that-ignorance-allied-with
https://oucriminology.wordpress.com/
https://ccseljmu.wordpress.com/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LQ82BX0hGBM


IV. Abolitionis-muss. Manifest zur Abschaffung von 

Strafanstalten und anderen Gefängnissen1 

 

1. Abolitionismus ist die radikale Ablehnung als menschenunwürdig erkannter 

Institutionen 

Historisch betrachtet hat eine abolitionistische Haltung ihren Ausdruck in der Forderung 

nach Abschaffung von Praktiken und Institutionen gefunden, in denen der Mensch ein 

geknechtetes, ein verächtliches, ein wertloses Wesen ist. Exemplarisch hierfür standen und 

stehen z.B. Forderungen nach Abschaffung der Sklaverei, der Folter oder der Todesstrafe, 

deren vollständige oder teilweise Beseitigung uns ermutigt, eine weitere Institution in dieses 

abolitionistische Bestreben einzubeziehen. Das vorliegende Manifest konzentriert sich auf 

den Strafvollzug in Gefängnissen, stellt aber auch die Strafe als solche in Frage2. 

 

2. Strafanstalten sind abzuschaffen 

Der Freiheitsentzug in Gefängnissen stellt eine ebenso unnötige wie menschenunwürdige 

Einrichtung dar. Die Forderung nach Abschaffung von Strafanstalten wird daher seit 

längerem und zunehmend häufig auch in Deutschland erhoben3. Zu den wichtigsten 

Begründungen für diese Forderung gehören die Folgenden: 

- der Aufenthalt in Strafanstalten verletzt elementare Menschenrechte der Gefangenen 

(Zwangsarbeit, Zwangsenthaltsamkeit, Zwangsarmut etc.); 

- darüber hinaus sind Strafanstalten kontraproduktiv, indem sie zur Abstempelung der darin 

untergebrachten Menschen (als gefährlich, unbrauchbar, nicht vertrauenswürdig etc.) 

beitragen; 

- sie haben unerwünschte Nebenfolgen (Mitbestrafung von Dritten, insbesondere Kindern 

und Partnern/Partnerinnen, gesundheitliche Beeinträchtigungen etc.); 

- der Vollzug verschärft die Lebenslagen, in die die Gefangenen entlassen werden 

(Arbeitsplatzverlust; Wohnungsnot; soziale Deklassierung etc.); 

- Strafanstalten fördern die Illusion, dass durch die Einsperrung Einzelner Kriminalität 

reduziert oder gar die Lösung gesellschaftliche Probleme befördert werden könne. 

 

3. Mit dem Abbau muss sofort begonnen warden 

Die Abschaffung der Strafanstalt ist ein Langzeitprojekt, mit ihrem Abbau kann und muss 

jedoch sofort begonnen werden. Als Einstieg bieten sich bestimmte Arten der Freiheitsstrafe 

und bestimmte Formen ihres Vollzuges an, zum Beispiel: 

                                                           
1 Vorbild ist das Manifest von Livio Ferrari/Massimo Pavarini: No Prison Manifesto (http://noprison.eu; in 
sieben Sprachen). Das vorliegende Manifest ist die thesenhafte Kurzfassung eines Aufsatzes, den Johannes Feest 
und Sebastian Scheerer unter dem Titel "No Penitentiaries" in dem Sammelband No Prison, hrsg. von Massimo 
Pavarini/Livio Ferrari, Capel Devi 2018, veröffentlicht haben. In die Formulierung sind Anregungen aus 
mehreren Diskussionen mit Gleichgesinnten eingegangen. Endredaktion: Johannes Feest. 
2 Zum internationalen Stand vgl. Michael Coyle/David Scott (Hrsg.) International Handbook of Penal 
Abolitionism. Routledge, Taylor, Francis 2020. 
3 Johannes Feest: Ist Freiheitsentzug als Sanktionsmaßnahme im 21. Jahrhundert noch zeitgemäß? Vortrag  
anlässlich der 300-Jahrfeier der JVA Waldheim. In: Sächsisches Staatsministerium der Justiz (Hrsg.) Vollzug für 
das 21. Jahrhundert. Baden-Baden: Nomos 2019, 33. Thomas Galli: Die Schwere der Schuld. Berlin 2016; Ders. 
Die Gefährlichkeit des Täters. Berlin 2017; Ders.: Ein Gefängnisdirektor packt aus. Berlin 2019 



 - die Ersatzfreiheitsstrafe ist so schnell wie möglich und ersatzlos abzuschaffen. Die 

Vollstreckung von Geldstrafen kann ausschließlich zivilrechtlich erfolgen; 

- der Strafvollzug bei Minderjährigen ist abzuschaffen. Er ist durch Maßnahmen der 

Jugendhilfe zu ersetzen; 

- die lebenslange Freiheitsstrafe ist als eine unmenschliche Behandlung zu erkennen und 

abzuschaffen (und durch zeitige Freiheitstrafe zu ersetzen); 

- geschlossene Formen des Vollzuges sind grundsätzlich durch offene zu ersetzen; 

- verbleibende Formen des geschlossenen Vollzuges sind, im Sinne des 

Angleichungsgrundsatzes, so lebensnah wie möglich auszugestalten (z.B. Wohnhäuser 

anstelle von Zellengefängnissen). 

 

4. Andere Arten von Gefängnissen sind ebenfalls abzubauen 

Freiheitsentzug ist auch für andere Zwecke als den der Bestrafung so weit wie möglich zu 

vermeiden. Gegen andere Gefängnisse sprechen vielfach die gleichen Argumente wie bei 

Strafanstalten. Vor allem gilt es zu verhindern, dass Strafanstalten unter anderen 

Bezeichnungen fortleben ("Maßregelvollzug"; "Sicherungsverwahrung", "Administrativhaft" 

etc.).  Zu fordern ist daher auch                                                                   

- Abschaffung der Abschiebungshaft. 

- weitergehende Vermeidung von Untersuchungshaft (z.B. durch die Ermöglichung von 

sozialen Bürgschaften u.ä.). 

- Einführung einer gesetzlichen Vermutung der Ungefährlichkeit zur Reduzierung von 

Precrime-Unterbringung (Forensik, Sicherungsverwahrung). 

 

5. Alternativen für den Umgang mit "Kriminalität" sind vorhanden 

Unter dem Begriff "Kriminalität" finden sich höchst unterschiedliche Formen 

gesellschaftlich unerwünschten Verhaltens. Die Reaktion darauf muss diesen Unterschieden 

Rechnung tragen4 und darf nicht aus dem Blick verlieren, dass es sowohl legislativ als auch 

justiziell um selektive Prozesse der Kriminalisierung geht. In manchen Fällen bietet sich 

ganz generell eine Regulation der Materie außerhalb des Strafrechts an (so etwa im 

gesamten Drogenbereich, bei Schwarzfahren und Ladendiebstahl etc.). Aber auch dort, wo 

die Verhängung einer Freiheitsstrafe noch für nötig gehalten wird, muss die Vollstreckung 

zugunsten sinnvoller Zwecke ausgesetzt werden können. Und zwar unabhängig von der 

Länge der verhängten Freiheitsstrafe. Zum Beispiel: 

- Arbeitsvermittlung statt Strafe 

- Ausbildung statt Strafe 

- Betreutes Wohnen statt Strafe 

- Bewährungshilfe statt Strafe  

                                                           
4 Thomas Galli: Plädoyer für eine Neuordnung des Strafrechts mit sanfter Vernunft. Vortrag auf dem 
Strafverteidigertag 2018.  
http://www.strafverteidigervereinigungen.org/Schriftenreihe/Texte/Band%2042/Galli_51_64_41SchrStVV.pdf  
Christine M. Graebsch/Sven-Uwe Burkhardt: Vergleichsweise menschlich? Ambulante Sanktionen als 
Alternative zur Freiheitsentziehung aus europäischer Perspektive. Wiesbaden: Springer 2015. Helmut Pollähne: 
Alternativen zur Freiheitsstrafe. In: Dokumentation des 36. Strafverteidigertages, hrsg. vom Organisationsbüro 
des Strafverteidigertages, 2013. Gaby Temme: Braucht unsere Gesellschaft Strafe? Welche Alternativen gibt es im 
Vergleich zum deutschen Strafvollzugssystem?. In: Jens Puschke (Hrsg.) Strafvollzug in Deutschland. 37-61. 

 



- Therapie statt Strafe 

- Versicherung statt Strafe 

- Versöhnung statt Strafe 

- Wiedergutmachung statt Strafe. 

 

6. Strafe muss nicht sein, Freiheitsstrafe erst recht nicht 

Letztlich wäre die Entwicklung alternativer Verfahrensformen (Restorative Justice, 

Transformative Justice) hilfreich. 

Um den Bedürfnissen von Opfern sowie Täterinnen und Tätern besser als bisher Rechnung 

zu tragen, sind Gefängnisse nicht erforderlich. 

 

Erstunterzeichnungen (in chronologischer Reihenfolge) 

01. Johannes Feest, Prof. Dr. Soz.Wiss, Bremen 

02. Christine Graebsch, Prof. Dr. jur., Dortmund 

03. Thomas Galli, Dr. jur. , Rechtsanwalt & Autor, Augsburg 

04. Gundel Berger, Juristin, Magdeburg 

05. Klaus Roggenthin, Dr. phil., Soziologe, Bonn 

06. Henning Schmidt-Semisch, Prof. Dr. phil., Bremen 

07. Sven-Uwe Burkhardt, Dr. jur., Rechtsanwalt & Vertretungsprof., Dortmund 

08. Sebastian Scheerer, Prof. Dr. jur, Hamburg 

09. Gaby Temme, Prof. Dr. jur., Düsseldorf 

10. Christian Herrgesell, Politologe, Berlin 

11. Sevda Bozbalak, Sozialarbeiterin, Dortmund 

12. Elke Bahl, Pädagogin, Bremen 

13. Helmut Pollähne, Prof. Dr. jur, Strafverteidiger, Bremen 

14. Bettina Paul, Dr. phil, Kriminologin & Sozialpädagogin, Hamburg  

15. Karl F. Schumann, Prof Dr. phil., Berlin 

16. Michael Lindenberg, Prof. Dr. phil., Hamburg 

17. Christa Pelikan, Dr. phil., Soziologin, Wien 

18. Lisa Grüter, Rechtsanwältin/Fachanwältin für Strafrecht, Dortmund 

19. Gerlinda Smaus, Prof. Dr. phil., Kriminologin und Soziologin, Brno/Saarbrücken 

20. Christoph Nix, Prof. Dr. jur, Rechtsanwalt und Theatermann, Konstanz 

21. Michael Alex, Dr. jur. Psychologe und Kriminologe, Berlin 

22. Frank Winter, Diplompsychologe, Bremen 

23. Knut Papendorf, Prof. Dr. phil., Oslo 

24. Thomas Meyer-Falk, Aktivist und Autor, JVA (SV) Freiburg  

25. Jorge Paladines, Doktorand Universität Bremen 

26. Heinz Cornel, Prof. Dr. jur., Kriminologe, Berlin 

27. Tobias Müller-Monning, Dr. theol., Anstaltspfarrer und Kriminologe, Butzbach 

28. Connie Musolff, Psychologin, Hamburg 

29. Stephan Quensel, Prof. Dr. jur., Hamburg 

30. Dorothea Recknagel, Pfarrerin (i.R.), Freiburg 

31. Ingrid Artus, Prof. Dr. phil, Erlangen 

32. Peter Kirchhoff, Sozialarbeiter & Lehrbeauftragter, Dortmund 

33. Nadja Samour, Strafverteidigerin, Berlin 



V. The Amazonia is under dire threat! 
Valeria Vegh Weis and Rob White  

 

The case for examining and responding to State-Corporate Crime and Ecocide has never 

been more urgent.  

The Amazonia is in great danger. The data published by the Institute of Special 

Investigations (INPE) shows that the deforestation of the Amazonia increased by 90% in 

June and a further 278% in July in comparison with the same months in 2018. In numbers, 

the Amazonia has lost 5,879 square kilometers in the last 12 months, 40% more than one 

year ago. In July alone, 870 square miles of vegetation was cut down, which is the biggest 

surge in deforestation rates since the INPE adopted its current methodology in 2014. In turn, 

the other leading institution, DETER, found that more than 4200 square kilometers of forest 

were chopped out of the Brazilian Amazon between 1 January, when Bolsonaro took office, 

and 24 July, which is 50% more than in the first 7 months of 2018, and more than double the 

area cleared in the same period in 2017. And it is not stopping… 

Regarding the magnitude of these numbers, the current President of Brazil, Jair Bolsonaro, 

reacted by dismissing the Director of the INPE, Ricargo Galvão, declaring that the statistics 

were false and that those spreading these numbers are “bad Brazilians” because they are 

exposing domestic problems to the world. In recent days, he has also accused Environmental 

NGO’s of starting the bushfires that are devastating Brazil’s rainforests. The defenders of 

Nature are thus at the fulcrum of techniques of neutralisation perpetrated by powerful 

enactors of social and environmental harm.  

The destruction of the Amazonia involves state and corporate responsibility and it is putting 

the whole planet under risk, which raises the issue to one of state-corporate crime and 

ecocide, with global implications.  

As criminologists, we have the ethically and professional responsibility to contribute as much 

as possible to create awareness about the harms that are most affecting human life and the 

future of our planet. Empirical research about the current environmental situation, the 

effects of antitoxins, mining and oil exploration and the lack of attention that the criminal 

justice systems are paying to these potentially harmful activities is crucial. This kind of 

research has the potential to create awareness about the need to redirect our justice systems 

to focus on what is really relevant for the preservation of our planet, to develop prevention 

mechanisms and to suggest coherent public policy in terms of public safety and 

environmental sustainability to stop climate change. Our work can also build up and 

contribute to the activities of NGOs and broad social movements for change.  

 

We must act now – for the sake of the planet and in the interests of all.  

 



VI. Convegno “Legalità e Giustizia” 23-24 gennaio 2020  

Dipartimento di giurisprudenza, Università degli studi Roma Tre  

  

Call for abstracts  

In un documento frutto del lavoro di un seminario della facoltà di giurisprudenza 
dell’università di Bologna occupata (marzo-maggio 1968), si sosteneva il carattere 
preminentemente ideologico e strumentale del diritto, scagliandosi in particolare contro le 
teorie del “positivismo giuridico”. Aldilà delle notevoli ingenuità dei giovani studiosi che ne 
furono autori, un atteggiamento di sospetto nei confronti del diritto e soprattutto della sua 
applicazione all’epoca era assai comprensibile. Non solo gran parte della normativa, ma 
anche gran parte degli operatori giuridici chiamati ad applicare quella normativa, 
risentivano pesantemente di una formazione che molto doveva ancora al ventennio fascista e 
che la nuova Costituzione repubblicana solo in parte riusciva a modificare. Fu infatti a 
partire dal 1968 –uno dei tanti meriti di una stagione che in seguito la propaganda di destra 
cercherà di appiattire sulla tragica esperienza del terrorismo—che si cominciò a mettere in 
questione tale quadro complessivo, una messa in questione ove il ruolo della Costituzione 
sarebbe stato fondamentale.  

Ricordare questa storia può essere utile in questa nuova stagione, in cui Antigone è tornata 
di moda. È diventata cioè la figura della Giustizia contrapposta alla Legalità. E pour cause: 
nel contesto attuale, italiano e non solo, assistiamo per un verso all’enfasi sulla legalità come 
legittimazione di sgomberi di edifici occupati, persecuzione e criminalizzazione della povertà 
e marginalità sociale, respingimenti in mare di profughi e migranti, e per altro verso alla 
produzione di norme dalla assai dubbia legittimità costituzionale.  

La questione viene da lontano: la legislazione d’emergenza degli anni settanta e ottanta, la 
stagione di mani pulite con il suo corollario di strappi alle garanzie penali e processuali, il 
protagonismo della magistratura inquirente hanno prodotto un senso comune schiacciato 
sulla logica e il linguaggio del penale e la sostituzione della politica con il diritto penale 
stesso, elevato a panacea di tutti i mali. Dunque, quando si esalta la legalità, lo si fa a 
proposito della legalità punitiva. Di qui, il populismo penale come ingrediente fondamentale 
del populismo nostrano tout court. Questa osservazione mette in rilievo due questioni. Da un 
lato come la definizione di legalità si presti a concezioni diversamente interpretabili e 
variamente utilizzabili, a sostegno di diverse, persino contrapposte, ipotesi politiche. 
Dall’altro, come la stessa necessiti di essere confrontata con i processi materiali che la 
sottendono, sotto il profilo degli interessi in campo e dei conflitti che li attraversano.  

Esiste naturalmente un’altra legalità: quella costituzionale e quella consegnata nelle varie 
carte dei diritti, sia in Europa che sul piano internazionale globale. È qui Antigone? È questa 
la giustizia da contrapporre alla legalità?  

Osserviamo un proliferare, in Italia e altrove, di iniziative collettive dal basso ma anche di 
contestazioni da parte di alcune istituzioni (sindaci, governatori), e di aperti richiami alla 
disobbedienza nei confronti di una legalità ritenuta contraria alla giustizia. Siamo di fronte 
ad una nuova stagione di rivolta contro il formalismo?  È una rivolta, con motivazioni e 
caratteri simili a quella sessantottina ricordata all’inizio, ossia di critica del diritto positivo e 
di messa in rilievo della legalità costituzionale?  

Sul versante opposto, si manifesta un rigetto della legalità costituzionale, sia da parte del 
potere politico, sia di un’opinione pubblica diffusa, impregnata di rancore verso i ceti sociali 
ed il Parlamento che richiama le minacce di fare dell’“aula grigia e sorda” un “bivacco di 
manipoli”? (Mussolini 1922)  

Si ripropone inoltre la tensione tra legalità e legittimazione politica, non solo in termini di 
conflitto tra potere politico e potere giurisdizionale, ma di primato e incomponibilità tra 



l’uno e l’altro. Esemplare la vicenda del cd. caso Diciotti. C’è un’insindacabilità degli atti 
politici, ovvero sono al di sopra della legge, anche della Costituzione, come è stato affermato?  
O, viceversa, il potere, anche il “potere sovrano” del popolo, deve essere esercitato nelle 
forme e nei limiti della legalità costituzionale? E, ancora, si possono considerare “atto 
politico”, le decisioni di un ministro, e la catena di comando che ne deriva, anche se non sono 
assunte nella forma e con le procedure legali (competenza del ministro, delibera del CdM)? Il 
richiamo all’interesse nazionale non configura una sorta di stato di eccezione esiziale per la 
democrazia?  

Sul versante della giustizia, e del rapporto politica-giustizia, quali sono gli attori principali di 
questa stagione? Che rapporto intercorre tra disobbedienza civile e obiezione di coscienza? O 
tra disobbedienza civile, devianza “innovativa” (nel senso di Merton) e fondamento di un 
nuovo diritto (alla Jhering)?  

Che cosa si intende con giustizia? Quali definizioni e quali retoriche vengono formulate delle 
categorie di legalità e giustizia, con riferimento alle diverse fonti che le producono, ai diversi 
ambiti comunicativi? Come vengono percepite e declinate nel linguaggio comune?  

Nel solco tracciato da queste domande saranno considerati contributi teorici ed empirici che 
riflettano sui concetti di legalità e giustizia e sui rapporti tra gli stessi su un ampio raggio di 
tematiche quali, a titolo esemplificativo:  

- Le politiche migratorie, il controllo delle migrazioni e la cittadinanza  
- Carcere e penalità  
- Polizia e politiche di prevenzione della criminalità  
- La violenza basata sul genere  
- Il diritto di asilo, le politiche di accoglienza e la criminalizzazione della solidarietà  
- Le misure di lotta ai fenomeni corruttivi e alla criminalità dei colletti bianchi  
- La criminalità ambientale  
- Il contrasto tra diritto di proprietà e diritto all’abitazione  
- Il diritto di libera espressione del pensiero e la legalità costituzionale  
- Legalità e giustizia nella giurisprudenza delle Corti superiori  
- L’amministrazione della giustizia  

 Come inviare gli abstract e registrazione  

Gli abstract (in italiano, inglese, spagnolo, francese) non devono eccedere le 300 parole e 
vanno corredate di titolo, nome dell’autrice o dell’autore, contatti personali (indirizzo email) 
e affiliazione. I panel, corredati anch’essi di titolo e contenenti l’indicazione e il contatto 
dell’organizzatore o organizzatrice, devono includere almeno tre e fino a un massimo di 
cinque contributi.  

Le proposte di abstract e/o panel vanno inviati come allegato email all’indirizzo: 
ssqc.rivista@gmail.com  

Una selezione dei contributi presentati verranno successivamente pubblicati in un numero 
speciale della rivista di Studi sulla questione criminale.  

All’atto della registrazione verrà richiesto anche il pagamento di una quota di partecipazione. 
Questa è stabilita in 20 euro per assegnisti e assegniste e ricercatori e ricercatrici, 50 euro 
per professori e altri. Studenti e studentesse, dottorandi/e e dottori di ricerca non devono 
versare alcuna quota.  

 Scadenze importanti  

Apertura della Call for abstracts: 25 marzo 2019. Chiusura della call for abstracts: 30 
settembre 2019. Decisione sull’accettazione degli abstract: 15 ottobre 2019. Registrazione e 
pagamento: 30 ottobre 2019. 



“Legality and Justice” Conference 23-24 January 2020  

Department of jurisprudence of the University Roma Tre  

 

Call for abstracts  

In a document produced during the occupation of the Faculty of Law of the University of 

Bologna (March-May 1968), the authors emphasized the “ideological and instrumental” 

nature of the law, throwing themselves especially against “legal positivism”. Beyond the 

naivety of the young scholars who were the authors of that document, an attitude of 

suspicion towards the law and its application at the time was very understandable. Not only 

a large part of the norms, but also a large part of the personnel who were supposed to apply 

and enforce those norms, found their roots in the pre-war Fascist regime. It is in fact one of 

the many merits of 1968 – a season that later the right-wing propaganda will try to reduce to 

the tragic experience of terrorism – to have begun to question the overall picture of the 

Italian legal framework, a questioning where the role of the new 1946 Constitution would 

have been essential.  

It is useful to remember this story today, at a time when Antigone is being often evoked. 

Antigone has become the symbol of Justice versus Legality. And pour cause: we  see today, 

not only in Italy,  an emphasis on legality in order to legitimize the forced evacuation of 

squatters, the persecution and criminalization of poverty, the refusal  to save refugees and 

migrants in the Mediterranean. However, we also see the production of legal norms of 

uncertain, to say the least, constitutional legitimacy.  

In Italy, this is actually an old story. The 1970s and 1980s “emergency legislation” against 

terrorism and organized crime, plus, during the 1990s, the fight against political corruption, 

have been characterized by the overbearing role of prosecutorial magistrates, all of which in 

turn has produced a common sense where the logic, language and imaginary of criminal 

justice have become central. Criminal law appears to substitute for politics and to become 

the panacea for all problems. Thus, when legality is evoked and emphasized, it is actually 

criminal law that is meant: penal populism has become the fundamental ingredient of Italian 

populism. Two issues come to the fore: on the one hand, the way legality is variously 

interpreted and used, in support of different and even opposed, political options; on the 

other hand, which material processes, interests and conflicts underline such political 

options.  

There is another type of legality, of course: constitutional legality, according not only to the 

Italian Constitution but also to the numerous charters of rights, in Europe and 

internationally. Is this the “justice” we may oppose to legality?  

We see, both in Italy and elsewhere, many collective grassroots initiatives and even actions 

by some political institutions (mayors, regional presidents), as well as explicit calls to civil 

disobedience against a “legality” thought to be contrary to justice. Are we confronting a new 

“revolt against formalism”, similar to that of 1968?  

On the opposite front, we see a rejection of constitutional legality, both on the part of 

politicians and of a public opinion full of resentment towards Parliament and in general the 

political class.  

The tension between legality and political legitimisation is also resurfacing. Are political acts 

always legitimate, even when unconstitutional, as some scholars appear to say? Or all 

political power is subjected to constitutional limits? An Italian constitutional norm approved 



in 1989 states that political acts performed in defence of a “national interest” are legitimate: 

does not this norm open the way to a “state of exception” extremely dangerous for 

democracy? Who are the main actors in today’s relationship and conflict between politics 

and justice? What is the relationship between civil disobedience and conscientious 

objection? Or between civil disobedience, “innovative” deviance (in Merton’s sense of the 

word), and the founding of new law (in the Jheringian sense)? What do we mean by justice? 

What are the definitions of legality in relation to the different sources that produce them? 

How are these definitions perceived by the general public?  

Theoretical and empirical contributions may concern, just as an example:  

- Migration policies and citizenship  

- Prison and penality  

- Gender violence  

- Rights of asylum seekers, reception and integration policies, criminalization of solidarity 

- Measures against corruption and white collar crime  

- Environmental crimes  

- Conflicts between property rights and the right to housing  

- Freedom of expression and constitutional legality  

- Legality and justice in the jurisprudence of Superior Courts  

- The administration of justice  

Abstract guidelines and registration  

Contributions may be theoretical or empirical and concern different within the theoretical 

framework proposed. Proposals should be titled and should not exceed 300 words. Abstracts 

may be written in Italian, English, Spanish, French. Please include the proposer’s name and 

contact details (email) along with her/his university affiliation. Proposals of panels should 

also be titled and should include the name of the organizer(s). They may include four or five 

abstracts. Panel of less than four abstracts will not be accepted.  

Please submit abstracts via email to: ssqc.rivista@gmail.com  

A selection of the papers presented will be eventually published in a special issue of Studi 

sulla questione criminale containing the workshop proceedings.  

Those who want to register to the conference will be asked to pay an attendance fee: 20 euros 

fee for research fellows and researchers and 50 euros for professors and others. Students and 

Phd candidate will not be asked to pay any attendance fees.  

Key Dates  

Call for abstracts opens: March 25th, 2019. Deadline for abstract submission: September 

30th, 2019. Decision on the acceptance of the abstracts: October 15th, 2019. Registration and 

payment: October 30th 2019. 

 



VII. ATGENDER Spring Conference 2020. Caring in 

Uncaring Times 

Call for papers 

 

Date: 13th-15th May, 2020. 

Venue: Middlesex University, The Burroughs, Hendon, NW4 4BT, London, UK. 

  

Read the extended CFP here 

The 2020 ATGENDER Spring Conference will explore the possibilities for and necessity of 

embedding care in policy and activism. Adopting a broad approach to the concepts of care, 

policy and activism, we invite proposals from researchers, activists, practitioners, carers, 

archivists, artists and others from a range of backgrounds and disciplines. 

This conference seeks to explore care and caring in all its diversity and invites participants to 

reflect on the devastating consequences of an uncaring state (across a range of time and 

places), and the vital work of activism and policy that centres care. 

We welcome proposals for a range of formats (papers, panels, roundtables, workshops, 

performance, posters, artistic submissions etc.). 

For individual 15min paper proposals please submit: 

Title and abstract (200 words max). 

Short biography (75 words max). 

For 45 min or 1.5hr long roundtables, interactive and participatory workshops, 

performances: 

 Type of activity 

 Title and abstract - including details of the format, structure and preferred time - 

45min or 1.5hr (350 words max) 

 Short biography for all participants (75 words max each) 

Please submit your proposals to atgender2020con@gmail.com  

Fees  

The conference will have a sliding fee scale tbc in November 2019. A number of travel 

bursaries for ATGENDER members will be available to apply for later in the year.  

Access requirements 

Hendon Central Underground and Middlesex University Hendon Campus are both fully 

accessible. For more information and a map see here. Attendees will be asked about any 

specific access requirements at registration, but please get in touch if you need more details 

about the venue and facilities before this point. 

 

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fapp.box.com%2Fs%2Faoiv700sz3ywncbhyz1b92v41cwnxqkw&data=02%7C01%7CC.Guest%40mdx.ac.uk%7C09af6f784aab455fc33608d736cb5743%7C38e37b88a3a148cf9f056537427fed24%7C0%7C0%7C637038119289551427&sdata=EZXUwTwaC8oWYE4mvb3cEv2OzqrwwDu7TkBysxpV%2By8%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fatgender.eu%2F&data=02%7C01%7CC.Guest%40mdx.ac.uk%7C09af6f784aab455fc33608d736cb5743%7C38e37b88a3a148cf9f056537427fed24%7C0%7C0%7C637038119289561424&sdata=v6VxvdqIWwbm6oVcYsUf0zhTj9af3YPTPZix10Qw4U8%3D&reserved=0
mailto:atgender2020con@gmail.com
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Funihub.mdx.ac.uk%2F__data%2Fassets%2Fpdf_file%2F0023%2F236183%2FHendon-Campus-Pocket-map-2018.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CC.Guest%40mdx.ac.uk%7C09af6f784aab455fc33608d736cb5743%7C38e37b88a3a148cf9f056537427fed24%7C0%7C0%7C637038119289561424&sdata=78HA2%2B%2FptAtFsJCNiRDRu4gObSJPbdHdtH8ZAVCPHD4%3D&reserved=0


VIII. Activism through the language of criminality: 

Historical perspectives in the criminalization of social 

and political engagement 

Call for Chapters  

by Valeria Vegh Weis and John Lea 

 

We invite you to submit chapter abstracts for a proposed book to Routledge entitled 

Activism though the language of criminality: Historical perspectives on the 

criminalization of social and political engagement, edited by Dr. Valeria Vegh Weis 

(Buenos Aires University) and Prof. John Lea (Goldsmiths College London University,). 

Criminal justice and political and social activism have been systematically interrelated 

throughout history. The use of criminal law, criminal justice agencies and the mass media to 

define and prosecute political and social activism as ‘criminal’ has been a significant tool of 

powerful elites in the modern period. 

This collaborative book will aim to explore aspects of the criminalization of activism from the 

beginning of the 19th century through to the present. It will seek to reflect the diversity of 

perspectives on the issue by including contributions from:    

- scholars and activists from different disciplinary backgrounds reflecting the diversity of 

theoretical and political perspectives necessary for a full understanding of the complexity of 

criminalization and the diversity of political and social activism. Obviously critical 

criminology and its relevant sub-themes of feminist, southern, convict and green 

criminologies will be of importance. Other disciplinary orientations such as gender studies, 

indigenous studies, labour and social movement studies will be crucial contributions. 

Particularly welcomed are chapters by:  

- Activists from a diversity of struggles including feminist and LGBTQ, labour, migrant, 

prisoners and ecological movements; 

- Those who have experienced criminalization themselves and are able to share their 

experiences through their personal narrative; 

- Collaborations between authors from the Global North and the Global South, and chapters 

co-authored by scholars and activists together.  

Scholars from disadvantaged groups are particularly encouraged to send 

proposals. 

The underlying motivation for this volume is to contribute to an exploration of historical 

patterns in the criminalization of dissent. We see the topic as of particular relevance in the 

current context of the rise of populist movements in Europe and America, and the 

increasingly contested nature of both politics and criminal justice. We also invite studies of 

attempts by social movements to use criminalization as a defensive weapon against the 

interests of the powerful. 

 

The book is divided in six (6) topics: 

1. Theoretical perspectives on the criminalization of activism 



2. Historical patterns in the criminalization of riots, experiences of resistance and class 

struggle  

3. Historical patterns in the criminalization of prison-related struggles  

4. Historical patterns in the criminalization of women and LGBTQ+ communities 

5. Historical patterns in the criminalization of political activities 

6. Historical patterns in the criminalization of green activism 

 

Please submit abstracts (100-300 words max.) for your proposed chapter indicating the 

topic in which it is framedbyMarch1, 2020. 

The decision about the chapters to be included will be informed by May 1, 2020. 

Final chapters (4,000 words max.) are expected by October1, 2020. 

Kindly keep in mind that this is an invitation by the editors but that the final acceptance of 

the chapter will be dependent of the peer-reviewed process of the publisher. 

 

We look forward to receiving your proposal! 

 

Emails: 

Valeria Vegh Weis: valeriaveghweis@derecho.uba.ar 

John Lea:  J.Lea@gold.ac.uk  

mailto:valeriaveghweis@derecho.uba.ar
mailto:J.Lea@gold.ac.uk


IX. Statement 

From our 47th Annual Conference General Assembly: 

 

We condemn the Spanish state for the detention and 
prosecution of political prisoners for engaging in civil 
disobedience in Catalonia.  

We condemn the Spanish state for the criminalization and 
imprisonment of political opponents, protestors, artists and 
musicians across Spain for criticising the state and engaging in 
civil disobedience.  

We support the right of all peoples to self-determination. 

 

 

 

Condemnem l’Estat espanyol per la detenció i persecució dels 

presos polítics compromesos amb la desobediència civil a 

Catalunya. 

Condemnem l’Estat espanyol per la criminalització i 

l’empresonament d’opositors polítics, manifestants, artistes i 

músics d’arreu d’Espanya per haver criticat l’estat i haver 

implicat una desobediència civil. 

Recolzem el dret de tots els pobles a l’autodeterminació.



 

 

 

 

 

A BIG THANKS to all the European Group members for making this newsletter 

successful. Please feel free to contribute to this newsletter by sending any 

information that you think might be of interest to the Group to 

Vicky/Katja/Dani at europeangroupcoordinator@gmail.com  

Please try to send it in before the 25th of each month if you wish to have it 

included in the following month’s newsletter. Please provide a web link 

(wherever possible). 

 

 

 

http://www.europeangroup.org/ 
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