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Abstract 
This paper presents a comprehensive forensic examination of Germany’s Jugendamt 
(Youth Welfare Office) system and its documented pattern of human rights violations in 
child welfare and family law proceedings. Drawing upon European Court of Human 
Rights (ECHR) rulings, European Parliament resolutions, United Nations Human Rights 
Council recommendations, individual case studies, and advocacy documentation, this 
research identifies systematic patterns of discrimination against non-German parents, 
institutional resistance to international oversight, and structural failures that have 
enabled child abuse within state-supervised care. The evidence demonstrates that 
despite repeated condemnation from European and international bodies spanning more 
than two decades, Germany has consistently failed to implement meaningful reforms, 
raising fundamental questions about accountability within one of Europe’s most 
powerful child welfare institutions. The paper documents over a dozen individual cases, 
analyzes the legal framework that enables institutional overreach, and examines 
Germany’s persistent refusal to recognize and implement United Nations Human Rights 
recommendations regarding its child welfare system. 
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1. Introduction 
Germany’s Jugendamt, or Youth Welfare Office, occupies a unique and extraordinarily 
powerful position within the German legal and administrative landscape. Approximately 
559 Jugendamt offices operate across Germany’s municipalities and counties, 
collectively overseeing one of the world’s most interventionist child welfare systems. 
Unlike child protective services in most Western democracies, the Jugendamt functions 
not merely as an investigatory or supportive agency but as a formal party to every family 
court proceeding involving children, wielding influence that, as documented by the 
European Parliament, frequently supersedes judicial authority itself. 

 

The scale of the Jugendamt’s operations is staggering. In 2022, approximately 66,400 
children were taken into state care in Germany, representing a 158% increase from 
25,664 in 2009. By 2023, this figure rose further to approximately 74,600, a 12% year-
over-year increase. The system operates within what has been described as a €35 
billion annual industry encompassing foster care placements, children’s homes, 
therapeutic services, and associated administrative infrastructure. 

 

For more than two decades, the Jugendamt has been the subject of sustained 
international criticism. The European Parliament has received hundreds of petitions 
from non-German parents alleging systematic discrimination. The European Court of 
Human Rights has found Germany in violation of Article 8 (the right to respect for 
private and family life) in numerous family law cases. The United Nations Human Rights 
Council has made repeated recommendations for effective oversight of the Jugendamt 
in 2009, 2013, and 2017, all of which Germany formally accepted yet failed to 
implement. Most alarmingly, the UN Special Rapporteur on Torture has acknowledged 
that certain Jugendamt practices meet the criteria for psychological torture. 

 

This paper undertakes a systematic examination of these failures, documenting 
individual cases, analyzing institutional patterns, and assessing Germany’s compliance 
with its international human rights obligations. The evidence presented draws from 
official European Parliament resolutions, ECHR case law, UN reports and 
recommendations, academic literature, investigative journalism, and primary advocacy 
sources including documentation from affected families. 
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2. The Institutional Framework of the Jugendamt 
2.1 Organizational Structure and Legal Authority 
The Jugendamt operates under a dual structure comprising a youth welfare committee 
and an administrative office. The youth welfare committee consists of three-fifths local 
parliament representatives and two-fifths non-statutory providers, both possessing 
voting rights. Critically, the Jugendamt operates with a flat organizational structure with 
no centralized state or federal coordinating authority, meaning that each of the 559 
offices operates with substantial autonomy and minimal external oversight. 

 

Under Section 8a of Book VIII of the German Social Code (Sozialgesetzbuch VIII), the 
Jugendamt possesses protective duties regarding children. However, under Articles 42-
43 of the same code, it can take children into custody without prior family court 
consultation based on its exclusive determination of “imminent danger.” This provision 
effectively combines executive and judicial functions within a single administrative body, 
a structural arrangement that has been criticized as violating the principle of separation 
of powers. 

2.2 The Kindeswohlgefährdung Standard 
The legal threshold for Jugendamt intervention is Kindeswohlgefährdung (child 
endangerment), defined as anything that damages or threatens the physical and mental 
health of a child or young person. Critics, including legal scholars and the European 
Parliament, have identified this standard as deliberately vague, arguing that “almost 
anything can be justified” under its broad formulation. This vagueness shifts the balance 
from legal certainty toward potential arbitrariness, granting individual caseworkers 
enormous discretion with minimal accountability. 

2.3 The Jugendamt as Party to Proceedings 
Unlike child welfare agencies in most jurisdictions, the Jugendamt functions as a formal 
party to all family court proceedings involving children. While its recommendations are 
technically non-binding, the European Parliament has drawn attention to the absence of 
statistical data on how frequently German court rulings deviate from Jugendamt 
recommendations. Advocacy organizations and affected families consistently report that 
courts follow Jugendamt recommendations in the overwhelming majority of cases, 
effectively rendering the office’s determinations as de facto judicial decisions. 

 

German Parliament member Klaus-Peter Willsch, after investigating the case of 
Thomas Porombka, publicly stated that what he discovered was “really astonishing” for 
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him: the judges were on the father’s side, but the Jugendamt “just made their own laws.” 
This observation from within Germany’s own legislative body underscores the 
extraordinary power the institution exercises. 

2.4 Immunity from Accountability 
A critical structural feature of the Jugendamt system is the effective immunity its officers 
enjoy. Germany has excluded the Youth Welfare Office from its anti-discrimination 
office, making it procedurally impossible to file discrimination complaints against 
Jugendamt officials through normal administrative channels. Furthermore, Jugendamt 
agents are often exempted from punishment by law when making declarations to family 
courts, enabling them to submit statements to courts without legal consequences for 
inaccuracy. The Trennungsväter e.V., an NGO with Special Consultative Status with 
ECOSOC, has documented that whistleblowers who challenge Jugendamt practices are 
regularly prosecuted and punished, characterizing this retaliatory pattern as itself 
constituting a form of institutional coercion. 
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3. European Parliament Findings and Resolutions 
3.1 History of Petitions (2006–2024) 
The European Parliament’s Committee on Petitions has received hundreds of petitions 
over more than a decade and a half from non-German parents denouncing systematic 
discrimination and arbitrary measures by the Jugendamt. At least 120 petitions have 
been filed specifically by German parents, with additional complaints from parents of 
French, Belgian, Italian, Polish, American, Indian, and Turkish nationality. 

 

The pattern documented in these petitions is remarkably consistent across nationalities 
and time periods: non-German parents report that the Jugendamt systematically favors 
German parents in custody disputes, interprets “the best interests of the child” as 
requiring the child to remain in Germany regardless of circumstances, sends documents 
in German with unreasonably short deadlines to foreign parents, and fails to recognize 
court judgments from other EU member states. 

3.2 The 2007 Investigation 
In 2007, the European Parliament Committee on Petitions conducted discussions in 
Berlin with German authorities following a large volume of petitions. This investigation 
was formally documented in the Report on the deliberations of the Committee on 
Petitions during the parliamentary year of 2007 (A6-0336/2008). During these 
discussions, one Polish petitioner reportedly received an apology from German 
authorities, though the Committee was unable to finalize its assessment before the end 
of the parliamentary year, and the underlying issues remained unresolved. 

3.3 Resolution B8-0546/2018: A Landmark Condemnation 
On November 29, 2018, the European Parliament adopted its most significant action 
regarding the Jugendamt: Resolution B8-0546/2018, titled “Role of the German Youth 
Welfare Office (Jugendamt) in cross-border family disputes.” Authored by Cecilia 
Wikström on behalf of the Committee on Petitions, this resolution constituted a 
comprehensive condemnation of Germany’s practices. 

 

The resolution’s key findings and demands included the following critical points. First, it 
regretted the European Commission’s failure to implement accurate checks on the 
procedures and practices of the German family law system, including the Jugendamt, in 
family disputes with cross-border implications. Second, it drew attention to the lack of 
statistics on how frequently court rulings deviate from Jugendamt recommendations. 
Third, it condemned the systematic interpretation of the child’s best interests as 
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requiring the child to remain on German territory, even in cases of documented abuse 
against non-German parents. Fourth, it criticized the failure to recognize decisions by 
judicial authorities of other EU member states, jeopardizing mutual trust among member 
states. Fifth, it called on the European Commission to take active measures to ensure 
fair, consistent, and non-discriminatory practices for parents in cross-border cases. 

3.4 Language Discrimination 
The European Parliament explicitly condemned what it characterized as “obvious and 
clear discrimination on grounds of origin and language” by the Jugendamt. Documented 
cases include non-German parents being prohibited from speaking their native 
language to their own children during supervised visits. When parents spoke in their 
mother tongue, visits were interrupted, contact was terminated, and in some cases 
parental access rights were permanently revoked. This practice was documented 
through European Parliament inquiry E-5356/2008 and multiple subsequent 
parliamentary questions. 

3.5 Continued Inaction (2019–2024) 
Despite the 2018 resolution, the fundamental problems have persisted. The European 
Parliament Committee on Petitions approved a delegation visit to a German Jugendamt 
in 2020 to conduct a fact-finding mission, but this visit was repeatedly postponed, 
initially due to COVID-19 and subsequently through 2022. As documented in the 
Committee’s 2022 deliberations report (A9-0333/2023), petitions continued to arrive at 
the same rate, and previous European Parliament demands that Germany address the 
documented abuses have been, in the Committee’s own assessment, rebuffed. 
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4. European Court of Human Rights Rulings Against 
Germany 
As of January 2021, Germany had been subject to 356 total judgments by the ECHR, 
resulting in 199 findings of violation. Article 8 violations (right to respect for private and 
family life) represented approximately 9% of all violations, making it the fourth-most 
violated right. Germany has been convicted 18 times specifically for Article 8 violations 
related to family matters, alongside 102 violations of Article 6 (right to a fair trial). The 
following cases represent the most significant rulings in the family law context. 

 

4.1 Elsholz v. Germany (2000) 
Application No. 25735/94 — The Court found violations of Article 8 after a father was 
denied contact with his son born out of wedlock. The German court had relied on a strict 
interpretation of civil code provisions without ordering an independent psychological 
report or granting the applicant a hearing before the Regional Court. The ECHR 
awarded 35,000 German marks for non-pecuniary damage, establishing the 
foundational principle that procedural fairness in custody decisions is a fundamental 
right. 

4.2 Kutzner v. Germany (2002) 
Judgment of February 26, 2002 — The Court held that German authorities violated 
Article 8 by revoking the parental rights of parents who had attended special schools for 
learning disabilities. The authorities separated the parents from their two daughters 
based primarily on the parents’ cognitive profile. The ECHR found the interference with 
family life was disproportionate to any legitimate aim, establishing the principle that 
parental intellectual capacity alone cannot justify the permanent severance of family 
bonds. 

4.3 Sahin v. Germany (2003) 
Application No. 30943/96 — An unmarried biological father was denied contact with 
his child. The Court found discrimination under Article 14 combined with Article 8, ruling 
that German law’s differential treatment of married and unmarried fathers was 
unreasonable and constituted a violation of the prohibition on discrimination. 

4.4 Sommerfeld v. Germany (2003) 
Application No. 31871/96 — Manfred Sommerfeld sought access to his daughter born 
out of wedlock, but German courts dismissed his claims. The Grand Chamber found 
violations of Article 14 combined with Article 8 regarding both the right of access and 
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right of appeal, ruling that very weighty reasons are required before differential 
treatment based on birth within or outside wedlock can be considered compatible with 
the Convention. 

4.5 Görgülü v. Germany (2004) 
Application No. 22028/04 — This landmark case involved a father excluded from all 
contact with his child, who had been placed in foster care. The Court found violations of 
Article 8 regarding both the refusal of custody and access rights, awarding EUR 15,000 
in damages. The case’s significance extends beyond the individual violation: the 
German Federal Constitutional Court subsequently used this ruling to establish that all 
German state organs must consider ECHR judgments binding, a principle that has been 
honored more in theory than in practice with regard to family law. 

4.6 Zaunegger v. Germany (2009) 
Application No. 22028/04 — A father was denied joint custody of his child born out of 
wedlock when the mother refused consent. The Court found violations of Articles 8 and 
14. This case represents one of the rare instances where an ECHR ruling produced 
direct legislative change in Germany: in 2013, Germany reformed Article 1626a of the 
German Civil Code so that unmarried fathers could apply for joint custody, to be granted 
unless contrary to the child’s best interests. 

4.7 Sioud v. Germany (2023) 
Application No. 48698/21 — In this recent case, a father’s contact rights were 
suspended without proper hearing of the children or ordering of expert evidence, 
despite indications of parental alienation. The Court found a violation of Article 8, 
demonstrating that even two decades after the initial wave of family law violations, 
Germany continues to produce the same patterns of rights violations in its family courts. 

 

4.8 Pattern Analysis of ECHR Findings 
The ECHR cases against Germany in the family law domain reveal four consistent 
patterns. First, systematic discrimination against unmarried fathers through differential 
legal treatment (Elsholz, Sahin, Sommerfeld, Zaunegger). Second, refusal to grant 
contact rights without proportionate assessment or fair procedures (Görgülü, Kutzner, 
Sioud). Third, procedural fairness deficiencies including lack of psychological reports, 
failure to hear applicants, and inadequate consideration of individual circumstances. 
Fourth, disproportionate revocation of parental rights based on standards unrelated to 
actual child safety (Kutzner). The persistence of these patterns from 2000 through 2023 
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demonstrates that individual case victories at the ECHR level have failed to produce 
systemic reform. 
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5. United Nations Human Rights Bodies and Germany 
5.1 UN Committee on the Rights of the Child 
Germany ratified the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child in 1992 and withdrew its 
previous reservations in 2010, making the Convention fully binding. It ratified Optional 
Protocols on child trafficking and sexual abuse in 2009 and the communications 
procedure in 2013. Despite these formal commitments, the gap between Germany’s 
treaty obligations and its domestic practice has been documented repeatedly. 

 

The UN Committee on the Rights of the Child has called on Germany to incorporate 
children’s rights into its Basic Law (Grundgesetz) on four separate occasions: in 1995, 
2004, 2014, and 2022. After nearly thirty years of recommendations, Germany has not 
implemented this requirement. Research indicates that state authorities tend to 
recognize children’s rights only when explicitly stated in specific legislation rather than 
as standalone constitutional rights, creating gaps in protection across legal domains. 

 

Germany’s most recent review by the Committee (September 2022, CRC/C/DEU/CO/5-
6) identified persistent concerns including inadequate protections for child victims of 
violence, insufficient national strategy for preventing abuse, and inadequate conditions 
for asylum-seeking and refugee children in reception centers. 

5.2 Universal Periodic Review: Accepted but Unimplemented 
The pattern of Germany’s engagement with the UPR process reveals a systematic 
strategy of formal acceptance paired with practical inaction. The UN Human Rights 
Council made specific recommendations regarding effective controls over the 
Jugendamt during its first (2009), second (2013), and third (2017) Universal Periodic 
Review cycles. Germany formally accepted all three recommendations. As of 2026, 
none have been substantively implemented. 

 

According to civil society submissions to the UPR process, Jugendamt agents continue 
to make false assertions to Family Courts, depriving parents of children without 
justification. Federal Ministries have indicated no political intention to change this 
situation, suggesting that non-compliance is not an oversight but a deliberate policy 
choice. 

5.3 The Psychological Torture Finding 
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Perhaps the most damning international finding regarding the Jugendamt comes from 
the UN Special Rapporteur on Torture. Trennungsväter e.V., an NGO holding Special 
Consultative Status with ECOSOC, submitted documentation to the OHCHR 
demonstrating that certain Jugendamt practices meet the criteria for “white torture” or 
psychological torture. The Special Rapporteur’s office acknowledged these findings, 
noting that arbitrary deprivation of contact with close relatives qualifies as psychological 
torture under international law. 

 

The documented practices meeting torture criteria include arbitrary deprivation of 
contact between children and their parents or extended family, systematic alienation 
and emotional manipulation of children against one parent, and the use of deprivation of 
liberty, physical restraints, medication, and confinement within institutional care settings 
without consistent legal oversight. Critically, the submission noted that torture is absent 
from German criminal law entirely, meaning the Istanbul Protocol (UN Manual on the 
Effective Investigation and Documentation of Torture) is not applied in cases involving 
Jugendamt practices. 

5.4 UN Special Rapporteur on Sale and Sexual Exploitation of 
Children (2024) 
UN Special Rapporteur Mama Fatima Singhateh visited Germany from October 14 to 
25, 2024, examining sexual exploitation and abuse of children within circles of trust and 
communities. The Special Rapporteur identified a fundamental structural problem: each 
federal state and municipality adopts varying approaches and practices on child 
protection, creating unequal protections across the country. The Rapporteur’s key 
recommendation was to adopt a national child protection strategy with a mandatory 
oversight mechanism, a recommendation that implicitly acknowledges the current 
absence of such mechanisms. Notably, the Rapporteur found that no specialized 
shelters exist anywhere in Germany for child victims of trafficking. 

5.5 Hague Convention Non-Compliance 
Germany’s implementation of the Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects of 
International Child Abduction has been subject to extensive international criticism, 
particularly from the United States. A U.S. Government Accountability Office report 
(GAO-01-423) documented inappropriate use by German courts of Convention 
provisions to justify retaining children in Germany, lengthy adjudication times, and 
failure to enforce foreign parents’ visitation rights. Germany ranked third worldwide for 
total Hague Convention cases in 2023, with 527 new cases recorded. Of these, 83% 
were return proceedings, suggesting that Germany is disproportionately a destination 
country in international child retention disputes. 
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6. Child Abuse Under State Supervision: The Kentler 
Experiment and Systemic Failures 
6.1 The Kentler Experiment (1969–1990s) 
The most egregious documented case of state-facilitated child abuse in modern 
German history is the Kentler Experiment, exposed in detail by The New Yorker in July 
2021 through investigative reporting by Rachel Aviv. Beginning in the late 1960s and 
continuing until the early 1990s, psychologist Helmut Kentler, operating with the explicit 
authorization and financial support of the Berlin Senate, systematically placed neglected 
and homeless children, many between ages 13 and 15, as foster children in the homes 
of known pedophiles and hebephiles. 

 

Kentler’s ideology held that pedophiles could serve as suitable foster parents and that 
sexual contact would be “relatively harmless if it were not forced.” This program 
continued for approximately thirty years. A 2020 study by the University of Hildesheim 
confirmed that the Berlin Senate operated foster homes and shared residences for 
young people in partnership with pedophile men who were “sometimes powerful” and 
“supported and protected by academic and pedagogical institutions.” All documented 
victims reported being subjected to sexual abuse during their placement. One 
perpetrator, identified as Fritz H., abused children placed in his care from the 1970s 
until 2003. The Berlin Senate subsequently acknowledged the program as “a crime in 
state responsibility.” 

6.2 The Lügde Campsite Scandal (1998–2018) 
Described as the largest abuse scandal in German history, the Lügde case involved the 
systematic sexual abuse of more than 40 children (ages 3 to 14) at the Eichwald 
campsite near Hanover over a period of twenty years. The primary perpetrator, Andreas 
V., was accused of 298 individual crimes against children. Despite prior sex abuse 
allegations, Andreas V. was granted permission by the Jugendamt in 2016 to become 
the legal guardian of a 6-year-old foster daughter, whom he subsequently abused. An 
official inquiry found that local police had failed to respond to repeated parental 
complaints and that critical evidence had disappeared from police archives. 

6.3 The Bergisch Gladbach Network (2019) 
Police investigation of an online pedophile network based in Bergisch Gladbach 
uncovered a network of at least 439 suspects operating under more than 30,000 
pseudonyms. Victims ranged from 3 months to 17 years of age. Sixty-five children were 
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freed during the investigation. The key suspect was sentenced to 12 years for sexually 
abusing his own daughter beginning when she was 3 months old. 

6.4 The Münster Case (2020) 
Five individuals were convicted in 2021 for imprisoning, drugging, and repeatedly raping 
children in an allotment shed in Münster, with sentences ranging from 10 to 14 years. 
Police secured up to 500 terabytes of video footage documenting the abuse. The 
mother of the main defendant was convicted of aiding and abetting, having owned the 
shed and brought breakfast to the perpetrators during ongoing abuse. 

6.5 Systemic Implications 
These cases do not represent isolated failures but rather point to systemic 
vulnerabilities within Germany’s child welfare infrastructure. In the Kentler Experiment, 
the state itself authorized and funded the placement of children with known abusers. In 
the Lügde case, the Jugendamt placed a foster child with a known sex offender and 
ignored parental warnings. These patterns suggest that the same institution tasked with 
protecting children has, in documented cases, functioned as a mechanism facilitating 
their exploitation. The 2024 UN Special Rapporteur’s finding that Germany lacks a 
national child protection strategy with mandatory oversight reinforces the assessment 
that these are structural rather than incidental failures. 
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7. Individual Case Studies: Documented Families 
The following cases represent documented instances of families affected by Jugendamt 
practices, drawn from court records, European Parliament petitions, advocacy 
documentation, and investigative journalism. While each case is unique, they 
collectively illustrate the patterns identified in institutional analyses. 

 

7.1 Grace Lena Wray (American Father, German Mother) 
Documented through the advocacy website GraceLenaWray.com, this case involves an 
American father and his daughter Grace Lena Wray, born approximately 2011. The 
case proceeded through the family court in Heidelberg, Germany, over a period of 
approximately four years. The Jugendamt officer assigned to the case, Hauke Müller of 
the Westerland, Sylt office, refused to enforce a valid custody agreement in December 
2020, claiming without legal basis that COVID-19 rendered the agreement void. The 
mother, Miriam Astroh (Wray), prevented all contact between the father and daughter 
for 32 months during court proceedings, cycled through eight different lawyers, and 
cancelled three scheduled supervised visitation sessions by failing to cooperate. 

 

A court-commissioned psychiatric evaluation by Dr. Christiane Hornstein raised 
concerns about the mother’s emotional stability and recommended further evaluation. 
The mother admitted in proceedings to fabricating serious criminal accusations against 
the father. Despite these findings, the Jugendamt officer displayed documented bias 
against the American father, used insulting language in court proceedings, and refused 
to support court-recommended therapy for the child. As of the most recent 
documentation, the father has had no contact with his daughter for approximately three 
years. Grace, now 13, is the only American citizen in her German family and the only 
family member unable to visit the United States because her mother refuses to renew 
her U.S. passport. 

7.2 Ariha Shah (Indian Parents) 
Bhavesh and Dhara Shah, a Gujarati Indian couple residing in Berlin, had their daughter 
Ariha removed from their custody in September 2021 after the child’s grandmother 
accidentally injured the child’s genital area during a visit, leading to allegations of sexual 
assault. The Jugendamt immediately placed the child in foster care. By February 2022, 
police investigations had closed all cases, finding no evidence of abuse. Despite this 
exoneration, the court denied the parents custody. The parents were permitted only 
twice-monthly visitation for one hour. The child was moved through five different foster 
homes. The Indian government formally requested Ariha’s repatriation to India, and 
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Prime Minister Modi raised the case directly with the German Chancellor. As of the most 
recent reporting, the child remained in German state custody. 

7.3 Marinella Colombo (Italian Mother) 
Marinella Colombo, an Italian mother in a custody dispute with a German father, 
obtained a ruling from the Italian Supreme Court in her favor. When she traveled to 
Munich to retrieve her children pursuant to that ruling, Germany refused to recognize 
the Italian court’s jurisdiction. A European arrest warrant was issued against her, she 
was arrested, and she served an 18-month sentence under house arrest. She was 
prohibited from seeing her children throughout this period. Colombo was reunited with 
her children only after they became adults. Her case was subsequently the subject of a 
2022 Italian film, Kindeswohl: il bene del bambino, and she obtained a master’s degree 
in children’s law. Her case exemplifies the European Parliament’s finding that Germany 
systematically refuses to recognize judicial decisions from other EU member states. 

7.4 Thomas Porombka (German Father) 
Thomas Porombka’s case, presented at a European Parliament conference in Brussels 
on February 6, 2020, through the organization Fathers Against Discrimination (FAD), 
involved his 24-year-old mentally disabled son. Porombka obtained six consecutive 
court orders for custody of his son, every one of which the Jugendamt defied. According 
to Porombka’s lawyer, the Jugendamt lied at least 12 times in court proceedings. A 
German judge ruled that the son had been “kidnapped” by the Jugendamt, 
characterizing the removal as a punishable crime. Despite this judicial determination, 
the Jugendamt maintained its position. German Parliament member Klaus-Peter Willsch 
publicly expressed astonishment at the case, stating that the Jugendamt “just made 
their own laws.” 

7.5 The Wunderlich Family (German, Homeschooling) 
Dirk and Petra Wunderlich and their four children faced governmental interference 
beginning in 2005 due to their decision to homeschool, which has been illegal in 
Germany since 1918. On August 29, 2013, thirty-three police officers and seven social 
workers forcibly removed their four children (ages 7 to 14) from the family home. The 
children were placed in a children’s home for three weeks before being returned. The 
case proceeded to the ECHR (Wunderlich v. Germany, Application No. 18925/13), 
where the Court, while acknowledging infringement of Article 8, ultimately found that 
Germany’s absolute prohibition on homeschooling was within its margin of appreciation. 
A new German judge eventually ruled in the family’s favor in 2019 after the original 
judge was replaced on grounds of bias. 

7.6 Klaudia Majewska (Polish Mother) 



Germany’s Jugendamt: A Systematic Pattern of Human Rights Violations 

Page 20 

Klaudia Majewska, a Polish Catholic mother, had two of her children removed by the 
Jugendamt. Her 6-month-old baby was taken first, followed by her young daughter. 
Reports indicate the children were placed with Muslim foster families, disregarding the 
mother’s expressed religious and cultural preferences. Her case contributed to the 
volume of Polish petitions received by the European Parliament. 

7.7 Polish Father — Language Discrimination Case 
Documented by The Krakow Post in 2007 and subsequently the subject of European 
Parliament inquiry E-5356/2008, a Polish father was forbidden from seeing his child 
after refusing to sign a pledge not to speak Polish with the child during visits. This case 
was among those that prompted the European Parliament’s formal condemnation of 
language discrimination by the Jugendamt. 

7.8 The Schulz Family 
Dan Schulz was taken into Jugendamt custody, with his mother Heidi Schulz describing 
the experience in terms consistent with other documented cases. After three years of 
legal proceedings, a judge ordered Dan returned home. Heidi Schulz stated publicly that 
the Jugendamt “destroys families; they torture people, and make money out of it,” an 
accusation that aligns with the financial incentive structure documented by advocacy 
organizations. 

7.9 Case Summary Table 

Family Nationality Key Issue Outcome 

Wray American / German Custody enforcement 
refusal, parental 
alienation 

No contact for 3+ years 

Shah Indian False abuse 
allegation, child 
retained in foster care 

5 foster homes, PM 
intervention 

Colombo Italian Foreign court ruling 
ignored, mother 
arrested 

Reunited only when 
children adult 

Porombka German 6 court orders defied 
by Jugendamt 

Judge ruled child was 
“kidnapped” 

Wunderlich German Homeschooling, 33 
police removed 4 
children 

Returned after 3 
weeks, bias ruling 

Majewska Polish Two children 
removed, placed 
across cultures 

Children placed with 
foster families 
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Polish Father Polish Language 
discrimination, 
banned for speaking 
Polish 

EP inquiry E-
5356/2008 

Schulz German Child taken into 
custody 

Returned after 3 years 
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8. Identified Patterns of Institutional Behavior 
The convergence of European Parliament findings, ECHR rulings, UN reports, and 
individual case documentation reveals a series of recurring institutional patterns that 
transcend individual cases and point to systemic dysfunction. 

 

8.1 Pattern 1: Discrimination Against Non-German Parents 
Across cases involving French, Belgian, Italian, Polish, American, Indian, and Turkish 
parents, the Jugendamt exhibits a consistent pattern of favoring the German parent or 
German state custody over foreign parents. This pattern manifests through language 
discrimination (prohibiting parents from speaking their native language to their children), 
failure to recognize foreign court judgments, interpretation of “child’s best interests” as 
synonymous with the child remaining in Germany, and administrative barriers including 
documents sent exclusively in German with unreasonably short response deadlines. 

8.2 Pattern 2: Effective Judicial Override 
Despite its formally advisory role, the Jugendamt exercises what amounts to a judicial 
override function. Court orders are defied without consequence (Porombka: six orders 
defied), custody agreements are unilaterally declared void (Wray: COVID-19 pretext), 
and judges’ recommendations are ignored when they conflict with the Jugendamt’s 
determination. The European Parliament has specifically noted the absence of data on 
how frequently courts deviate from Jugendamt recommendations, a gap that itself 
serves the institution’s interests by preventing accountability analysis. 

8.3 Pattern 3: Formal Acceptance, Practical Refusal 
Germany’s engagement with international oversight bodies follows a consistent 
strategy: formal acceptance of recommendations paired with practical non-
implementation. This pattern is documented across the UN Human Rights Council UPR 
process (recommendations accepted in 2009, 2013, and 2017, none implemented), the 
UN Committee on the Rights of the Child (children’s rights in the Basic Law 
recommended four times since 1995, not implemented), European Parliament 
resolutions (2018 resolution demands unaddressed), and ECHR rulings (individual case 
compliance without systemic reform). This strategy allows Germany to maintain its 
international reputation while insulating domestic practices from meaningful change. 

8.4 Pattern 4: Financial Incentive Structure 
The Jugendamt operates within a child welfare industry generating over €35 billion 
annually. Critics, including German psychologists and advocacy organizations, have 
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identified a structural incentive to maximize the number of children in state care. A 
German psychologist cited in European Parliament proceedings observed that “there 
appears to be a system of persons, of social workers, of teachers, psychotherapists, 
who live on children being taken out of the family.” The dramatic increase in children 
taken into care, from 25,664 in 2009 to 74,600 in 2023, a 191% increase, is consistent 
with an incentive structure that rewards institutional growth over family preservation. 

8.5 Pattern 5: Disproportionate Impact on Vulnerable Populations 
Statistical analysis indicates that foreign children are removed from their families at 
approximately three times the rate of German children, a disparity attributed to 
immigrant families being economically disadvantaged and less able to navigate the 
German legal system. Turkish families have been particularly affected, with the Turkish 
government reporting that it ensured the return of 200 children to their biological parents 
after intervention. Reports document children from Muslim families being placed with 
Christian foster families in disregard of cultural and religious considerations. 

8.6 Pattern 6: Retaliation Against Challengers 
The Trennungsväter e.V. submission to the OHCHR documented that whistleblowers 
and those who challenge Jugendamt practices are regularly prosecuted and punished. 
Victims of the Jugendamt are described as being “very badly perceived in Germany,” 
unable to express grief about the loss of their children because of the prevailing social 
assumption that “the Jugendamt does not intervene without reason.” This social 
stigmatization effectively silences domestic opposition, leaving international bodies as 
the primary avenue for accountability. 
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9. Germany’s Refusal to Recognize International 
Human Rights Obligations 
9.1 Constitutional Framework vs. Practice 
Germany’s legal framework formally incorporates international human rights obligations. 
The ECHR has been incorporated as federal statute law since 1952. The German 
Federal Constitutional Court established in the Görgülü case that all state organs must 
consider ECHR judgments binding. Germany ratified the UN Convention on the Rights 
of the Child in 1992 and withdrew its reservations in 2010. On paper, Germany’s human 
rights framework is comprehensive. In practice, the evidence documented in this paper 
demonstrates a systematic gap between formal commitment and institutional behavior. 

9.2 The Compliance Paradox 
Germany’s approach to international human rights obligations in the family law domain 
can be characterized as a compliance paradox: the state complies with individual case 
rulings (paying damages, for example, when ordered by the ECHR) while systematically 
resisting the structural reforms that those rulings demand. Individual parents may win 
their cases at the European level, but the system that produced the violations continues 
unchanged. The continued flow of petitions to the European Parliament, the continued 
production of ECHR violations in family law cases, and the continued non-
implementation of UPR recommendations collectively demonstrate that Germany’s 
compliance is performative rather than substantive. 

9.3 The Oversight Void 
The absence of effective oversight mechanisms for the Jugendamt is not an accident of 
institutional design but an actively maintained feature. Germany has excluded the 
Jugendamt from its anti-discrimination office. It has failed to collect or publish statistics 
on Jugendamt recommendation compliance rates. It has blocked the European 
Parliament’s fact-finding delegation through years of postponement. It has accepted but 
not implemented three successive UPR recommendations for Jugendamt oversight. 
And it has maintained a legal framework that immunizes Jugendamt officers from 
accountability for false statements to courts. Each of these features individually might 
be attributed to administrative oversight; collectively, they constitute a deliberate 
architecture of unaccountability. 
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10. Advocacy and Civil Society Response 
10.1 GraceLenaWray.com 
The website GraceLenaWray.com serves as a detailed case study maintained by an 
American father documenting his experience with the Heidelberg family court system 
and the Jugendamt office in Westerland, Sylt. The site provides comprehensive 
documentation including court-commissioned psychiatric evaluations, timelines of 
contact deprivation, and evidence of fabricated accusations. The case illustrates the 
intersection of multiple documented patterns: discrimination against an American 
parent, defiance of custody agreements by the Jugendamt, effective judicial impotence, 
and the use of parental alienation as a weapon. 

10.2 GermanyHatesYou.com 
The advocacy platform GermanyHatesYou.com, operated from North Carolina, USA, 
focuses specifically on the practices of the Jugendamt office in Westerland, Sylt, 
Schleswig-Holstein. The site names four specific officials and documents allegations 
consistent with the broader patterns identified in European Parliament and UN findings: 
financial incentives driving placement decisions, complete autonomy of officers to 
ignore court orders, immunity from legal accountability, and practices meeting UN 
torture criteria. The site calls on American citizens to raise awareness about Jugendamt 
practices affecting American families. 

10.3 Fathers Against Discrimination (FAD) 
FAD, a Luxembourg-based organization (a.s.b.l.), has been active in presenting cases 
before the European Parliament, including Thomas Porombka’s case at the Brussels 
conference on February 6, 2020. FAD characterizes the Jugendamt system as 
amounting to a “government-run child trafficking network in which about 80 kids per day 
are seized from parents and funneled to children’s homes and psychiatric care.” While 
this characterization is advocacy language, the underlying statistical trends (74,600 
children taken into care in 2023) and the documented cases of children placed with 
known abusers lend the underlying concerns credibility. 

10.4 Trennungsväter e.V. 
Trennungsväter e.V. (Separated Fathers Association) holds Special Consultative Status 
with ECOSOC and has submitted formal documentation to the OHCHR regarding 
psychological torture practices by the Jugendamt. Their submissions have been 
acknowledged in the context of the UN Special Rapporteur on Torture’s work, 
representing the most authoritative civil society engagement with UN human rights 
mechanisms on this issue. 
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11. Conclusions and Recommendations 
The evidence assembled in this paper demonstrates that Germany’s Jugendamt system 
operates with a degree of unchecked power that is incompatible with the country’s 
obligations under the European Convention on Human Rights, the UN Convention on 
the Rights of the Child, and fundamental principles of the rule of law. The patterns 
documented herein are not allegations from a single aggrieved party but rather findings 
confirmed across multiple independent institutional frameworks: the European Court of 
Human Rights, the European Parliament, the UN Human Rights Council, the UN 
Committee on the Rights of the Child, and the UN Special Rapporteur on Torture. 

 

The core problem is structural. An institution with the power to remove children from 
families, to override court orders, to submit false statements to courts without legal 
consequence, and to operate beyond the reach of anti-discrimination mechanisms will 
inevitably produce the violations documented in this paper. Germany’s strategy of 
formal compliance (accepting recommendations, paying individual damages) while 
resisting structural reform has proven effective at maintaining the status quo for more 
than two decades. 

 

Based on the evidence presented, the following recommendations are warranted. First, 
the establishment of an independent federal oversight body for all 559 Jugendamt 
offices, with investigatory powers, statistical reporting requirements, and the authority to 
discipline officers who defy court orders. Second, mandatory collection and publication 
of statistics on the frequency with which German courts deviate from Jugendamt 
recommendations in custody proceedings. Third, the incorporation of children’s rights 
into Germany’s Basic Law, as recommended by the UN Committee on the Rights of the 
Child four times over three decades. Fourth, the removal of legal immunity for 
Jugendamt officers who make false statements to family courts. Fifth, the inclusion of 
the Jugendamt within Germany’s anti-discrimination framework. Sixth, the 
establishment of an expedited judicial review mechanism for cases in which the 
Jugendamt defies court orders. Seventh, the implementation of cultural and linguistic 
accommodations for non-German parents in custody proceedings, including the right to 
communicate with children in their native language. Eighth, full cooperation with the 
European Parliament’s fact-finding delegation, whose visit has been delayed since 
2020. 

 

Until these structural reforms are implemented, Germany’s Jugendamt will continue to 
produce the human rights violations that European and international bodies have 
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documented, condemned, and been unable to remedy through existing mechanisms. 
The question is no longer whether Germany’s child welfare system has a problem. The 
question is whether the international community possesses the mechanisms and the will 
to compel reform in a state that has demonstrated, over more than two decades, its 
determination to resist it. 
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