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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report details a study undertaken by Khulisa at Leeuwkop Prison with young juveniles
who voluntarily entered the programme during the course of 2007.
Twelve young offenders between the ages of 16 and 24 entered the programme. This
entailed a period of training for designated mediators, the participating prisoners, and
their families.
Focus group interviews were conducted by the researcher pre and post exposure to the
programme with the participating offenders. Interviews were also held with mediators
and those families who had elected to participate in the restorative justice process.
Khulisa trained all of the mediators in the facilitation of face to face meetings between
all parties concerned. The juveniles and their respective families were brought together in
focus group discussions called family group conferencing in an effort to understand how
the crimes that had been committed had impacted on everyone concerned, to come
to an agreement on how best to restore family trust and relationships, and to repair the
harm that had been done to the family unit.
The results of the programme were measured by using focus group interviews with the
offenders prior to their release from the Leeuwkop facility. They were tested using the
Khulisa Personal Multi-Screening Inventory Programme (PMSI) prior to exposure to the
Restorative Justice programme. They were then retested using the same PMSI measuring
instrument once the training had been completed and they had met with their families
to discuss the harm that had been caused, to ask for forgiveness, and to plan the way
forward as a united entity. In addition, assessment forms were completed by parents of
the participants as well as the facilitators/mediators from both Khulisa and the
Department of Correctional Services.
Personal interviews were held with each participant to ascertain if they would respond
differently in a more private situation to the way in which they had responded in the
group situation on their experiences of the Khulisa Restorative Justice programme. A
second reason for interviewing each participant individually was to obtain sufficient rich
information to gain a deeper understanding of each participant. Both pre and post
training PMSI tests were analysed by a statistician.
Findings included a measurement of the change of attitude in the participants after
completing the programme (90%), an assessment of the impact of the programme by
the mediators/facilitators, an assessment of the impact of the programme by the
parents, and assessment of the programme by the participants (rate of 90%) (n= 10).
Results indicated that even though exposure to the programme was far shorter than the
trainers would have wished, there was a 20% reduction in the thought of suicide (suicide
ideation), with all of the young participants showing remorse for the crime they had
committed, and heightened awareness of the ramifications of their crime on their
families and their communities.
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1.

INTRODUCTION

South Africa became a democracy in 1994, at a time when the attention of the world
was caught by the need to divert young offenders away from the prison environment
and into a system of restorative justice (Skelton 2002:118). What sets apart the South
African model of Restorative Justice for children is that the Child Justice Bill allows for the
diversion of the child away from the criminal justice system altogether at the pre-trial
stage or once conviction has been made, it becomes an alternative to the formal court
procedure (Stout & Wood 2004:118-119).
This report details the findings of a Restorative Justice study undertaken by Khulisa, at
Medium B, Leeuwkop Prison in 2007.
The Restorative Justice offender mediation programme comprised twelve offenders who
were due for release within the following six months, and who were keen to participate in
a peacemaking circle with their families.
Family members were invited to the dialogue circle and were briefed on Restorative
Justice processes which could be applied at family/community level.
A triangulation methodology was used to obtain the results, and a total number of
twelve offenders entered the programme, although only ten offenders completed the
training and assessments were made on only nine. Pre-training interviews were held with
the offenders in a focus group context. In addition, focus group interviews were held with
the participants, post training. Feedback telephonic interviews were held with all families
who participated in the Restorative Justice process, and feedback/assessment forms
were completed by the mediators who were involved in the process.

1.1. Background to the Study
The word “Khulisa” is an Nguni –based word meaning “to raise or foster the development
of a person or a community” (Khulisa 2007).
Khulisa is a non-profit organisation that was established in 1997 by Lesley Ann van Selm,
the Managing Director, who believed that the initiative could provide meaningful
solutions for the growing problems of crime. Khulisa operates nationally, in five provinces,
and its influence is already acknowledged internationally.
Khulisa has forged partnerships with national and international NGOs, including the
Departments of Correctional Services, Education, Foreign Affairs, Health, Justice, Social
Welfare and Population Development, Community Safety, Housing, and Labour. It is
currently being SETA (Skills Education and Training Authority)) accredited, and all its
programmes comply with the South African Qualifications Authority Act 58 of 1995
(SAQA) standards.
Khulisa believes that the key to creating a healthy South Africa lies in the type of
education, training, and personal development that builds responsibility and discourages
harmful behaviour. With this goal in mind, Khulisa endeavours to engage with crime
holistically, working with all levels of the crime cycle in the areas of prevention, diversion
of youth from the criminal justice system, the provision of alternatives to imprisonment,
fostering personal transformation for incarcerated inmates, and assistance with their
reintegration back into society.
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Khulisa provides a support system for families, communities, and victims who need
healing, and for those offenders who wish to accept the responsibility for the harm they
have caused and who desire to make amends.
Khulisa has responded to the growing need for an alternative to the growing number of
inmates in South Africa’s prisons. The increasing rate of crime in the country means that
more and more young men have been sent to the country’s already overcrowded
prisons. There has been an increasing need to find effective rehabilitation services, postrelease support and reintegration services for South Africa's more than 50 000 imprisoned
youths and young adults.
Prisons in South Africa are increasingly seen as universities for crime, sexual and drug
abuse. The Department of Correctional Services, 2007 states that by 31st December, 2005
general overcrowding was in the region of 137.64%. Of the total population of inmates,
113 820 were unsentenced at a cost of R123.37 per prisoner per day. By June 2006, South
African correctional centres housed 158 032 inmates, which was 50 000 persons over
capacity.
On May 31st 2007, the country had a total prison population of 159 961, of which 46 794
were awaiting trial prisoners, according to a government document prepared for
President Thabo Mbeki and the Big Business Working Group (City Press 2007).
In March this year, a parliamentary committee touring prisons and police stations in Kwa
Zulu-Natal found that some of the prisons they visited were 300% overcrowded. There was
a shortage of correctional service personnel, a lack of community involvement with the
SAPS, and awaiting trial prisoners were incarcerated with hardened offenders. It was also
found that juveniles had been sentenced for petty offences instead of rehabilitation or
correctional supervision.
With recidivism rates estimated at 80%, it is clear that ex-offenders face more than just
stigma once they have served their prison sentences (Khulisa s.a. 2007:1).
In 1997, Lesley Ann van Selm, introduced the concept of storytelling as a method of
strengthening self-respect to the Co-ordination of the Management of Juveniles Awaiting
Trial (COMJAT) (Tintinger 1999:1). This storytelling approach to youth development was an
educational initiative backed by Telkom South Africa (Mulke 2002:11). The awareness
activity was adopted by the Department of Social Services (DSS) and was tested in a
pilot project at the Soweto-based Walter Sisulu Child and Youth Care Centre. The
programme proved to be a resounding success and was rolled out to the Leeuwkop
Prison near Johannesburg, where its true value among detained youths was realized
(Swart 2003). Over the following two years, 280 workshops were conducted in several
prisons around the country, and Khulisa became known for its personal transformation
programme that is based on the principles of self-renewal (Tintinger 1999:5).
In 2001, Khulisa was commissioned to provide reintegration services for those prisoners
who were soon to be released as a result of limited availability of person-specific
rehabilitation services and a general lack of personnel in the Department of Correctional
Services (DCS) (Swart 2003).
One of the reasons that Leeuwkop Prison, Medium B facility was chosen is that Jeromy
Mostert, the psychologist in charge of this section of the prison, has been running a
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Restorative Justice programme since 2003, ever since he attended a conference on
Restorative Justice in Canada. Working as a team, Jeromy Mostert, Thabo Monyatsi,
Psychologist, and George Lai Thom, National Restorative Justice and Programme Coordinator (both of Khulisa) introduced a programme at Leeuwkop in 2006 that they had
used successfully in various other prisons in the past.
This project, however, differed from any previous projects in that this was the first time
that offenders were exposed to training in Khulisa’s Silence the Violence and Five
Languages of Apology programmes. The goal of previous research in each case had
been to measure participant satisfaction (Thom: 2007).

1.2. Motivation for Khulisa‘s victim/family conferencing programme
The U.S. Department of State, in its International Narcotics and Law Enforcement: FY 2006
Budget Justification states, “Numbers of prisoners awaiting trial in South Africa rank
among the highest in the world according to the Office of the Inspecting Judge of
Prisons: 41% of such prisoners remain incarcerated because they cannot pay minimal
fines and/or bail. The recidivism rate in South Africa stands at approximately 80%,
according to South Africa’s Institute for Security Studies, and prison personnel are unable
to conduct programs that will both reduce the numbers of criminals in prison and
rehabilitate those who are open to changing their lives.”
It is Khulisa’s belief that once an offender is able to accept responsibility for the harm that
has been caused, and to realise that every choice has consequences, it paves the way
for honest and open dialogue between family members. Realisation by offenders that
they are still loved and accepted by their families, and hearing genuine expressions of
regret for harm caused is able to draw families together, which enables the reintegration
process much easier for everyone concerned.
It is also believed that acceptance by the significant others of the released offender
impacts positively on the ability of the offender to refrain from returning to a life of crime.

1.3.

Objectives /Goal of the Research

The main objective of Khulisa’s Restorative Justice programme was to detect and
describe behavioural change (if any) before and after exposure to the programme and
to examine whether the programme had assisted those offenders and family members
who had participated in the programme at Leeuwkop Prison Medium B Section in
improving their lines of communication. The programme assists offenders in
acknowledging responsibility for the harm caused and enables the families to begin
rebuilding their relationships and restoring the trust that has been severed through
criminal influences.

1.4.

Rationale For The Research

Although statistics released by the SAPS have revealed that most categories of crime in
South Africa have decreased, the perception of ordinary South Africans is that they are
no safer now than they were in 2006. A survey conducted by the Institute of Security
Studies to measure the public’s perception of crime over the period September and
October, 2003 revealed that people’s sense of safety was worse in 2003 than it had been
in 1998.
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The high crime rate has been cited by potential overseas investors and the tourist industry
as a key issue in their reluctance to see the country as a viable monetary investment and
tourist opportunity. Of the more than 2 million crime incidents reported to the South
African Police last year, half will not be solved - one of the reasons could be the shortage
of detectives to solve crime. Of the one million cases that are reported, only 800 000 go
to court, of which over 305 000 cases are withdrawn and 108 000 struck off the register for
various reasons. This means that only 400 000 go to trial, which translates to a mere 20% of
all reported cases (Mapiloko: 2007).
In 2002, the Department of Correctional Services housed more than 188 000 prisoners,
overseen by approximately 32 500 officials (Fagan 2003:4), of which 130 449 were
sentenced prisoners, and 57 858 prisoners were awaiting trial. The ratio of psychologists to
prisoners translated into 1:6 493, and the ratio of social workers to prisoners translated into
1:405. These ratios negatively affect the ability of the Department to rehabilitate young
offenders (Hesselink Louw 2003).

1.5.

Actuating Questions

Do restorative justice programmes work with convicted juvenile offenders?
Will restorative justice allow them an easier transition back into society?
Will the impact of restorative justice be long term?

1.6.

Leading Questions

If a programme of Restorative Justice intervention takes place with juvenile offenders to
encourage them to take responsibility for the crimes they have committed, will they be
dissuaded from committing further crime upon their release from prison?
If young offenders accept responsibility for their crimes, will their victims/victims families
forgive them?

1.7

Ethical Considerations

Social research deals with the thoughts, emotions and often most intimate details of
people’s lives. As such ethical researchers acknowledge the enormity of the responsibility
placed upon them to protect the identities of the research subjects, and to ensure that
no harm devolves to participants in the research as a result of their contact with the
researcher. The researcher undertook to:
o
Protect the identities of everyone involved in the programme.
o
Make every attempt not to invoke feelings of guilt or harm to the self esteem of any
of the participants, nor would intentional stress be placed upon them.
o
The volunteers who had chosen to participate in the programme would be treated
with courtesy and respect.
o
Acknowledge that people are unique and, as such, are entitled to their own
points of view. Participants would be affirmed, and would be afforded the
courtesy of being requested to do something and not ordered.
o
The participants were entitled to explanations of why they were being asked to
do something, and they were equally entitled to withdraw at any time.
o
Participants were reassured that confidentiality was paramount.

1.8.

Time Frame

The original intention of the research project was to measure the degree of change of
attitude to the participants to the programme before and after administration of the
programme to the selected offenders. Thereafter, the attitudes of participants towards
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revisiting a life of crime would b e measured three months after their release from the
Leeuwkop facility. It was anticipated that a period of nine months would be required for
the entire research project.
It was further anticipated that from the initial measurement of the attitudes of the
offenders at Leeuwkop, the administration of the programme to the selected offenders,
and subsequent focus group interviews to ascertain their degree of change of attitude
towards criminal activities should span a period of approximately three months.
Similarly, focus group interviews would take place with those trained mediators who had
participated in the programme. It was initially intended that separate focus group
interviews would take place with all the families who had participated in the
programme. The results would then be analysed and reports written for presentation to
the client.
However, the co-ordinator, trainer, and primary facilitator of the research programme
experienced certain limitations in the operationalisation of the programme. These
limitations will be detailed in the relevant section hereunder.
As a result of the constraints experienced by the trainer, it was decided, in consultation
with Khulisa Managing Director, Ms Lesley Ann van Selm, to reduce the scope of the
research programme to training the facilitators from the Department of Correctional
Services and Khulisa, and administering the programme to the volunteer participants.
Once the participants had been assessed as having reached the stage where they felt
confident enough to meet with their parents and to take responsibility for the harm they
had caused to their significant others, a mutually suitable facilitation date would be
arranged for the young people to meet with their parents. Parents would be suitably
prepared for this meeting by the trainer and various incumbent facilitators.

2.

LITERATURE STUDY

2.1.

Definitions

2.1.1.

Deterrence
The idea is that man being a rational creature, would refrain from the commission
of crimes if he should know that the unpleasant consequences of punishment will
follow the commission of certain acts. It is thus the inhibiting effect of the threat
of punishment, or the imposition of punishment on others, which should cause a
person to think twice before he would commit a crime (Rabie 1994).

2.1.2.

Juvenile
The Correctional Services Act defines a juvenile as any person under the age of
21 years (Terblanche 1999:376).

2.1.3.

Mediator
A mediator is a go-between, a peace-maker, a referee, an arbitrator (Alswang &
van Rensburg (1995: 514).
It is understood by the researcher that, due to time constraints, the majority of
members of staff of Khulisa and the Department of Correctional Services did not
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receive in-depth training in the art of mediation, and for this reason, the term
mediator is used interchangeably or in conjunction with the word “facilitator.”
2.1.4. Restorative Justice
This term is used to denote a theory of criminal justice that focuses on crime as an
act against another individual or community rather than the State. The victim
plays a major role in the process and may receive some type of restitution from
the offender (Suffolk University 2007).
Restorative Justice is a theory of justice that emphasises the repairing of harm
caused or revealed by criminal behaviour. It is best accomplished through cooperative processes that include all stakeholders. Practices and programmes
reflecting restorative purposes will respond to crime by (a) identifying and taking
steps to repair harm, (b) involving all stakeholders, and (c)transforming the
traditional relationship between communities and their governments in
responding to crime. (Restorative justice is a theory…2007).
2.1.5.

Young offender
Offenders who, on the date of their conviction are under the age of 21 years
(Terblanche 1999: 375).

2.2.

Victim-Offender Mediation Models

2.2.1.

The Community Reparative Model
As early as the 1920s, community panels/boards were used in the United States of
America as a means of sanctioning youths who transgressed the law. While
reparative boards have found favour once again since the 1990s, they have only
recently been used with juvenile offenders. The community board meets with the
offender and subsequent to discussion about the negative ramifications of the
crime, an agreement is reached that identifies what restorative measures will be
taken by the offender within a specific time constraint. Onus falls upon the
offender to document progress made. When the predetermined time is reached,
the board will submit a report to the court on the extent of the offender’s
compliance with the agreement (Bazemore & Umbreit 2001: 3-4).

2.2.2.

The Victim-Offender Model
This model has been used successfully for over twenty years in the United States of
America, in Canada and in Europe. Initially, the mediation programmes dealt
with less serious property crimes committed by juveniles, but due to the successes
achieved, the courts have entrusted more serious and violent crimes committed
by adults and juveniles alike to the victim-offender process (Umbreit, 1997). In
some cases the parents of offenders are invited to participate in the process,
where victims are able to face the offenders and explain the extent of the harm
they have suffered as a result of the crime. In addition, the victims are able to ask
questions of the offender, and are directly involved in deciding upon the
restoration process. An agreement is reached between the parties, and a
restitution document is signed (Umbreit: 1997).

2.2.3.

The Family Group Conferencing Model
This model has its origins in the Maori traditions of New Zealand and was formally
recognised into the criminal justice system in 1989. A similar system called the
Wagga Wagga Model is operational in Australia. This model is extensively used in
parts of the United States and Canada. Police officers or school officials are used
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as mediators. In New Zealand, all but the most violent and serious cases of
delinquency are referred by the courts for family group conferencing (Alder &
Wundersitz 1994; Maxwell & Morris 1993; McElrea 1993).
2.2.4.

The Circle Sentencing Model
Also referred to as a peacemaking circle, it had its origins in the indigenous
people of Canada and the American Indians of the United States of America
(Stuart 1995; Melton 1995). Circle sentencing lends itself to rural and urban
environments, is not limited to minor offences, and is applicable to both adult
and juvenile offenders (Bazemore & Umbreit 2001:6). This model takes cognisance
of behavioural infringements of offenders, as well as the needs of the victims, the
communities, and the families. The emphasis is on healing for all parties
concerned, and with this in mind, affected persons and interested community
members are able to participate in the search for the restoration of balance
within the sphere of influence of the criminal act.

2.2.5.

The “Pure Mediation” Model
The goal of this model is to reach a settlement, and not to develop an
understanding of the harm suffered by the victim, the families, and the
communities affected by the crime (Price 1995: 3). No relationship is built
between any of the participating parties to the mediation.

2.2.6.

The Humanistic Mediation Model
While the Mediation Model aims to arrive at a settlement between the injured
party and the offender, the Humanistic Model strives to cultivate a sense of trust
and rapport with the mediator. The mediator then assists each participant in the
mediation process in owning the conflict, discussing it with the other participants,
and arriving at a mutually acceptable agreement. (Price 1995: 5).

3.

THEORETICAL EXPLANATIONS OF CRIME

Relevant theories pertaining to the crimes committed by the offenders will be explained,
and will include biological, learning, sociological, rational choice and integrated theories
of crime causation.
The development of criminological theory should be seen in the context of the
sociological, political, and historical context of the time. The biological and sociological
data of the offenders who were involved in this pilot study dictated that while the
theories would be discussed in the order of their development, greater emphasis would
be placed on those theories most relevant to the explanation of crimes committed by
the participating offenders.

3.1.

Biological and Psychodynamic Theories

Initial studies conducted to determine the causes of crime took a positivist approach,
believing that hereditary factors and physiological functioning were the primary
determinants of crime. These include genetic factors (eg. Attention Deficit Hyperactivity
Disorder, Tourette Syndrome, chromosomal disorders), neurological factors eg. brain
damage as a result of trauma, tumours, and minimal brain dysfunction, or biochemical
factors eg. diet, blood chemistry allergies, and hypoglycaemia (van der Hoven &
Joubert 1997:90-91).
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The psychoanalytical theory of Sigmund Freud was the foundation of the
psychodynamic approach to crime causation and focuses on the inner processes or
psyche of the individual. The development and socialisation of the child are believed to
be the most critical factors in determining the development of the child’s ability to
withstand a deviant lifestyle. Proponents of this approach believe that antisocial
behaviour often manifests among children in whose families discipline is either
inconsistent or absent altogether (Siegel & Senna 1991:102).

3.2.

Learning Theories

The premise of this approach is that children model their behaviour on that of the
significant others in their social context eg. television personalities, pop groups etc.
Differential association suggests that children who are socialised in disorganised
neighbourhoods are more likely to have associations that will encourage criminal
activities (Shaw & McKay 1942). It is believed that criminal behaviour is learned in
interaction with other persons, and the principal part of this learning process takes place
within intimate personal group, eg. siblings or peers (Brown, Esbenson & Geis 2001: 324).

3.3.

Rational Choice Theory

This perspective views humans as rational beings who are able to choose between right
and wrong after weighing up the consequences of their actions. Humans weigh up the
risks and rewards associated with the options facing them, and make the decision to
commit crime if they believe the rewards are sufficiently lucrative (Conklin 1995:272).

3.4.

General Theory of Crime

Gottfredson and Hirschi’s General Theory of crime is similarly known as the “poor control”
theory, and proposes that crime is caused by the offender’s inability to control the urge
to commit crime when a potentially rewarding opportunity arises.

3.5.

Integrated Theories

Integrated theories explain antisocial behaviour from a multi-faceted perspective. This
means that a person’s individual factors, the environment in which they live, their cultural
and crime facilitating factors are taken together to provide a rich explanation for their
behaviour. Van der Hoven’s 2001 Integrated Individual-Oriented model assumes that
crime causation is multi-dimensional and that the criminal event is a dynamic process. It
acknowledges the unique combination of factors that include cognition, the genetic
and development influences as well as the relational environment to arrive at purposeful,
voluntary, and conscious decisions to commit crime. This presents the premise that some
individuals are more susceptible to committing crime than others (van der Hoven
2001:81-89).
It is believed that this model most fully explains the motivation of the participating
offenders to commit crime.

4.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

4.1.

Introduction

4.1.1.
4.1.2.
4.1.3.

The programme at Leeuwkop Prison encompassed various key elements:
Personal restoration of offenders
Offender pre training measurement (PMSI)
Offender post training measurement (PMSI)
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4.1.4.
4.1.5.
4.1.6.
4.1.7.
4.1.8.
4.1.9.
4.1.3.
4.1.4.
4.1.5.

Compiling an offender profile on each participant
Participant assessment of the training
Participant perception of forgiveness
Mediator/facilitator training
Mediator/facilitator assessment of the programme
Family exposure to the concept of Restorative Justice
Offender accountability and family restoration
Family perception of behavioural and cognitive change
Post release telephonic follow-up with families

4.2.

Description of the Research Methodology

The methodology for the programme was outlined by the initiators of the programme,
Khulisa South Africa. The researcher was introduced to the project towards the closing
stages of the training of the participants to the research, and a short time before they
met with their families. It was therefore decided to use a triangulation method to
measure those variables that were expected to change pre and post exposure to the
different workshops comprising the Khulisa training. This research uses a meta-scientific
disciplinary approach, using qualitative action research. It is empirical in dimension, and
uses primary data as a means of measurement.
It was decided to embark upon ethnographic research, which is usually qualitative in
nature, and aims to describe in depth a particular group of people or community. These
descriptions are embedded in the life-worlds of the actors (in this case the offenders)
being studied and produce insider perspectives of the actors and their practices
(Mouton 2001: 148).
The questionnaires were comprised of exploratory questions and semi structured
interviews. They comprised individual interviews (Annexures B,C and D) and focus group
interviews (Annexures E and F). Use was also made of existing relevant literature.

4.3.

Identification of the Unit of Study

4.3.1.

Study Design
The study was initially limited to twelve juvenile males between the ages of 18
and 24 years who had committed the crimes of robbery (5), theft (8),
housebreaking (9), kidnapping (1), attempted murder (1) and reckless driving (1).
The offenders were all eligible for release within the next six months and had
indicated their willingness to participate in a peacemaking circle with
family/community members. However, three of the participants were unable to
remain with the group until the end, and feedback on their views of the course
was either difficult to obtain, or the participants declined to lend their support
upon release. For this reason, PMSI results for only nine participants are detailed in
this report.

4.3.2
o

Limitations of the Study
Time Constraints
One of the most serious limitations of the study was that, from the outset, the
programme trainer indicated that more time needed to be set aside in which to
train the trainers (it was felt that one day to train facilitators was inadequate –
both for the needs of the facilitators/mediators and for the participants).
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o

o

o

o

o

It was extremely difficult to gain access to the participants, and co-ordinate
schedules with the over-worked staff of the Department of Correctional Services,
as a result of the limited time available to train facilitators and expose participants
fully to the course.
In addition, the time taken to build a good sense of rapport and trust with, and
between, both facilitators/mediators was limited as a result of the rigid, but
necessary routine of the prison environment.
Mediators/Facilitators
Aside from a few professionally trained facilitators/mediators, the majority of
facilitators used were co-opted from either Khulisa or the Department of
Correctional Service staff. Both staff members of the Department of
Correctional Services and Khulisa have an enormous work load, and it was
difficult for them to lay aside their normal pattern of work to engage in this
project. However, it must be stressed that this was done with the most positive
frame of mind from each facilitator, albeit that they knew that this time would
result in a backlog of their already demanding work schedules.
Facilities
Facilities available for the preparation of the group of participants were very
challenging in that it was difficult for enough working area to be provided. In
addition, there was often a great deal of external noise. Interruptions proved to
be the norm rather than the exception.
Researcher
As a result of coming late into the project, it was difficult to glean information on
who ran which workshops, how much time each workshop had taken, the
content of the workshops and a good overview of the history and prior projects
undertaken by Khulisa.
Language
Many of the participants were Zulu speaking, with little exposure to either English
or Afrikaans. Questionnaires needed to be translated into the language of their
choice and their responses translated back into English. This was not only time
consuming, but also required a greater degree of commitment from the
translators who also acted as facilitators, and from the participants to the
research. The programme trainer experienced the same problems in
communicating with some of the participants’ families.
Measuring Instruments
Although the researcher designed several measuring instruments that were
aimed at respondents whose primary home language might possibly not be
English (Annexures B, D and E), translation or explanation was still needed with
some of the participants.
However, in implementing the PSMI measuring instrument, it was felt that many of
the questions were not relevant to the participants, and virtually half of the
statements need to be explained by means of simple illustration of everyday
examples.
Offender and Victim Contact Information
It was extremely difficult to obtain victim information for those participants who
had expressed a desire to meet with their victims at a later stage.
It was also difficult to contact families of the offenders, and many times proved
extremely frustrating as cell numbers given as contacts were either not available
at certain hours, were incorrect, or belonged to a friend or another member of
the family, in which case messages had to be left for the families to return the
call.
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o

4.4.

Process
In order to fit in to the planned structure of the project, time limitations were a
very important factor, and the trainer sometimes felt that compromises had to
be made in order to remain within these limitations.

Implementation of the Restorative Justice Training Programme

Due to the need to identify the changes that have taken place in the lives of the
offenders and family members who participated in the programme, it was decided to
embark upon a qualitative approach to the methodology. It was decided that a
triangulation approach would be used. Focus group training, semi structured interviews
and the PSMI psychological tool were used by the Khulisa trainer. The Khulisa and
Department of Correctional Services facilitators met with the participants and with their
families to facilitate/mediate the meeting where the participants undertook to accept
responsibility for the harm they had caused to their families.
A literature study was used to examine results obtained in similar studies done elsewhere.
The researcher held semi-structured focus group interviews as well as in-depth interviews
with the participants pre-release.
4.4.1.

Selection of the Participants
The Social Worker at Leeuwkop Medium B facility described how the selection of
participants was made. All young offenders who were due for release within the
next six months were invited to make themselves available for the programme.
Initially, approximately eighteen young men indicated interest in the programme.
Once the potential trainees had been briefed on the purpose of the training, the
projected outcome and that no certificate would be given at the end of the
training, some of the young men chose not to attend the programme, and one
or two decided not to complete the course once training had commenced.

4.4.2.

Selection of the Families of the Participants
Once the offenders had indicated a willingness to participate in the programme
at Leeuwkop Medium B Juvenile Section, their families were contacted. They
agreed to be a part of the project, and indicated that there was an almost
tangible feeling of strain between their incarcerated family member and
themselves, and that it had become difficult to communicate with their loved
ones as a result of the crime that had taken place.
It is important at this stage to define the term “families” – many of the young
people had come from dysfunctional homes. In only four of the homes, were the
parents still together as husband and wife. In five of the homes, the offenders had
no father, while in one home there was a stepfather, and one offender had no
parents at all, but lived with his uncle. In two of the families, the offenders
indicated that they had relatives who were serving time in prison.

4.4.3.

o

Selection of the Facilitators
The facilitators were all co-opted members of staff from either the Department of
Correctional Services or from Khulisa.
The Department of Correctional Services (DCS)
There were six facilitators from the Department of Correctional Services. Two of
the DCS facilitators were male, and four were female. Their spread of ages was
two in the age group 20 to 30, two in the age group 30-40, one did not indicate
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o

4.5.

the age, and one facilitator was away on maternity leave and could not be
contacted.
Khulisa Facilitators (K)
A total of nine facilitators participated in the Leeuwkop project, five were female,
and four were male.
One facilitator did not indicate their age. Two facilitators were in the age group
20-30 years, one in the age group 30-40 years, and three were in the age group
40-50 years. One facilitator was over 50 years of age. One facilitator was unable
to complete a form and had to withdraw from the project due to a family
emergency.

Description of the Process

In March, 2007 Khulisa proposed to the psychologist at Leeuwkop Juvenile Facility that
they were willing to participate in the ongoing development of the rehabilitation, prerelease and reintegration processes of Restorative Justice at the prison. It was agreed
that twelve offenders who were due for release within the following six months and were
willing to participate in a peacemaking circle with their family and/or community
members, would undergo a period of preparation and upliftment prior to the envisaged
meeting with their families. However, it was only possible to measure the degree of
change in nine of the participants, as three participants were released from the facility
before the post test measuring instrument was administered.
Family members were contacted and invited to a dialogue at a central venue, at which
time they were briefed on restorative processes relevant to their situations. At this stage,
the offenders had already participated in a four day self awareness Restorative Justice
process that included:
Knowing myself
Ubuntu
The five languages of apology
Sections of Silence the Violence
Exposure to what restorative justice is and how it operates.
By this stage, they had been exposed to an understanding of what comprises a victim
impact panel and the sort of dialogue that focuses on empathy. They were taught to
consider how the crime that they had committed had affected their families and their
communities, and were encouraged to accept responsibility for what they had done.
This process is now described in greater detail.
4.5.1.

Knowing Myself
This part of the programme explains the theory of Restorative Justice and where
the process fits into the offender’s current situation. It was important that each
participant understand that Restorative Justice is not about forgiveness, but
about taking responsibility for what they have done.
Knowing Myself also explores the unique make up of every person - their strengths
and weaknesses.

4.5.2.

Ubuntu
The origin of the concept of ubuntu is found in traditional African culture where
collective responsibility is considered far above that of the individual. What
affects one person, impacts on the whole community, and it is therefore
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understood that every stranger is welcome and no hungry person will ever be
turned away if there is something that can be shared with them. Traditionally
orphans will always be taken into someone’s home and cared for, because “I am
because you exist.” The foundations of this philosophy are mercy, compassion,
and respect for others. Humanity finds its deepest expression in harmonious
relationships with others and in respecting their rights and responsibilities (Khulisa
document: Overview of ubuntu).
As a result, people are independent, but also interdependent. The value of
ubuntu is in accepting that every choice made and every action taken has
consequences for the individual and for those around them.
The course examines the philosophy and worldview of ubuntu. It provides a
theoretical understanding and appreciation of the concept, as well as
opportunities for the individual within a social context. It is also concerned with an
appreciation for the differences in people, their cultures, race, sex, and age, and
develops an understanding of morality, self esteem, personal rights and
responsibilities and relationships. In the context of the offender, it leads the
individual to a realisation and acceptance of the harm that has been caused,
which, in itself, is a maturing process for the individual concerned.
4.5.3.

The Five Languages of Love/Apology
If everyone upheld the rights of others, there would be no need for apology.
However, this world is inhabited by imperfect people, and apologising is a
necessary skill that can be learned. People have an innate sense of right and
wrong, and when that sense of right is violated, it impacts on the inner being, and
could possibly manifest in anger, resentment, deep pain, and loss of trust. The
emotional anguish cries out for justice. It is the desire for the harm to be removed
that is the foundation of all judicial systems (Khulisa document).
The aim of the programme is to assist the offender in reaching a stage where he
or she is ready to apologise to his or her family and to pave the way for a sincere
and thoughtful apology.

4.5.4.

The Two Sides of Self. Masks and Dialogue Circles integrated into Group Work
The use of masks is a tangible and non-threatening way in which to identify and
explore a person’s “darker” side. This is the socially constructed image of self,
based on a person’s unique personal history, and often includes different forms of
abuse, trauma, and unresolved traumatic incidents.
The workshop assists a person in identifying their true self, and then accessing and
strengthening their newly discovered self.
Participants were introduced to a non-violent communication model that results
in a win-win situation for all parties to the communication process.

4.5.5.

The impact of crime on victims, the consequences of crime, and empathic
dialogue
The offender is brought to an understanding of their violent act and how it has
impacted on the victim/s. When they have grasped this concept, and
developed empathy, they are able to apologise sincerely to their parents (as
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victims) with the possibility of apologising to their victim/s of their crime at a later
date. This workshop is a means of developing insight into a future for the offender
without crime, without causing hurt to others, and moving towards living the
ubuntu way.
4.5.6.
i.

The peacemaking circle – initially with family members and then with the
offenders
Individual preparation for the family circle
Each participant was mentally and emotionally prepared for the circle dialogue
with family members. The mediator/facilitator needed to have an acute
understanding of the level of rehabilitation and readiness of the offender to meet
with, and apologise to, his or her family members.

ii.

Family dialogue circle
It is imperative that the family should also be emotionally and mentally prepared
for the mediation/facilitation with the offender. It is vital that they have the
opportunity to experience catharsis in preparation for this meeting by expressing
their inner fears and expectations, for their incarcerated family member, and for
the community. This was handled by the facilitators/mediators.

iii.

Circle dialogue – the family and offender
Once all parties concerned had been assessed as being ready to move forward,
a meeting was arranged for them to meet in the presence of the
mediator/facilitator. This was an opportunity for the offender to express an
apology to the family, and to receive feedback from them in turn. It was the
preferred outcome that they would be able to reach an agreement about their
future once the offender was released. This would only be possible if they were
able to work through their difficulties, past issues and their individual and mutual
fears.

5.

ASSESSMENT OF THE PROGRAMME

5.1.

Assessment of the Programme by the DCS Facilitators (Annexure F)

Three of the facilitators felt that because they had not had contact with the participants
prior to the start of the pilot programme, they were unable to assess any changes in
attitude of the participants.
They all agreed that after having experienced Restorative Justice, albeit to a very minor
degree, they understood the concept much better.
Three of the facilitators expressed a strong wish to have been exposed to the same
programmes as the participants, eg. ubuntu, the language of apology, as they believed
it would assist them in their interaction with other inmates, and that it would be extremely
self-enriching.
Three of the participants said that had not realised the impact of the crime on the
families of the offenders, while three said that the restorative process between offender
and their families was essential for healing to take place, and that it should be done to
facilitate relationships on the outside.
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Two facilitators said that offenders had said that they would like other inmates to be
exposed to the restorative justice programme.
5.1.1.

Comments made by the DCS facilitators (Annexure F)
Comments made by the Department of Correctional Services facilitators in the
section inviting ideas on how the programme could be changed or improved are
transcribed verbatim below, as it is believed that this will be beneficial to future
projects of this nature. The number ascribed to each comment does not reflect a
value of importance.

1.

“I think the course could be improved/changed by allowing facilitators access to
other programmes, eg. ubuntu, language of apology etc.”

2.

No suggestions to improve or change the course. Other comments were:
“The course needed someone who is very sincere about wanting to reconcile
with their families. someone who need change in his life.”
“I was empathetic to the parents and understood what parents go through when
their children are incarcerated. I would strongly encourage more of these
programmes to be done not only on juvenile but to be extended to other
prisons.”

3.

“I think the course could be improved/changed by providing formal training to
facilitators.” Other comments were:
“It helped inmates express themselves better when asking for forgiveness and
helped them acknowledge that they wronged others.”

4.

“I think the course could be improved/changed by proper training on the
process of facilitation and the circle dialogue process. Due to time constraints it
was not done.”
“It emphasized the importance of family conferences, healing processes before
release from the centre. As facilitator, it made me more aware of the impact
crime has on families and loved ones of the inmates.”

5.

No comments were made on ways in which the course could have been
improved or changed. Additional comments were:
“The course need somebody/participants who really need to change and show
remorseful behaviour, not just for the sake of participation. Most of inmates was
touched by the way their family was hurt.”
“It emotionally draining to see how much the families were hurt about their son’s
behaviours.”

5.2.

Assessment of the Programme by the Khulisa Facilitators
(Annexure F)

All eight facilitators who completed the project were able to assess (to a greater or lesser
degree) a pre and post training difference in the offenders who had participated in the
programme.
All facilitators felt that the participants had gained from the programme, while two
facilitators believed that the offenders had responded to questions from the researcher
in the way they believed the DCS and Khulisa wanted them to respond.
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All eight facilitators who completed the programme felt that there was a change of
attitude from the participants, with five definitely agreeing and three agreeing.
Three facilitators said that participants with whom they had worked felt no remorse for
the impact of their crimes on their families pre training, and seven said that they definitely
agreed that the participants showed remorse post training. One facilitator agreed that
the participant/s showed remorse once the training had been completed.
In consideration of the harm caused, three facilitators definitely agreed that this had
taken place pre training, while three facilitators agreed that offenders had considered
harm, one had not considered the harm caused and one did not indicate any reaction
from the participant/s.
Post training, five offenders were judged to have definitely considered the harm they
had caused, two had considered the harm caused, and one facilitator did not enter any
behavioural change at all.
Restorative Justice is often incorrectly judged to be “asking for forgiveness” without
accepting responsibility. However, the following was the assessment of facilitators pre
and post training – only one facilitator definitely believed that the participant/s wanted
to ask their families for forgiveness pre training, while four agreed that participants
wanted to ask for forgiveness, two disagreed, and one did not measure pre and post
training perceptions of forgiveness.
Six facilitators definitely agreed that the post training response was to ask for forgiveness,
while two agreed that post training asking forgiveness was essential.
In answering whether they thought that group members felt empowered by the course,
seven facilitators indicated that they definitely agreed, while one said that they agreed.
Five facilitators said that that their participants had definitely believed the course was not
a waste of time, two said that their participant believed that the course was not a waste
of time, and one definitely agreed with the statement that the course had been a waste
of time. However, in relation to other responses made by this facilitator, it is clear that the
facilitator marked the incorrect box.
Four facilitators indicated that participants had urged that other offenders be allowed to
do the training, two indicated agreement that participants had wanted other inmates to
be exposed to the programme and two facilitators did not indicate any response from
the participants.
In response to the statement “I would participate as a facilitator if the course was run
again,” four facilitators indicated a definitely agree reply and four agreed that they
would participate if given the opportunity to be involved in another programme of this
type.
5.2.1.

Comments made by the Khulisa facilitators (Annexure F)
Comments made by facilitators in respect of changes/improvements that could
be made to the course are given verbatim as the researcher believes they are of
great value to future programmes that will take place. The remarks have been
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transcribed exactly as written on the feedback forms. The number indicated is no
reflection of value ascribed to the comments of the facilitators.
1.

“I feel that the course does not need improvement.”

2.

“I think the course could be improved /changed by not making use of Khulisa
office staff that does not have the time to mediate sessions. Their other work has
to stand still whiles they are mediating this case. This makes it very difficult for
them to put all their efforts in the mediation. Rather make use of a motivated
team of mediators.”
Under the section other remarks, the facilitator added:
“It was very rewarding but very time consuming. I felt that some of the mediators
were not properly trained because of time issues. The total process was to fast
and we need to slow it down. The participants were trained in the languages of
apology very well. It needs to form a prominent part of the programme. More
time is needed for the ubuntu workshop, mask workshop and languages of
apology that forms part of the participant’s programme.”
“I do, however, believe that it was a life changing experience for most of the
participants and it was clear how the participants have changed through this
programme.”

3.

“I think the course could be improved/changed by givin lots of time to prepere
the process.”
Under the section on other comments, the facilitator added:
“From my point of view I acknowledge the inmates were happy for regain trust
the’ve lost, The parents or community need awareness about restorative justice
and mediation.”

4.

“I think the course could be improved/changed by having trained
mediators/facilitators whose primary function is to devote the necessary time and
commitment on each offender and family/victims. More time needed, especially
as the offenders needs grow to include extended family/community meets, upon
release and separate (or combined) mediated dialogue with their victims.
Preparation for all participants should not be forced. Meeting should only take
place once everybody is ready. Getting victim info if not known by the offender
or family is a problem. Process for this needs to be looked into.”
In the section on other comments, the facilitator wrote:
“Facilitators did a great job, however it was challenging to co-ordinate as
facilitators were staff of Khulisa and DCS and the project was an added
commitment to their already busy work schedules.
Training of facilitators needed to be over more time and more comprehensive,
but staff did not have the time.”

5.

“I think the course could be improved /changed by more time allocated.”
Additional comments read: “More time given to family and inmates to absorb this
process of re-release and Restorative Justice.”
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“Ensure that participants and family not to pretend and be on the programme
because they do not have a choice or ask for forgiveness whereas they are not
ready.”
6.

7.

“I think the course could be improved/changed by having the intensive training
over 2 weeks and Restorative Justice part with inmates over another 2 week
period with “thinking/reflecting” days in between. I think one should allow about
three months for whole process including family sessions.”
“More exposure to the course. ”Further comments by the facilitator are:
“I felt energised and empowered and I need to be exposed to more of these
types of training.”

8.

No comments on how the course could be improved or changed. In the
additional comments section, the facilitator wrote:
“I strongly believe that this is a good initiative and needs to be done to all
inmates before release, only if they willing. Give the process enough time and not
rush the process.”

5.3.

Assessment of the Programme by the Families of the Offenders
(Annexure E)

Of the twelve offenders who completed the Restorative Justice programme, it was not
possible to contact two of the participants’ parents for feedback. In one of the cases,
offender P5 was not yet due for release, and in the case of offender P1, his mother was
ill, and was not able to give her assessment of the programme in time.
Of the ten families who completed assessment forms, six definitely agreed that there had
been a change of attitude in their participant, while four agreed. In answer to the
statement that the participant was less aggressive after completing the programme, four
agreed while the remaining six definitely agreed.
All ten respondents agreed that remorse was present before and after exposure to the
programme. Eight of the ten respondents definitely agreed that their family member had
wanted to ask for forgiveness before training but did not know how, whereas after
training they had asked for forgiveness and their families really believed that they had
meant it from the bottom of their hearts. One family agreed that their participant had
wanted to ask for forgiveness before exposure to the programme, and definitely agreed
that once he had been through the training, he really meant it when he asked them to
forgive him for the harm he had caused. One parent agreed that the participant had
wanted to ask for forgiveness but did not know how and that after undergoing the
Restorative Justice programme, they genuinely meant it when asking for forgiveness.
In consideration of the harm that they had caused before exposure to the Restorative
Justice programme, three families agreed that this had been the case, while the
remaining seven definitely agree. Post training, there was no difference in the responses –
seven families definitely agreeing and three agreeing.
In reply to the statement that the participant genuinely wanted to change since
participating in the training, parents assessed “definitely agreed” in nine of the ten cases,
and in the remaining case they agreed that the participant wanted to change. In reply
to stating that the families had already noticed a change of attitude in their young
participants, three families agreed and the remaining seven definitely agreed.
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Communication is often difficult between different generations, or between young men
and their mothers. In seven of the ten cases, parents volunteered a “definitely agreed”
response to the statement that their participant showed a desire to talk about their
feelings and problems with the parent, while the remaining three families agreed with this
statement. In one of the three cases, the young man has a speech impediment that is
exacerbated by stressful situations, which could account for the response “agreed”
given by his mother. In the other two cases, the fathers had given an “agreed” response.
In one of these cases (P7), the young man had indicated on his personal history form that
he was closest to his grandmother and that he trusted his mother more than anyone else.
There is a possibility, therefore, that if his mother had completed the form, she would
have responded as “definitely agreed.” With respect to the family of P8, the young man
did not complete the personal history and measurement of forgiveness forms, so it is not
possible to gauge whether he is closer to his mother or father. In the case of P4, he spoke
freely to the researcher about his alienation from his family once his father died, and that
he confided in no one at all. However after exposure to the Restorative Justice
programme, his mother assessed that she definitely agreed that her child was willing to
discuss his feelings and problems with her.
In eight of the ten family respondent forms, they definitely agreed that their participant
had both been empowered by the training and now had hope for the future. One
parent responded that they agreed that their child had been empowered by the
training and that he definitely agreed that the young man had hope for the future. One
respondent agreed that their participant had hope for the future, but did not reply to the
statement that the participant had been empowered by the training. Due to time and
language restraints, these forms were completed telephonically, the questions being
explained by the telephone interviewer in the language of the respondent’s choice. It is
possible that the interviewer omitted to mark the box concerned. The participant did not
complete the personal history and forgiveness forms which therefore does not allow for a
cross check of his own assessment of the training.
The statement “My participant wants to meet with the victim” had the following
response : two gave no response whatsoever, two definitely agreed, two agreed, three
disagreed and one definitely disagreed.
The final two statements were directed at the families of the participants, and wanted to
know if restorative justice had helped the families understand each other much better
and had also helped them to share their problems with each other. Six families agreed,
while the remaining four definitely agreed.
5.3.1.

Comments made by the families of the participants (Annexure E)
Comments made by the families of the participants in respect of
changes/improvements that could be made to the course are given verbatim as
the researcher believes they are of great value to future programmes that will
take place. The remarks have been transcribed exactly as written on the
feedback forms. The number indicated is no reflection of a degree of value
made by family member of participants.

1.

“I think the course could be improved/changed by give everyone a chance.”
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2.

“I think the course could be improved/changed by to give every inmate a
chance to participate and family on mediation (RJ).”

3.

“I think the course could be improved/changed by to monitor the participant
after release. Guide them.”
“I think the course could be improved/changed by must give other inmate and
parents a chance.”

4.

5.

“I think the course could be improved/changed by every family and inmate must
be given a chance.”

6.

FINDINGS

The PMSI pre and post test measuring instruments were analysed by a statistician. All the
test results have been depicted in the histograms below, and represent the degree of
group change in each of the categories that was tested by this measuring instrument.

6.1.

Self Perception

Table 1

Self Perception
Number
12
10
8

<21

6

21 - 25

4

>25

2
0
b

a

inner security

b

a
guilt

b

a

self improvement

Category

The scores indicated above are rated as poor (< 21), in need of development (21-25),
and ideal (> 21). While only two candidates had a positive score pre testing (denoted by
“b” = before), only two participants were measured as having benefited from the
intervention (“a” = after).
While no participants tested in the ideal range pre testing, one participant benefited
after exposure to the course.
The same tendency was apparent when guilt feelings were explored, as all participants
experienced guilt before exposure to the programme, and only one moved into the
ideal area post exposure. This need not necessarily be perceived as negative. Most of
the participants had no understanding of how their crimes had impacted on their
families until they were exposed to the programme. In a prison environment, it is unusual
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for a person confess to a sense of inner security, and given their exposure to the
programme and their impending release into a world in which they were unsure of their
reception, a high rate of insecurity is a more honest measurement of their emotions than
one of security and peace.

6.2. Psycho-social functioning
Table 2

Psycho-Social Functioning
Number
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

>79
73-79
<73

b a b a b a b a b a b a b a b a b a b a b a b a
aiss agbs siss sgbs eiss egbs fiss

fgbs siss sgbs hiss hgbs

Category

Legend:
AMISS
GABS
SIS
EISS
EGBS
b

– Achievement Inner Interactive Scale
– Achievement General Behavioural Scale
– Satisfaction Inner Interactive Scale
– Expectation Inner Interactive Scale
– Expectation General Behavioural Scale
- before

FUSS
SIS
SGBS
HISS
HGBS
a

- Frustration Inner Interactive Scale
- Stress Inner Interactive Scale
– Stress General Behavioural Scale
- Helplessness Inner Interactive Scale
– Helplessness General Behavioural Scale
- after

A score of less than 73 requires intervention, the range 73-79 indicates an area of
weakness, and above 79 is ideal. The participants were all incarcerated during the
period of exposure to the Restorative Justice training.
Given the general rigid routine of prison life, the lack of freedom of movement and the
limited time that inmates are able to spend time out of doors, socialise or participate in
any activity that is mentally or physically stimulating or challenging for any length of time,
it is not surprising that there is a noticeable lack of impact on the psycho-social
functioning of the juveniles who participated in the training.
There is little to commend incarceration as a measure designed to rehabilitate the
offender, and Restorative Justice is still regarded by many as being a “soft approach” to
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dealing with contraveners of the law. The scores depicted in Table 2 tend to bear out the
opinion that there is a far greater need for intervention after a period of incarceration
that before the offender serves out his time in the prison.

6.3.

Emotional functioning

Table 3

Emotional Functioning
Number
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

<17
17-21
>21

b

a

b

a

dependancy disturbing
thoughts

b

a

loss of
memory

b

a

paranoia

b

a

anxiety

b

a

suicide
ideation

b

a

sense of
shortened

Category

The above scores should be read as follows:
above 21 requires intervention, the range 17-21 indicates an inherent weakness, and the
score 21 and below indicates the ideal situation. While “b” indicated “before”, “a”
denotes “after.”
Of particular concern was the high rate of suicide ideation among participants (80%) pre
exposure to the training and 60% post exposure. However, a reduction in the rate of
suicide ideation after such a short period of exposure to the programme should also be
seen as highly motivating for the consideration of a programme of greater duration.
While all participants were plagued by disturbing thoughts pre intervention, most
participants admitted an increase in thought disturbances post intervention. This increase
could be explained, in part, by an awakening of an acknowledgement of the harm they
had caused and the hurt they had brought upon their families. Many of them expressed
deep concern about how they would be received back into their families and the larger
community upon their release from Leeuwkop.
Not all of the interviewees wanted to face their victims to ask for forgiveness, and some
of them anticipated reprisal from their victims and the families of their victims upon their
release. Some participants spoke about “street justice,” where forgiveness might well be
overtly expressed, while masking a plan to extort revenge at the right moment.
It is regrettable that the intervention was not of greater duration as longer exposure
could have shown a far greater impact on the emotional functioning of the participants.
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6.4.

Relationships

Table 4

Relationships
Number
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

>68
64-68
<64

b

a

friends

b

a

family

b

a

mother

b

a

father

b

a

partner

b

a

child

b

a

colleagues

b

a

social
support

category

A score of less than 64 indicates that intervention is necessary to improve the quality of
the various relationships of the participants, a reading in the range 64 to 68 highlights that
the inmates need to be aware that their relationships could be improved, while a score
over 68 is ideal, although to maintain this state requires continual attention.
In general, there was a positive movement in relationships after exposure (a) to the
programme, although two participants showed a marked decline in their relationships
with their families. This could be explained as the result of their acceptance of
responsibility for the harm and emotional distress they had brought upon their families. Indepth interviews with each of the participants brought greater clarity to, and
understanding of, many of the unusual scores that were observed in the pre and post
test results.
It was interesting to note that several of the participants reported a strong desire to
distance themselves from their previous circle of acquaintances once they were
released from prison, which would account for the negative trend in their relationships
with their former friends.
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6.5.

Spiritual Functioning

Table 5

Number

Spiritual Functioning
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

>80
76-80
<76

b

a
relationship with God

An indifferent relationship with God is indicated by a score of less than 76, while an initial
score between the ranges of 76 and 80 could indicate an improvement in pre
incarceration indifference, but as no pre incarceration testing was done, it is impossible
to state anything with certainty. A score of over 80 is indicative of healthy spirituality.
When taken in the context of pre (b)and post (a)test scores, three participants showed a
dramatic improvement, while two participants’ spiritual functioning remained
unchanged. One participant showed a negative movement in spiritual functioning. One
participant definitely manipulated the test data in that he scored 100 both pre and post
testing.
It could be argued that the three participants who showed a dramatically improved
score could either have manipulated the score or they could have had a “life changing”
spiritual experience.
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6.6. Physical Functioning
Table 6

Physical Functioning

Number
10
8

>73

6

67-73

4

<67

2
0
b

a

b

body image

a

sexual satisfaction
Category

A score of less than 67 indicates a poor level of physical functioning, between 67 and 73
shows that attention is needed in this area of functioning, while a score above 73 is
recommended.
However, it must be emphasised that the prison environment is completely unnatural,
where freedom of movement and sexual contact is severely restricted. Sexual contact is
only possible between people of the same sex, and is very often the result of coercion,
rape, or the choice between acquiescence and death, while sadism and humiliation
are the norm.
It is therefore extremely difficult to interpret the scores in a prison context.
In addition to the PMSI measuring instrument, Khulisa had designed a questionnaire for
each participant to complete, which supplied additional information on his personal
history (Annexure A).
In order to better understand the responses of the participants, the researcher designed
a personal history document (Annexure B) for each of them to complete. The
participants agreed to a personal interview with the researcher, and while this standard
form was used to obtain background information, each participant was allowed the
freedom to ask questions and to explain his family history, details of the crime he had
committed and how he had arrived at this place at this time. Each participant was
assured of the confidentiality of the information being obtained. The duration of each
interview was between 30 minutes and an hour, depending upon the individual needs of
each participant.
In accepting responsibility for the crime they had committed and the impact of their
behaviour on their families and their communities, the question of “forgiveness” was
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continually raised. Would their families forgive them, and how would their communities
receive them upon their release from Leeuwkop?
In order to evaluate each participant’s understanding of the concept “forgiveness,” the
researcher posed a hypothetical scenario to them, in which it was suggested that I, the
researcher, had taken their special cellular phone from them. However, in this
hypothetical case, I had been apprehended while in possession of the stolen phone,
and had now been brought before them. I apologised and begged them for
forgiveness.
A questionnaire designed by David Stoop (Annexure C) was then administered to them,
in which they were asked how they would respond to the crime I had committed against
them, and my subsequent plea for forgiveness.
Table 7 details the perceptions of the participants on being forgiven by their families and
communities, as well as how they responded as the injured party once I had appealed
to them in similar fashion. Annexure D indicates their responses to the statements on
forgiveness.
Table 7

Perceptions of Forgiveness
Number

FALSE

forgive without apology

apology before
forgiveness

one time decision

denies the crime

forgiveness removes
hatred

hurt fades over time

quickly and completely

hard feelings

angry when forgiving

TRUE

forgive and forget

10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

Questions
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0
RJ helped us communicate

RJ helped us understand others

Wants to meet with victim

Has hope for the future

Empowered by course

Wants to share feelings & problems

Shows changed attitude & behaviour

Wanted to change post training

Genuine regret post training

Wanted forgiveness but unsure how

Considered harm post training

Considered harm pre training

Remorse post training

Remorse pre training

Less aggressive post training

Change of Attitude

The parents of the participants were asked to complete a form (Annexure E) which
indicated their assessment of the changes (if any) that had taken place in their family
member after exposure to the programme. The results of their assessment are depicted in
Table 8 below.

Table 8

Parental Assessment of Restorative Justice
Definately disagree

Disagree

Agree

Number
Definately Agree

12

10

8

6

4

2

Questions
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They were also asked to indicate in which way the programme could be improved, and
the comments could be invaluable in designing future programmes of this nature.
The comments made by the parents are contained in 6.8. below.
A similar form (Annexure F) was designed for completion by the facilitators to ascertain
what changes they had perceived in the young men after completion of the course,
what changes (if any) they had experienced after exposure to the course, and in what
way they thought the programme could be improved.
The responses of both families and facilitators to changes in themselves after exposure to
the course and changes (if any) they had perceived in the participants and are detailed
in Table 9.
Table 9

Facilitator Course Feedback
Number

Khulisa (K) and Department of Correctional Services (DCS)

10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
Change o f
Attitude

Les s
Remo rs e pre Remo rs e
Co ns idered
aggres s ive to training
po s t training harm pre
peers
training

Co ns idered
harm po s t
training

Needed
fo rgivenes s
pre training

Needed
Genuine
fo rgivenes s des ire to
po s t training change

Res po nded
to pleas e
Khulis a

Res po nded
to pleas e
DCS

Felt
Tho ught the Wanted
I unders to o d I wo uld
empo wered co urs e a
o thers to do RJ better
participate
by the co urs e was te
co urs e
again if as ked

Questions
Definately disagree
Disagree
Agree
Definately agree

It must be noted that the Department of Correctional Services facilitators all stated that
they had not had contact with most of the participants before the inception of the
programme, and were therefore unable to comment on their behaviour and attitudes
prior to their exposure to the course.
Of the twelve juveniles who originally expressed a desire to enter the Restorative Justice
programme, only ten completed the training. It is regrettable that it was possible to
measure the PMSI pre and post exposure to training results of only nine of the
participants.
Life in a South African prison is harsh, uncomfortable, and extremely dangerous. Most
prisons are under-staffed and overcrowded, making it difficult for prison officials to
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maintain control. Corruption, prison gangs, and sexual violence are rife, and young
offenders become the targets of the older, longer serving inmates. They are often
regarded as objects to be bought, sold, and traded like cattle. Many of them are forced
to form an allegiance with one of the gang leaders as a measure of protection against
the brutality of rival gangs. Life is of little worth in prison, and a hasty word or gesture
could be fatal. The more overcrowded the prison, the greater the restriction on time in
the showers, exercise in the open air, and the opportunity to engage in rehabilitation
programmes. Many of the young inmates lose hope and see no other way but to adopt
the prison culture and norms in order to survive.
Rehabilitation has always been a hotly debated subject. Burton, Pelser and Gondwe
(2005) describe rehabilitation as the process of dealing with convicted offenders
following sentence, and through various processes of training, capacity building, and
psycho-social support re-introducing offenders back into their communities following
completion of their sentences. They assert that acceptance back into their communities
is vital for their emotional well-being and for continued behavioural change upon their
release (Burton et al: 2005).
Gaining access into prisons can be a laborious undertaking, but for the young inmates, it
is often deemed to be the “university of crime,” where they are quickly schooled by the
“professional” operators into becoming more successful at evading the law while
committing far more serious offences.
The ethos of Khulisa is to promote self esteem, hope and a sense of renewal in the lives of
young offenders who are shortly to become eligible for release from prison. It is asserted
that, given the goal of turning the life of young offenders around in such a way that
recidivism is prevented, the dreams and aspirations that these young people thought
dead could be revitalised, thereby restoring their goals and purpose in life once they are
released from prison. Once the offenders accept responsibility for their crimes and open,
honest communication with their families and communities is nurtured, generational
transformation is possible.
In order to gain an honest and unmitigated opinion of the value of the programme,
questionnaires were designed for completion by the facilitators of the offender/family
mediation, family members of the offenders, and the offenders to assess Khulisa’s
programmes.
The overall sentiment expressed by the offenders, the facilitators and family members
was that they would have benefited from a longer and more comprehensive exposure
to all aspects of the Khulisa initiative. This would have promoted a far greater
understanding of, and empathic approach to, the perspective of the other parties
affected by the crimes.
It would be naïve to expect a radical, long term commitment to the concepts of
restoration, forgiveness and a law-abiding lifestyle after only two months of exposure to
Khulisa’s programmes. However, it is extremely encouraging to see that change is
measurable after this short two month period.
An analysis of the comments made by parents, Khulisa and Department of Correctional
Services facilitators and trainers, as well as from the participants and comments made to
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the researcher in the course of her personal interviews with each participant and several
of the facilitators is detailed according to each grouping interviewed.

6.7.

Feedback from the participants (Annexures G and H)

6.7.1.

This programme works.

6.7.2.

Although the programme is working for me now, I am not sure what will happen
when I am released.

6.7.3.

Being in prison and doing the programme has changed the way that think about
life and those who said they were my friends before I was sent to prison.

6.7.4.

I have learned to communicate much better through this programme, and to
apologise. Thank you Khulisa for what you have taught me.

6.7.5.

The DCS facilitators on the course taught me to tell the truth. I lied before and
said I did not do it, but now I told the truth. And they forgave me.

6.7.6.

This course has just been the start, because I feel I want to go deeper in my
relationships.

6.7.7.

I felt like a failure, but now I feel like a better person. I have my parent’s
forgiveness.

6.8.

Feedback from the families of the participants (Annexure E)

6.8.1.

Parents of the participants felt that other inmates of Leeuwkop should be given
the opportunity of participating in the restorative justice programme. Some of the
parents also stated that they were sure that the parents of other inmates should
also be allowed to benefit from the course, as the benefits of the course had
positively impacted on the whole family unit in the same way that the crime had
impacted negatively on the family.

6.8.1.

Several parents expressed the desire for the participants to be monitored after
release, so that the impact of the course would not be lost over time.

6.8.2.

In conversation with various parents of the participants, it was found that they felt
that if they had been exposed to the same training as their sons, they would have
been able to walk a much closer and empathic road with them once they were
released from Leeuwkop. They also felt that they needed to learn
communication skills, and to understand the languages of apology, as well as
ubuntu. Although they realised how difficult this was given the lack of facilities
and adverse atmosphere of a prison environment, they expressed a need to
grow in the same areas. Most of them acknowledged that they needed to make
some adjustments at home, so that their children would have a harmonious and
accepting home life. The life skills taught by the Khulisa Restorative Justice
programme would have proved invaluable to them

6.8.3.

Another relevant comment made by parents was that if their children had been
exposed to the programme within a short period of time of their incarceration,
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the impact on the participants would have been far greater and of longer
duration.

6.9.

Feedback from the DCS facilitators (Annexure F)

6.9.1.

The Department of Correctional Services facilitators had genuinely regretted that
they were not exposed to the identical training as the participants. Although
some of them had one or more academic qualifications, they still felt that the
course would have greatly benefited them, and that it would have enhanced
their ability to interact with, and guide, their charges in the prison.

6.9.2.

The Restorative Justice programme made them more aware of the impact of
crime on the families of inmates, which in turn helped them project their
understanding of the bigger picture. Family conferencing and healing were now
viewed as important, and they wanted to be a part of the programme from the
beginning.

6.9.3.

They recommended that the Restorative Justice programme be extended to
other inmates of Leeuwkop, and that other prisons be allowed to benefit from
Khulisa’s programmes.

6.9.4.

All inmates needed to learn how to take responsibility for their actions, and to ask
their families to forgive them. They thought this was a skill that the inmates could
learn, and that it would also allow them to see the ramifications of their actions
on those closest to them. One facilitator remarked that the inmates were deeply
moved by the pain they had caused their families, and this in turn impacted
emotionally on the facilitators.

6.10. Feedback from the Khulisa facilitators (Annexure F)
6.10.1. Train a pool of mediators/facilitators whose primary function it is to devote the
necessary time and commitment to each offender and family/victims.
6.10.2. More time is needed to spend with the offenders and their families, especially
when the offenders’ needs grow to include extended family and their
communities.
6.10.3. Facilitators should have meetings with the offenders after their release, and
thereafter separate and/or combined, mediated dialogue with their victims.
6.10.4. Meetings should be arranged only when all parties to the conflict have been fully
prepared for participation at the conference.
6.10.5. Processes should be instituted whereby the authorities are able to trace the victim
in order for them to have the option of meeting with the offender in a restorative
situation, should the victim/s so agree.
6.10.6. Facilitators should not be drawn from the staff of Khulisa.
6.10.7. Training of facilitators should be more comprehensive and of longer duration, eg.
over a period of two weeks, the exposure of the inmates should be much longer,
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and there should be a few days between the sessions to allow the inmates time
for reflection.
6.10.8. Greater change would be evident if the course was longer and went deeper into
each session.
6.10.9. It was clearly observable that the inmates were revitalised through telling the truth
to their families, and then to see trust start again.
6.10.10 Try to screen the inmates so that they don’t just participate on the programme
because they have nothing else to do, and then not to let them meet with their
families to ask for forgiveness before both they and their families are ready for this
part of the process.
6.10.11 The course energised and empowered me, and I would like to be exposed to
more of these programmes.

6.11 PMSI Measuring Instrument and Khulisa background information
form
6.11.1 The researcher administered the post training (a) PMSI measuring instrument to
the participants. A translator (DCS3) assisted the researcher, but from the outset, it
became patently clear that the questions were extremely difficult for them to
understand. This was deduced by observing the body language and the
questions posed to the translator. After three or four questions directed at the
translator, the researcher realised it was imperative to explain the statements
contained in the PMSI by using examples and language with which the
participants could identify. This was an extremely laborious and time consuming
exercise.
6.11.2. The section of the PMSI that measures emotional, spiritual, and physical
functioning in no way takes cognisance of the unnatural environment in which
the participants underwent the testing. Not only are these young people
removed from their families and friends, but they are closely confined to a strictly
regimented lifestyle where any sort of natural interaction is impossible. They are
compelled to eat, sleep and exercise on command, and their lives are controlled
by others. All initiative is taken away from them and any sort of mental stimulation
is virtually unknown.
6.11.3. Under these circumstances, it is impossible to gain an accurate measurement of
the emotional, spiritual and physical functioning of the inmates using the PMSI
measuring instrument.
6.11.4. The researcher feels that it is totally inappropriate to administer the PMSI
measuring instrument to the inmates of any prison for the reasons stated above.
6.11.5. Any single gender society will result in homosexual relationships, and in the prison
environment, sexual relations are often entered into through brutal coercion,
intimidation and threats of extreme violence. Even if this were not so, it is counteregotistic to expect some members of a single gender social group, forced to live
together in confined conditions, to record anything but maximum sexual
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satisfaction. It is also considered inappropriate to administer this type of direct
question in a group situation, as it opens the participant to manipulate the data
to present himself in the best possible sexual way.
6.11.6. Participants are confined to their cells for more than seventy five percent of their
day, and no accurate data is therefore possible on emotional functioning, where
the occupants of the cells have little to do but brood upon their tedious
existence.

7.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The feedback given by all contributors to the Khulisa Restorative Justice programme,
irrespective of their designation, has been taken into consideration in the compilation of
these recommendations.

7.1.

Duration of the Programme

7.1.1.

There is no question that Khulisa has developed a programme that has the ability
to give young people the motivation and conviction to turn from a life of crime to
one that confirms to the norms and values of society.
Given that change is measurable after such an extremely short exposure to the
programme, it would be an injustice to the programme and its authors not to use
it to its maximum advantage. The advantages of Khulisa’s programmes are
dramatically evident in Phoenix, and are now nationally acclaimed.

7.1.2.

It is recommended that the duration of this course be spread over the minimum
of a six month period to allow for the inculcation of positive values and norms into
the lives of these young and impressionable people. This will increase the
probability of a positive, long term transformation in the participants with a
stronger internal locus of control once they have been released from prison.
The resultant impact on the families and the local communities is without measure
in turning around the culture of violence in the country.

7.1.3.

If the duration of the programme is extended to six months, this will ensure that
different facets of the programme could be explored in greater depth, with time
allowed for inner reflection and “owning” of each stage of the subject that is
being presented. Ownership partners with responsibility, which increases the
possibility of changed patterns of behaviour in the participants.

7.1.4.

Greater benefits will be derived by the DCS facilitators, who would be able to
apply these skills in the greater prison context.

7.1.5.

It would further allow DCS facilitators to attend all training sessions if time could be
allocated for this training over a longer period.

7.1.6.

The overall experience of the Khulisa trainers will be one of greater satisfaction at
having presented the programme in an extremely thorough way, and the
promise of greater rewards in seeing young peoples’ lives changed for the better.
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7.2.

Training the trainers

7.2.1.

It is in the best interests of Khulisa to train a pool of motivated and dedicated
people who could be drawn upon from time to time to engage in
facilitation/mediation processes, with the knowledge that the duration of the
programme would be for a minimum period of six months.

7.2.2.

The trainee facilitators/mediators could comprise psychology, sociology, and
criminology third year and honours level students from the various academic
institutions in the area. This would be a win-win situation for all parties concerned,
as students could be mentored on an internship basis for a period of six months to
one year. Many students experience difficulty in finding a suitable institution that is
able to offer a supervised internship, and this would create an ever-increasing
body of people throughout the country who are trained to mediate in hostile and
stressful situations.

7.2.3.

All trainers and facilitators should be exposed to regular group debriefing to
defuse any negative emotions as a result of the situations to which they have
been exposed. Not only will this reduce the impact of any stressful, negative
experiences they have had, but it will also act as a training session for them to use
in practice in the larger society.

7.3.

Benefits to the Department of Correctional Services

7.3.1.

If all juveniles are screened for suitability to enter the Restorative Justice
programme, those who are eligible would benefit from the all the skills they would
be taught, including communication and ubuntu. This would benefit them in
communicating with their peers and with the prison staff, making the care of
them much easier. Upon their release, the benefits would transfer to their families
and the communities in which they live.

7.3.2.

Over time, as more and more young people are impacted by the programme in
prison, the number of juveniles who believe that there IS life after prison, that they
can change and that they can return to their communities to restore the wrong
they have caused, will swing the percentage of hardened, criminally minded
young people into a prison community of young people who are filled with the
desire to start anew.

7.3.3.

This will automatically change the way in which prisons are operated, and allow
for skills training and worthwhile preparation for life on the outside. Prison will
therefore be seen as a positive, select environment in which young people are
nurtured and taught emotional, physical, and spiritual skills.

7.3.4.

It is anticipated that corruption and high rate of violence and intimidation within
the prison will diminish.

7.3.5.

The rate of recidivism will be drastically reduced.

7.3.6.

The need to build new facilities and to refurbish existing prisons to house the
growing number of inmates in South Africa will be halted over time. There is an
obvious financial implication for the coffers of the South African government.
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7.4.

General Recommendations

7.4.1.

Expose all suitable juveniles to this programme once they have been screened.

7.4.2.

The programme should on ongoing.

7.4.3.

Extend the programme to other prisons and other centres throughout the country

7.4.4.

Market the successes in the same manner in which Phoenix has been marketed.

7.4.5.

Monitor and reassess participants three and six months post release, so that they
are assured of Khulisa’s ongoing and genuine support.

7.4.6.

Assist them as far as possible in meeting with their victims. Assign people to this
specific function.

7.4.7.

Provide job descriptions for the various team members, so that people will
become increasingly efficient, motivated and empathic for their task, ie. allow
them to “own” their assigned tasks.

7.4.8.

Maintain an open door policy for Khulisa programme graduates to seek advice
and/or counselling as needed.

7.4.9.

Provide training for parents and interested members of the communities into
which prisoners will be released. The integration back into society of the released
juveniles will become a much smoother, more natural adjustment for all parties
concerned.

7.4.10. It is therefore highly recommended that a measuring instrument be designed for
specific use within the prison context that will more accurately measure the
concepts categorised in the PMSI instrument.
7.4.11. It is further recommended that the Khulisa background history form be
redesigned as certain of the options available in the “relationship of parents” and
“crime committed ” categories were not sufficiently inclusive.

8. CONCLUSION
This report has discussed in detail the intervention programme conducted at Leeuwkop,
Medium B prison with juveniles who were approaching their imminent date of release. It
has described how, and why, this correctional centre was selected, as well as the
selection process and training of the young inmates. Criminological theory was discussed
in support of the need for Khulisa’s programmes, as well as the research methodology
used, the limitations of the study, culminating in the findings and recommendations.
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ANNEXURE B

angelique knock
Criminologist
Trauma Counsellor
B.A. Hons (Criminology) Unisa
tel :

011 795 4294 (h)
011 794 4514 (f)
mobile:
083 320 9958
aknock@icon.co.za
Knockam@unisa.ac.za

p o box 2228
honeydew
2040
Date…………………

NAME

AGE

PERSONAL HISTORY:
Where do you live ? At home With Other Family With Friends On the Street
Mother
Brothers
Ages
Birth Order

Yes No

Father Yes No
Sisters

Level of Education
Family Relationship Very Good Good Average Bad
Who is the person in your family you trust
Who in your family (if anyone) abuses alcohol
Who in your family (if anyone) abuses drugs
Who in your family (if anyone ) has a criminal record

Very Bad

SpiritualMaturity
Do you go to church/ place of worship now
Will you go after you leave here
Do you think you have changed in the way you think about your life
Since you have been here
Social Network
Who is your best friend outside this environment
Will that person be in contact with you when you leave here
Who is a good influence on you on the outside
Will you contact them
If you think you have a problem when you get out, who
will you speak to
Health
Are you healthy
If not, what problems do you have
How often do you take drugs
How often do you drink alcohol
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What help do you need in these areas
What treatment have you had before
Strengths
What do you think your best points are
How can you use them when you get out
What do you like doing most
What is the dream you have for your life
How can you get started
Who do you think can help you
What special skill do you have
Weaknesses
What do you think you worst points are
What can you do to change those
Who do you think can help you
True or False
I think restorative justice works
It works for others but not for me
This whole thing is just a joke
It works for now, but I don’t know
about later when I get out
I am doing this because I am bored
Yes this has worked for me
I am going to do crime when I get out
I don’t care if what I do harms others
I care if I harm others but I will still
do crime
I want my family to be proud of me
I don’t care what my family thinks

True
True
True

False
False
False

True
True
True
True
True

False
False
False
False
False

True
True
True

False
False
False

What was the first thing you did wrong
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ANNEXURE C

Without
forgiveness there
is no future.
Desmond Tutu

TRUE

FALSE
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

When I forgive, I should always try to forgive and forget.
It s good to get angry when I’m trying to forgive.
I should give up all hard feelings towards the person I
forgive.
I should try to forgive others quickly and completely.
Over time, my hurt will go away and my forgiveness of the
other person will take care of itself.
If I’ve forgiven, I will never have feelings of hatred against
those who have hurt me.
If I forgive, I am in some way saying that what happened to
me didn’t happen.
Forgiveness is basically a one time decision. Either I forgive
or I don’t.
I can’t forgive until the person who has hurt me says sorry.
I should forgive even if the person who hurt me does not say
sorry.

DAVID STOOP
“Forgiving the Unforgivable”
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Without forgiveness
there is no future
Desmond Tutu

TRUE

FALSE
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

When I forgive, I should always try to forgive and forget.
It s good to get angry when I’m trying to forgive.
I should give up all hard feelings towards the person I forgive.
I should try to forgive others quickly and completely.
Over time, my hurt will go away and my forgiveness of the other
person will take care of itself.
If I’ve forgiven, I will never have feelings of hatred against those who
have hurt me.
If I forgive, I am in some way saying that what happened to me
didn’t happen.
Forgiveness is basically a one time decision. Either I forgive or I don’t.
I can’t forgive until the person who has hurt me says sorry.
I should forgive even if the person who hurt me does not say sorry.

Answers:

1. False - Stepping on someone’s foot every time you stand talking to them. Don’t you think the
person will soon realise you are going to do it again? They would be stupid to forget what you did –
after you have done it for six times in a row!
2. True - Forgiveness is a process and getting angry is part of the process. In any trauma, first comes
denial (is this happening to me?), then shock, deep emotion and usually grieving, then anger over
their loss – and then………
3. True - Forgiveness means to stop feeling resentment towards someone. Maybe you don’t trust or
like that person, but you don’t wish them any harm. What happens when the feelings come back?
You have forgiven, but you need to work on the forgiveness at a deeper level.
4. False - You can’t rush it. If I turn around to you and say, ”I’m sorry” just after I stabbed your
mother and keep on begging you to forgive me straight away, that would be stupid, wouldn’t it –
especially if she is bleeding all over the floor and I need to take her to the hospital. If you forgive
your wife for omitting adultery straight after you caught her, and act as though nothing happened
how quickly do you think she will do it again? When Adam and Eve sinned, how long did it take
God to forgive them – 1 year, 10 years, 100 years, or 5 minutes?
5. False - It is a process and it takes time.
6. False - What is the opposite of love? You will say hatred, but it isn’t, it is fear. The Bible says in I Jn
4:18, love cast out all fear. Eventually we let go of our hurt feeling, but we must admit to ourselves
that these feeling exist. We must not deny them.
7. False – forgiving someone does not make what the person did right. Instead when we recognise
our pain, sadness and anger we can deal with it and move forward to forgive.
8. False – How long did it take God to forgive Adam and Eve completely? It takes time. Have you
forgiven yourself yet? It takes time, doesn’t it?
9. False – What happens if that person died and he or she never said sorry? That means that means
the responsibility for forgiveness to take place lies with person who did wrong. No, the responsibility
lies with you and me. When we forgive, it sets us free, so it is your responsibility and mine to forgive –
whether that person was sorry for what they did or not.
10. True – If my forgiveness depends on the other person being willing to say sorry, that means I am
being kept in the position of being a victim. And I want to be in control of what happens to me, I
need to have control over the situation. If I steal your car and burn down your house, you are a
victim. if I refuse to apologise, you become a victim again. Is that true?

David Stoop
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ANNEXURE D

PARTICIPANTS PERCEPTION OF FORGIVENESS

QUESTION
1
2
3
4
5

6

7
8
9
10

When I forgive, I
should always try to
forgive and forget
It is good to get angry
when I’m trying to
forgive
I should give up all
hard feelings towards
the person I forgive
I should try to forgive
others quickly and
completely
Over time, my hurt will
go away and my
forgiveness of the
other will take care of
itself
If I’ve forgiven, I will
never have feelings
of hatred against
those who have hurt
me
If I forgive I am saying
it did not happen
Forgiveness is a one
time decision
The one who has hurt
me must apologise
before I forgive
Forgive, even if the
person did not
apologise

PARTICIPANT
ONE

PARTICIPANT
TWO

PARTICIPANT
THREE

PARTICIPANT
FOUR

PARTICIPANT
FIVE

PARTICIPANT
SIX

PARTICIPANT
SEVEN

PARTICIPANT
TEN

PARTICIPANT
ELEVEN

TRUE

FALSE

TRUE

TRUE

TRUE

TRUE

TRUE

TRUE

TRUE

TRUE

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

FALSE

FALSE

X

FALSE

FALSE

X

X

FALSE
X

X

X

X

FALSE

X

X

FALSE
X

X

X

X

FALSE
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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ANNEXURE E
angelique knock

tel :

011 795 4294 (h)
011 794 4514 (f)
mobile:
083 320 9958
aknock@icon.co.za ; Knockam@unisa.ac.za
PROJECT: _______________________________

Criminologist
Trauma Counsellor
B.A. Hons (Criminology) Unisa

PARENTAL ASSESSMENT OF KHULISA’S RESTORATIVE JUSTICE PROGRAMME
NAME:
HOW RELATED TO PARTICIPANT:
AGE GROUP OF FAMILY MEMBER/GUARDIAN
20-30 years
30-40 years
Please indicate what you think about the impact of Restorative Justice on the
DEFINITELY
AGREE
behaviour of your family member who participated in the programme
AGREE
QUESTIONS ABOUT THE PARTICIPANT
There was a change of attitude from the participant
My participant was less aggressive towards me after the training
My participant showed remorse towards our family - pre training
My participant showed remorse towards our family - post training
My participant considered the harm caused - pre training
My participant considered the harm caused - post training
My participant wanted to ask for forgiveness- pre training but didn’t know how
My participant asked for forgiveness- post training and really meant it
My participant genuinely wants to change since participating in the training
My participant has shown a change in attitude and behaviour
My participant shows a desire to talk about their feelings and problems with me
My participant felt empowered by the course
My participant has hope for the future
My participant wants to meet with the victim
QUESTIONS ABOUT FAMILY MEMBERS
Restorative Justice has helped our family understand each other much better
Restorative Justice has helped our family to talk to each other about problems
I think the course could be improved by/changed by

p o box 2228
honeydew, 2040

DATE :

40-50 years
DISAGREE

Male
Female
Over 50 years
DEFINITELY
DISAGREE

Thank you very much for your co-operation, and for your support throughout the programme
ANGELIQUE KNOCK
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ANNEXURE F
angelique knock

tel :

Criminologist
Trauma Counsellor
B.A. Hons (Criminology) Unisa

011 795 4294 (h)
p o box 2228
011 794 4514 (f)
honeydew, 2040
mobile:
083 320 9958
aknock@icon.co.za ; Knockam@unisa.ac.za
PROJECT: _______________________________
DATE : _________________
FEEDBACK ON IMPACT/QUALITY OF FACILITATOR COURSE FOR KHULISA AND DCS FACILITATORS
NAME:
OCCUPATION:
GENDER
Male
Female
AGE OF FACILITATOR
20-30 years
30-40 years
40-50 years
Over 50 years
REASON FOR PARTICIPATION
Co-opted by
Co-opted by Khulisa
Volunteer: Self
Volunteer : Curiosity
Leeuwkop
Improvement
Please indicate what you think about the impact of the facilitation course on the
DEFINITELY
AGREE
DISAGREE
DEFINITELY
behaviour of the inmates that participated in it in the blocks below
AGREE
DISAGREE
PARTICIPANT QUESTIONS
There was a change of attitude from the participants
Group Members were less aggressive to other group members
Group Members showed remorse towards own family - pre training
Group Members showed remorse towards own family - post training
Group Members considered harm caused – pre training
Group Members considered harm caused - post training
Group Members wanted to ask for forgiveness- pre training
Group Members wanted to ask for forgiveness- post training
Group members genuinely want to change
Group members responded in the way they thought Khulisa wanted them to
Group members responded in the way they thought DCS wanted them to
Group members felt empowered by the course
Group members thought the course was a waste of time
Group members asked for other inmates to have an opportunity to do course
FACILITATOR QUESTIONS
I understood the benefits of restorative justice much better after the course
I would participate as a facilitator if the course was run again
I think the course could be improved by/changed by
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Please add anything else about the course and the influence you observed on the inmates, as well as any influence
you felt it had on you and on your fellow facilitators that you would like to bring to my attention:

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

Thank you very much for your co-operation, and for your support throughout the programme

ANGELIQUE KNOCK
Researcher
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ANNEXURE G

TRANSCRIPT OF FEEDBACK MEETING HELD AT LEEUWKOP MEDIUM B FACILITY ON
THURSDAY, 14th JUNE WITH PARTICIPATING INMATES TO THE RESTORATIVE JUSTICE
PROGRAMME AFTER MEETING WITH THEIR PARENTS ON SATURDAY, 9th JUNE 2007
PRESENT:

Khulisa translator K4
Cheryl Rodgers (Khulisa Trainer and Co-ordinator)
Participant P3
Participant P12
Participant P2
Participant P10
Participant P5
Participant P1
Participant P7
Participant P6
Participant P8

On Thursday, 14th June, Cheryl, K4 and the Researcher met with the participating inmates
at Leeuwkop Medium B facility. The reason for the meeting was to get feedback from
those participants who had met with their parents to ask for forgiveness. Two of the
participants’ parents had not been able to attend, and one participant said that
although he had contacted his parents and asked them to come, they had not arrived.
The participants sat in a circle with Cheryl forming part of the group and the research
sitting where all participants could be seen.
K4 acted as translator for the group.
LIMITATIONS OF THE MEETING
As it was not possible to arrange for a recording machine, the researcher took verbatim
notes of the meeting. Some of the participants spoke Afrikaans whilst three of them
spoke English. Only one participant requested a translator.
The meeting was held in one of the discussion rooms and was noisy and there were
several interruptions.
The translator spoke very softly and had to be asked to repeat what was being said.

VERBATIM TRANSLATION
CHERYL:
I just want to check how you are now after your families have been. How do you feel? For
those whose families came and for those whose families did not come. How do you feel now?
Before we begin, I just want to check that you are al comfortable to share, that you are
comfortable to share with the group, that you are comfortable with sharing about
Saturday………….
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P3:
On Saturday it was, it was very, very hard at first. But then, but then, then at the end it
was easy. It was easy ‘cos, ‘cos it the end they forgave. My family forgave me for… for
what, for what I did.
Twisting his hands and sitting forward to explain earnestly what he feels.
P12:
I am comfortable to share. Everything. Everyone who came, they wanted to come.
CHERYL:
You know that we want to find out how successful this programme has been and we want to
know how well it has been received, how you felt about it and how the mediators and your
families have felt about it So we want to collect the stats so that we can write a report
about it.
(Everyone nods their heads that they understand what CR is saying about needing to
write a report about how the participants feel the programme has worked for them).
P2 :
Shook his head.
CHERYL:
P2’s parents were not there, but he met with his uncle.
P2 nods assent.
P10:
We were wrong about our trust. On Saturday. I was surprised because I did not think that
they were coming and then I was very happy because my parents came. But I was very
scared because I had to ask them to forgive me and I did not know if they would but
they, my parents, they did forgive me. They forgave me.
Translation given by K4.
P5:
My parents were not there, but I know that they had a reason, so that was okay. They will
come.
P1:
My parents were not there.
P7 :
I did not know how to say it to my parents. Because I always said I did not do it, but when
I saw my parents and told them I did the crime and asked their forgiveness for the crime,
and for making them unhappy. They were very pleased. I was very happy for that.
P6:
I am very comfortable to share what happened with my family.
P8:
I feel very left out because my parents could not come. My family, they had to go to a
wedding. I know they had to go, but I still want them here. I asked the others what
happened when they asked their parents, but they did not want to talk about it. But then
they did say a little bit. But I trust them, because they would not tell anyone anything. Just
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a little bit to us. They did not speak to other, just us from the programme. …….. not speak
to anyone else. So I can trust in them.
P7:
It was very hard for me at first and for my family but in the end it was fine because they
forgave me.
P8:
My parents …..
I will speak after……
P3:
His meeting is this Saturday.
CHERYL:
Okay, we have established that we feel free and open to discuss what happened on Saturday
when the parents came. Although some parents did not come because they could not, and
some parents …….. not be contacted.
P1, we have tried to contact your parents but we have had a problem because the numbers
we tried were wrong. But you say that you have a number for them, so we will try that
number and ask them still to come.
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CIRCLE FEEDBACK
ROUND 1 :
CHERYL:
We want to speak about how we felt before we spoke to the families.
Now, we understand that everything we say here is confidential. It will not be revealed. We
are here by our own free will, as volunteers, but if anyone wants to leave the process at any
point they are able to do so.
The rules are that only one person may speak at a time, there is to be no bad language and
we must be truthful. We must speak directly to each other. I will conduct the meeting. Is
everyone okay with that?
The group nods to show their agreement.
Cheryl passes the pen around to the first participant as a sign that he has the floor to
speak.

P12:
I was very scared that maybe they will never forgive me for what I did. But I was open to
tell them everything I did in there, in the outside. I was scared to tell them about things.
They said, “Is there someone out there, on the outside, that I trust”
And I said, “Yes, there is someone I trust and I can talk to.”
They said everything about my crime, about what I did. But before I lied to them – before
I came here, I lied to them about it. I said I did not do it. But on Saturday, I told them
everything I did about the crime.
The facilitators, DCS3, DCS5 and K6 – what they taught me – it became easy.
P2:
My uncle – he was very angry. And I was thinking many things about his life. My brother
came here, and I apologised to then and after that I was very happy. Yes, I was happy.
CHERYL:
What were you thinking?
P2:
I was thinking about why they did not come to visit me, because they were angry with
me.
P10:
I was scared that my parents would not forgive me for what I did. But when I saw that
they came, and I saw the sitting down, I was sure they were going to forgive me.
At first I had to speak about my crime. I said that I did it, I did the crime, and I asked them
to forgive me. Before I did not talk about it… I lied to them and I did not say I did it.
I asked them and they forgave me, and I was very much happy.
P7:
Before they came. I was scared. I was scared because I was scared they would not
forgive me for what I did. I gave them an apology. I explained to my people about the
crime and then I asked them to forgive me for what I did wrong.
My pa and ma and uncle forgave me for what I did. I told them my problems were from
taking drugs and they said that would help me when I come out. It was something good
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for me. I cried a lot – and then my Mom, she cried too. She wanted to give me a good
twenty first birthday but I was in the prison, but she said she will give me a 21st when I
come out.
P6:
I was nervous at first and said, “I cannot do it.” But I told myself everything is possible –
When they arrive, what will I say and how will I take it? Will they for give me……….
But I apologised to my family. I am happy but I knew from the start that they already
forgave me. They were SO pleased and my mother forgave me. I felt like crying, but I
held myself strong. Since Saturday with them, I feel strong.

ROUND 2
CHERYL:
It sounds as if everyone was nervous and worried if your families were going to forgive you.
And some cried, and some didn’t. But once the process got going, although it was hurtful, it
was good for you.
What I want to ask now is…………….
DO you think you said everything you needed to say, and felt everything you needed to feel?
Cheryl passes the feather to P12
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P12:
Yes.
He passes the feather to P2
P2:
Yes.
He passes the feather to P10
P10:
Ja, I told them everything.
Translation by K4
He passes the feather to P5.
P5:
Because I did not meet with my parents. I am desperate because I want to sort out my
problems before I come out.
He passes the feather to P1 (P1’s parents did not come), who passes the feather to P7
P7:
I feel that I said all, but there is more. I want to say more, later.
He passes the feather to P6
P6:
I feel that everything that we achieved here, we need to build on these relationships on
the outside.
Everything that I said made them happy, and they felt good but I feel I need to go
deeper. But it has been very good for me.
He passes the feather to P8, who passes it back to K4.
CHERYL:
I want to know how it has been from Saturday until now…..how you are feeling now, after
seeing your parents.
Where shall we start? We can start with you , Desmond. Is that okay with you?
P12:
P12 nods.
Yes.
From Saturday until today I have taken everything back on me. I am proud of my life now
And all my problems, it is solved. On Saturday, I was thinking…………….maybe if they
cannot forgive me I feel like a failure, but after Saturday, and also after today, I feel like a
better person.
He passes the feather to P2
CHERYL:
So you say that it felt like a weight off your shoulders and that the weight was gone.
P2:
I feel very happy and everything is better now. I apologised to them.
He passes the feather to P10.
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CHERYL:
Nods…
Good.
P10:
At first I felt terrible because I had to explain about the crime, but then I realised they
were my parents and they forgave me, And I can see from Saturday that life is starting to
change.
Before, I felt torn, because of what I put my parents through … it was so much hurt.
He passes the feather to P5, who passes the feather to P1, who passes the feather to P7.
P5 and P1’s parents were not there.
CHERYL:
Good.
P7:
From Saturday, I was very happy. When I go out I know I have taken forgiveness and on
the outside it will be better and I feel better than before.
He passes the feather to P6.
P6:
I felt there was five gallons taken off my back. My mother told me something that upset
me very much, but I was trying not to think about it because it upsets me. I am thinking
about the good things.
He passes the feather back to K4, the interpreter.

ROUND 3
CHERYL:
What has the experience been like, through having the training and from learning about
taking responsibility - from when you first came in until now?
She passes the feather to P12
P12:
I am feeing good, and I am looking for the things I am going to do outside. Planning
things. I could not plan before, but now my parents forgave me ….I can look forward.
From the first day of the course it was so hard because I think I must leave this course
…………………but now I see, if I run away, it is running away from my future.
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P12 passes the feather to P2
P2:
I need to work to improve myself. Last time, I was very angry, but EISH, now I am very
happy. But I must work, I must be with my family and I am much better.
P2 passes the feather to P10
P10:
I wanted for a long time to apologise. But I did not have the channels. But I did not know
how. This programme came and I could apologise to my parents. I did not have a feeling
for people, but now I have.
When I walk out of the room, I no longer feel frustrated but now I feel positive.
Translation given by K4.
P10 passes the feather to P5
P5:
Since I started doing the course, I wanted to apologise to my parents, but I have learnt to
apologise. Now I know many things that can give me a successful life and I want to learn
more because there are many other guys here, who do not know, and they do not know
who to approach and they feel they are wasting their time.
Before, I was going to say “Forgive me” – but now I have learned to express my feelings. I
apologised in what I have seen ….but what I have learnt. …………….the way I was used
to do, but now it will be with feeling and I have learnt.
So I want others to learn too.
P5 passes the feather to P1
P1 :
The course … it was fin, but now I am not sure, ‘cos my parent have not come.
My parents must come. They need to come.
The problem is because my parents have not come and now I feel I want to give up.
P1 passes the feather to P7
P7:
Since the beginning of the course, I am very happy because DCS3 told me we are going
to apologise because it was my opportunity to apologise to my parents and the
community.
I am thankful. I am grateful to you, Cheryl because you have taught us. I hope the best
for all of us is that we can change.
P7 passes the feather to P6

P6:
I didn’t know I am going to succeed. I knew I had to ask for forgiveness from my family
and I learnt lots of things.
So I apologised, and I apologised in a good way.
What I need is to go back to the same place and I need to think what am I going to do.
I need to apologise to the community.
I believe I could succeed and I have learnt a lot and I need to focus.
P6 passes the feather to P8
P8:
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I always wanted to apologise but did not know how. I though I would have to do it when
I came out because I have a big family and they always come together. And so I
thought they would have a big meeting and they would all question me at eh same time
which would be difficult.
But the Restorative Justice has made me have things easier. This has made it very much
easier. My parents did not trust me but the team taught me about ubuntu. I never had
time for my family.
My group has taught me to restore my ubuntu and become a better person for my
family.
This programme gave me a true base to work from and gave me a way that my family
would accept my apology.
P8 passes the feather to P3
P3:
Before the course there was no trust. I could not communicate with my family. I was
afraid to get together with my family. But this course has given me strength to know that
there are people who have love for me.
I have spoken to my parents and talked it out, and told them how I felt and the crimes I
committed.
My family has forgiven me. I believe that what I told them they believe. For them my
family did not trust me and we did not communicate properly, but now my family have
forgiven me and we are communicating properly.
I want to apologise to my parents in the same way shown by the restorative justice
programme so that they will believe me.
P3 returns the feather to Cheryl

ROUND 4

CHERYL:
I want to give everyone the opportunity to say something to the group, something that we
want to say to each other.
I think we should go around the other way. P8, you start this time.
P8:
I am scared to go outside because after apologising to my family, I need to apologise to
the community, because I did horrible things.
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I think that the community does not know that I am inside the prison and that they will
blame me for things I did not do. They will think I did some things but I was in the prison, so
I need to tell them those things.
I phoned my sister and she told me that one of my friends committed suicide and now I
want to give something back to the community because I want to give something back
because I have changed.
I want the people that I see every day of my life to know that I am sorry.
He passes the feather to P6
P6:
I want to say that everything must be positive.
He passes the feather to P7
P7:
I want to say that I was happy to see P6 with me because we were in the same cell. We
became friends and spoke. I want to tell P6 that he was good for me and I want to ask
him to be just the same on the outside and not to change into bad.
He passes the feather to P1, who passes the feather to P5
P5:
I want to say to all - have a trust in what you are doing and think because your future is
coming.
Do not look back. Just look forward ’cos life goes forward and what I can say is , do not
lose hope.
Look forward Nothing comes easy. Things are not always easy.
He passes the feather to P10
P10:
In a group like this it was great because they taught us what to do.
He passes the feather to P2
P2:
Thank you for Khulisa for what you have done for me and I want to learn more.
He passes the feather to P12
P12:
Thank you for participating.
Thank you for doing the great job and now some of the guys inside want to apologise to
their families.
He passes the feather to P3.
P3:
Guys, it was a good experience to be with you and you have been good for me.
He passes the feather to K4, the translator
K4:
There was a feeling of brothers because I have in the position where I needed to
apologise and I did not have the opportunity to apologise. When I was released I
changed and I was living so that people could see I have changed. I hope the guys,
you have a second chance – you will have to run for it for yourself.
CHERYL:
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For me, it has been a privilege and a learning experience. Thank you everybody because
everyone has been willing to be taught, and what we really appreciate that is that everyone
believes that there will still be a future.
As you know, this has been important to Khulisa and we want to share the experience so
that others can learn from it. The Questionnaires that asked you to fill in before, the
PMSI, we will ask you to fill in again if you have not already done it.
We want you to ask fill in the PMSI again in 6 months time – when you get out.
You have all met the Researcher, we are very fortunate that we have the Researcher, who is
a criminologist here, and she will be seeing you one at a time and she will ask you questions.
She understands about the confidentiality and what you say to her will be safe. The
questions she asks will help us to make this project work with other people as well, and we
will try to make it better all the time.
She will be writing up the research that we have been doing here, and we want to present
the report at a conference, but your names will not be revealed to anyone – that will remain
here, in this room.
If there are some of you who want to meet with your community, I will try to arrange it.
And if there are some of you who want meet with the complainant, we can try to contact the
complainant. We will do this .
We will ask DCS3 to explore what the needs of the guys will be in the community.

ANNEXURE H

TRANSCRIPT OF FEEDBACK MEETING HELD AT LEEUWKOP MEDIUM B FACILITY ON
WEDNESDAY, 25th JULY WITH PARTICIPATING INMATES TO THE RESTORATIVE JUSTICE
PROGRAMME WITH MARK JOHNSON, FACILITATORS, THE KHULISA OBSERVER AND
RESEARCHER
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PRESENT:
Khulisa Co-ordinator, Facilitator, and Trainer – K1
Khulisa Facilitator
K2
Khulisa Facilitator
K4 (Translator)
Khulisa Facilitator
K5
Khulisa Observer
Khulisa Researcher
DCS Facilitator
DCS Facilitator
DCS Facilitator
DCS Facilitator
DCS Facilitator

DCS1
DCS2
DCS3
DCS4
DCS5

Participant P1
Participant P2
Participant P4
Participant P5
Participant P10
Participant P11
Guest of Honour – MJ

On Wednesday, 25th July, Khulisa arranged for visiting member of the Princes Trust, and
employee of the Justice Ministry in England, MJ, to be taken on a tour of Leeuwkop
Medium B Facility. All the facilitators were present, apart from Facilitators K6, K8 and
DCS6. Cheryl introduced MJ to the group of young inmates.
The participants sat in a circle with Cheryl forming part of the group and the Khulisa
Observer and the Khulisa Researcher sitting where all participants could be seen.
Khulisa Facilitator K4 acted as translator for the group.
LIMITATIONS OF THE MEETING
As it was not possible to arrange for a recording machine, the researcher took verbatim
notes of the meeting. Most of the participants spoke English, whilst two of them spoke a
Black language, and Khulisa Facilitator K4 acted as translator.
The meeting was held in one of the discussion rooms, was noisy and there were several
interruptions. In addition, the cooks in the adjacent kitchen embarked on an impromptu
choir practice. Although very moving and very beautiful, it was difficult to hear what was
being said by some of the participants, as they spoke fairly softly.
VERBATIM TRANSLATION
ROUND 1
CHERYL:
Thank you for coming. I would like to welcome you all and to say that MJ is here from the
United Kingdom. He will share his story and he has written a book. I would like us to sit in
like this and if we can do a circle dialogue. I think it would be helpful if we go around and
introduce ourselves. Please your name and a little bit about yourself.
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Before we begin, I just want to check that you are al comfortable to share, that you are
comfortable to share with the group, that you are comfortable with sharing with each
other.
Cheryl set the ground rules for the dialogue. She explained the principles involved in the
“talking piece.”
CHERYL:
My name is Cheryl. I have been with Khulisa since March this year. I spent the last 6½ years
in Canada and around the world learning about Restorative Justice – what it is and how it
works. I have been to training and done lots of courses and now I am back in South Africa.
DCS FACILITATOR 5:
My name is DCS5 and I have been with the Khulisa Project since January. I have learnt
about this process since the first meeting I had with Cheryl and I am still learning about it.
DCS FACILITATOR 1:
I am the longest serving inmate here. I have been a psychologist for the past 7 years but I
have been in the Department of Correctional Services for 14 years, so you can say I have
served the longest sentence of anyone here! I have been in prison longer than any of
you.
Laughter from everyone in the room.
DCS FAILITATOR 3:
I am DCS 3. I have been at Leeuwkop since January, working with DCS1.
K FACILITATOR 5:
My name is K5. I work for Khulisa. It is amazing to be here and to be a part of this project.
We have all learnt from each other, and see each other as ordinary people. It has been
a very good experience.
PARTICIPANT /P11I:
My name is P11. I like the Restorative Justice programme and I thank Khulisa to help me
solve my problem and to help me with my family.
PARTICIPANT/P5:
I am P5. I want to say thank you to Cheryl and Restorative Justice. Here I can see how to
do things and I have learnt. But I want to learn more because if I want to be different
and make people see I am different on the outside I must learn more. If I did not do this, I
would still be doing wrong things, but I have learnt lots here.

MJ:
My name is MJ. I am from England and I work for the Prince’s Trust. I work with Prince
Charles and for the Ministry of Justice. I am an ex offender and drug addict. I am very
glad to be here, because I was also in prison and I was taking drugs.
PARTICIPANT/P2:
Yes, I am P2. Outside I stay in Dobsonville.
PARTICIPANT/ P1:
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I want to thank everyone at Restorative Justice because I learned so much about it.
Translation given byK4t.
KHULISA FACILITATOR/K4:
I am K4t. I have been with Khulisa for 3 years and 4 months.
PARTICIPANT/P4:
I wanted to know what Khulisa was al about and I think I have learnt a great deal.
PARTICIPANT/P10:
I want to thank Khulisa because they helped me to apologise to my family.
DCS FACILITATOR/DSC2:
I have been with DCS for three years, and before that I worked at a children’s home. I
am a Social Worker by profession. Restorative Justice and the drug programme within the
prison have made a great difference.
I can see a difference between the inmates of the drug and smoke free cells (there are
two of them) and the inmates of the ordinary cells. The inmates of the drug free cells
don’t mix with other inmates, and no one is allowed into their cell except by invitation.
People have to apply to live in these cells, and if they are accepted, they have to abide
by the rules of that cell. Whenever there are problems, the inmates solve the problems
themselves – that is what they are most proud of, the fact that they don’t have to call us
to sort out the problems. They sort it out themselves. They don’t even consider drugs and
cigarettes a problem because they are forbidden and everyone knows if you break that
rule, you’re out. So for them, it is a great victory that they solve things themselves. And of
course, that makes our jobs much easier.
DCS FACILITATOR/DCS4:
I have been with DCS for 6 years now.

Round 2
CHERYL:
I am going to pass the talking piece around again and let the inmates speak. But before I do,
I want to just lay out the ground rules for everyone here to understand what is important
for us to be able to share with each other.
We understand that everything we say here is confidential. It will not be revealed.
We are here by our own free will, as volunteers, but if anyone wants to leave the process at
any point they are able to do so.
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The rules are that only one person may speak at a time, there is to be no bad language and
we must be truthful. We must speak directly to each other.
I will conduct the meeting. Is everyone okay with that?
Everyone nods in agreement.
DCS4:
I will pass.
DCS5:
I am expecting to hear much from MJ and how is the prison in England. And I want to
hear more about how the guys are doing, after they have seen their parents and they
have apologised to them.
DCS1:
I would like to add my expectations to what DCS5 says. I also would like to know what
programmes are available and I want to know what MJ feels – we want to learn from
you (this last remark addresses directly to MJ).
DCS3:
I want to hear more from you about other facilities.
K5:
I want to hear from the prisoners what they have learnt from the programme – the before
and now – and I want to know what they are taking from life, what they are taking
forward, what has changed. Like in a box – you did not know what to do. How the things
gave changed for you.
P11I:
I learnt ubuntu and how to – in fact, as a person, you must have ubuntu with other
people. My expectations for today is that share as we are sharing now, and I want to
know how the facilitators, DCS2 and all the facilitators are sharing with us so that we can
think about our future.
P5:
I have learnt a lot and I want to learn more. I learned not to fight but to make my life
better and what I expect today is to finish what I am learning, and I want to know if all
these efforts have made a difference. What is different and what you take away from it,
and also to learn and to take back with me. What I take back with me as a whole.

K4:
I wish the guys to be open and share.
P4:
I want to know how the other people are treated on the other side. I did not know how
to share my feelings and when I learnt to tell my story, I learnt to get it all out.
P10:
I want to learn more and learn to trust, because people learn to trust you.
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ROUND 3:
CHERYL:
P1 and P10 – would you like K4 to translate for you? I know that you both say that you
understand what we are saying, but that you also feel more comfortable answering in your
own language and then someone can translate for you.
They both nod that they would like K4 to translate for them.
What I am hearing is that everyone wants to learn from everyone else. What has changed
for us, and what has enabled you to make those changes.
Perhaps each person can tell their story.
So I am going to pass the taking around again.
But before we do share, we need to talk about what we need to make us feel safe where we
can have an opinion and share an honest dialogue……………..
What we need to hear to make us speak openly.
DCS4:

69

Just state your opinion.
DS5:
Give each other a chance to listen and respect each other’s time and point of view.
DCS1:
Confidentiality is a very important issue for all of us here.
DCS3:
Yes, for me, confidentiality is very important.
K5:
Confidentiality.
P11:
Everyone must share how they feel.
P5:
To be confidential.
MJ:
Personally, it makes me very uncomfortable to have the prison staff uniforms present, and
also to have people recording what I say, writing it down. It makes me very
uncomfortable indeed.
Confidentiality is very important, and I don’t know what is being written down and how it
is going to be used.
KR:
May I please say something?
Cheryl nods assent.
We are here as observers and I am writing up the research for Khulisa.
It is very important for me as a researcher to behave ethically, and it is clearly understood
that what is discussed here is confidential. I have undertaken to protect the identity of
everyone present, and while I may write down your names here, at no time will your
names be revealed to others.
In writing up the research, inmates will be referred to as “Participant 1,” “Participant 2”
etc. The facilitators will be referred to as “K1,” “K2” etc if they are employed by Khulisa,
and if they work for the Department of Correctional Services, they will be referred to as
“DCS1,” “DCS2” etc. Only the statistician and I will ever know to whom these numbers
refer.
Confidentiality is very important to me too, and I want to assure you that I will make every
effort to ensure that no harm will be caused to anyone present.
P2:
Everyone must speak out.
P1:
Togetherness, confidentiality and non-judgemental.
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K4:
Nods and passes the talking piece.
P4:
Confidentiality.
P10:
I agree.
DCS2:
Yes. Being non-judgemental and openness.
CHERYL:
Does anyone want to comment on anything?
P4:
Yes. I just want to thank DCS2 for everything she has done for me.
P10:
And me too.
CHERYL:
Confidentiality, being non-judgemental and showing respect. People are inviting each
other to be open so we can learn from each other. Different people have different
backgrounds, so they will experience things differently.
I think we can share our stories now.

ROUND 4
K5:
I am very happy to share my story.
I never thought I would have an open mind about people. I understand about
facilitating and crime prevention programmes. We have all made our own mistakes and
should learn from them and try to improve. Unfortunately – or maybe, fortunately - you
were caught.
No one is perfect, and every one deserves a second chance. That is why we are bringing
this programme into the prison. In 2005, my car was stolen, but I still wanted to come into
the prison and empower the prisoners so that they would change.
You guys missed it because you did not have love and care and support and a second
chance.
Certain things ………………it is not about me, its about other people and you need to go
back and have a heart for the prisoners and even though I was hurt, I wanted to come
back to help other people to be empowered.
CHERYL:
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I would like people to share our own experiences with crime.
DCS2:
I have been a victim of crime 5 times, and one of my friends was killed while I was
working here. I gave learnt not to bring the outside in here. The Restorative Justice
process has helped me a lot in my personal capacity and also in my professional
capacity.
I want to thank the guys who have done this programme and who have changed, and
who have grown as I have.
P10:
I was put in prison for housebreak and entering. We did steal to buy drugs and alcohol.
Drugs brought me here to the goal because I had to steal for drugs.
P4:
There are a couple of reasons for being here. I neglected to maintain any sort of
relationship with my family after my father died, and I didn’t have anyone to talk to
because he died .I never spoke to anyone else, just to my father, so I would just sit in my
room and think about things. I looked for role models in the street who were using drugs
but I didn’t like the feeling of being high on drugs because I wasn’t in control. So I though
it was better to sell drugs to others.
……..Got chucked out of school for selling drugs. But I didn’t know it would lead to guns
and gangsterism.
I left my family and was living in luxury flats with lots of money and lots of things that I
wanted. I had groupies, slept around with lots of women- first one woman and then
another because money was not a problem and I just wanted to be the main item. I
thought I am bullet proof because I never got shot.
I shot my friend by mistake and I was arrested. But I am grateful because I have learnt
since I have been here. I am grateful because I am learning to change though being in
this programme.
K4:
I was a victim several times. I was very angry because sometimes people did not greet
me and that made me feel like a victim. I stayed in town from 1995 to 1998 from the age
of 15 doing crime and kept getting arrested.
I had many injuries inside, but then I decided that I had to change and I went to work
with Khulisa.
P1:
I was sentenced for housebreaking and theft because of drugs. I was arrested in
Boksburg and had an offence already against me in Durban.
I have learnt a lot about crime since I was here.
P2:
I was arrested for car theft. It was the first time I had stolen a car, and I was arrested.
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MJ:
I committed crime over and over again and was a drug addict – I was drunk at 8 and
took heroin at 11. I was a criminal from tiny, and I look back now and think, “You did not
know why you were taking drugs all the time. It was that you were running away, and
you were taking the drugs to avoid feeling.
I got so low that I ended up living in Soho, sleeping in the doorways of the shops there.
People go to Soho, but they don’t know that it is actually full of gangsters and drugs and
there is another life underground that no one knows anything about.
I was very thin and I hardly ever ate. I was so dirty. I couldn’t even walk properly and my
socks had grown into the scabs on my feet because of the heroin and the crack that I
was taking. I would steal and lie and beg just to get money for drugs. When I took the
drugs it was the most wonderful thing because everything was so beautiful, but when
hey started to wear off, it was terrible. It was worse than anything you could ever
imagine.
Then one day I just knew that I could not go on any further. The gangsters and the drug
addicts on the street wanted to kill me because of things I did. I went into Rehab and it
was so hard, that I quit a few times and then one day I realised that if I went back onto
the streets, I would die. So I started letting everything out so that the secrets no longer
had power over me. And I allowed myself to feel all the emotions I had hidden for so
long.
I laid everything out before me that caused me to commit crime and I dealt with it one
by one. I had to work through everything.
And then I thought about what caused me to change.
Man’s extremity is God’s opportunity.

P5:
I was arrested for driving recklessly and for robbery. I was arrested for this but I did not
commit the crime – the robbery was done by my friend, but I have never told who it was.
I was in their company but I did not tell. But for me, I need to change. It is bad friends
that got me here. I have seen that they were not my friends, and I have now seen there
is a better way.
P11:
What pushed me to commit crime? Two guys were robbing my mother’s sister in front of
the gate. BY that time it made me to commit a crime. I felt the pain as if they were
robbing me. From that time I started to be part of gangsterism.
My school performance was average. Seeing the crime made me cruel and I started to
commit crime. I wanted to replace what happened to my mother’s sister. I got different
friends and gangsterism and became one of those gangsters. I have learned a lot in
prison and so it was good for me to be here and to change. I wanted to say thank you
for being able to participate in prison to change.
I am tired of doing what I did before because I am still young. I want to thank God and
my family for helping me to change. My mother is working. My background was
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average. I want to thank my mother and I am proud of her and I want her to know that I
choose to live a different way.
DCS3:
I was a victim once. My purse was stolen and I was very angry indeed. But I learned to
forgive.
DCS1:
I want to talk about my work with Restorative Justice.
It started in 2001. I was working at C Max. An offender wanted to do Restorative Justice.
He wanted to apologise to his victims. The social workers sent this offender tome. I got
involved in a talks team that looked at RJ in prisons. We did training in 2002 and then an
awareness programme throughout ……….. But I still had very little knowledge.
I was invited to attend the International Chaplin’s Justice Association Conference in
Canada. That that is where I met Cheryl – in Canada.
When I came back from Canada, the same offender came to me and we designed a
programme, and we did a couple of facilitations. And then one day, I got a visit in prison
and it was Cheryl. I said, “I know you….” And it was such a surprise for us both, to meet
here after meeting in Canada.
Medium C prison has a very strong system working and they have a programme working
where they build as they go along.
DCS5:
I was working in the prison with the psychologist and they trained us to be facilitators. But
one day I said that I did not know if I could learn about this Restorative Justice – I am still
learning inside and wanting to know if I can stay with the programme. Because I have a
lot of things that worry me about the programme, things that I am not sure about. But I
am working on it and I know I will work it out. I have reservations…………
DCS4:
As I have been working here in Medium B. DCS1 asked if people wants to volunteer to do
Restorative Justice and have training. It is working and I see that this can work and I
believe that what I do here can serve the community and we can develop these guys
and we can go out and they can go out as different people.
CHERYL:
Going back to how crime has impacted on use. I realised that after my house was broken
into and so much of my things were taken and then my car was broken into – the window was
smashed and my cell phone was taken – that I was very scared, and I did not want to live
here anymore and I did not want my children to grow up with this fear inside them.
We went overseas and lived there for a while and now we are back. But my children do not
want to come back. They are 19 and 17 years old now, and it has split our family. They are
over there and we are over here and I really miss my children. That is how crime has
affected our lives.

74

ROUND 4
CHERYL:
I would like to invite everyone to share.
MJ spoke about laying everything out before him and working through what made him
commit crime and what made him change. He has told us that he decided what made him
change, and now we can share what made each one of us change.
P10:
Prison made me change. I do not belong here. I can say only this.
P4:
I realise only when I was here that this is not the way to behave. I was living a life of luxury,
but I would hide from the police in Springs, and then when they came looking for me, I
would go and hide in Cape Town and then when they looked for me there, I would go to
Durban – just running away all the time. I had money for everything I needed, but I had
no life. I realised when I was on trial that my life would end with me as a cripple or death,
or I would have the rest of my life in prison.
I met up with two people who helped me out there, and made me change and I started
to change. These two friends helped me and advised me not to go along the wrong
road.
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That’s when I decided that I had two choices – go back into the gang life or change,
and just be myself.
K4:
I was in maximum with criminals. But I started to change through good friends in prison.
P1:
Khulisa helped me so much. I was still smoking, but I learnt on the programme that it
could cause cancer.
P2:
I have changed in prison.
MJ:
I had to have enough drugs just to keep going. And then I was taking so many drugs that
I stopped working. I stole to get the money to buy drugs or I dealt drugs to get the
money. But I could not stop doing drugs, it just got worse and worse. I tried to stop but
went back every time. I realised that if I went on I would die because I was nothing and I
had nothing and no one would care.
Then one day I asked for help for the first time in my life and I allowed someone to help
me. All my best efforts got me sleeping in the shop door with a needle in my arm so I
looked for something to help me.
P5:
I have already healed. I have never been a criminal before, just naughty like other boys. I
will change from the wrong person to a role model.
P11:
……………..Because of a want to see myself participating in activities. I want to see
myself participating in all things. In June there were a facilitation on drug education. I
learnt some things about drugs and realised the long term effects of drugs and alcohol.
Then I tell myself that I cannot take those things and I can live without those things and
get myself in a positive place in prison.
What I got in prison and in the programme are positive things….. are ubuntu, trust….I
realised things in my life were not good But I got the information and started to change.
K5:
In life we go through different tings. Sometimes problems are not there forever – they are
challenges and they are seasons like winter, summer, spring. You can make the choice
to meet the challenge and change. Change the season from the dry, brown season and
the negative influence into the spring and summer season. I must see it as a challenge.
Also then learn to let go and change. Then say, “What have I learnt?” These challenges
are there to overcome and they made me change.
DCS1:
There is not one specific thing that made me change. We are forever changing. To e this
is a process of looking at my life on a daily basis and as you get older you do it ore often.
And you look back and think about your life and how it has changed. My life as a
Christian has changed………..getting married, having children has changed me.
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CHERYL:
Because of what happened with the smash and grab, I was afraid. I was afraid of
everything. And I transferred that fear to my children. By the time I left this country I
had a lot of fear and then I came back to South Africa, and I did not know what to expect.
But this programme has changed me and I see people in prison and think about “us” and “we”
– I think about “I am” because “we are.”
P11:
I want to add something –
I remember some words from my mother’s sister. Last year in July my mother’s sister came
to visit me and she said to me, “Do not look where you came from, but where you are
going.”
Now I have the power to face life.
I have the power to change, to face my problems, and not run away. I realise that each
and every minute I realise that we can change.

ROUND 5
CHERYL:
What is challenging about Restorative Justice? What is difficult about Restorative Justice?
DCS4:
I think 2 years ago we went to a seminar about Restorative Justice.
K6 said he compared Restorative Justice in Canada to South Africa.
He thought that the inmates applied for the programme because it did help them to get
parole, so he did not believe that they were sincere about doing the programme to
change – instead it is just a way to get out of prison early.
DC54:
I agree with DCS4. I said that I had things that worried me and I do.
So often we leave the victims hanging. When we asked them for forgiveness but that
opens the wounds for the victims. We need to give a lot more attention to the victims.
DCS1:
I have dealt with victim- initiated restoration and mediation. But I have dealt a lot ore
with offender- initiated meetings. I cannot say that the one is better than the other. I ask
the offender, “Why? Why do you want to meet with the victim?” If we have spoken
about why he wants to meet the victim and I explain what happens and that sometimes
the victim will not forgive, and he still wants to meet with the victim, I will send a letter if I
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can trace the victim. I will tell the victim about the programme and ask if they want to
participate. We need to understand more about victims – perhaps they don’t want to
participate because it opens the wounds again.
Some people say that Restorative Justice makes those in charge soft on crime. But it is
not like that. Restorative Justice is not the easy way out. It is very hard to do.
P5:
Restorative Justice came into my life because I was called for the programme even
though I did not say I wanted to be on the programme. But I was brought here by
mistake. But I decided to do this programme and I learnt a lot. I had already said sorry
but I did not mean it. I have learnt through Restorative Justice how to mean it when I say
it. I have learnt to express myself and I want to learn ore about it to change more.
MJ:
To restore, you have to have something to restore.
I have questions about Restorative Justice – is Restorative Justice for the victims or for
yourself?
I really have my doubts about Restorative Justice.
People want justice!
As a criminal I have to accept the consequences of my crime, and sometimes you can
never restore because it could do more harm than good.
For the offender, maybe they are doing it in order to get out sooner. You know that
offenders will do anything to get out sooner, and they know how to beat the system.
They know that if they join a programme like this the parole board will look favourably on
them, so maybe they don’t mean any of it anyway.
Restorative Justice is not a thing you do – it is a way of life.
I believe it does not work for the rapists or for murders, because how can you restore in
these cases?
P1:
Restorative Justice – I learnt about it in Boksburg. I realised when I came here how it
works.
K4:
In 2002 I learned about how this thing works. I was scared to go into the location
because I murdered someone and could never go back there. The people never went
to the police, but they knew it was me. I wanted to go to them because you need to
take responsibility for what you did, but I am scared.
There are some people that will say, “Okay, we forgive you.” But inside they do not mean
it, and they are just waiting for you somewhere when you are alone and then they will kill
you. All the family will kill you because that is the way it works with us.
P4:
Before my trial I wanted to apologise to my parents and to my victims. I was not really
interested in doing Restorative Justice but then I saw it was DCS3 who came to call the
people for Restorative Justice. I was very pleased to see a woman because we do not
see many women, and Brenda made me want to come so that I could see her again.
DCS3 BLushes a lot and looks down at the floor. She seems a bit embarrassed.
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DCS1:
Ah, now I know how this works. I think every time I want something done I am going to
send DCS3 in to get the people motivated. DCS3, I am very pleased that you are working
with me here! But she is getting married soon.
P10:
I wanted to apologise to my parents but I did not know how. Restorative Justice was
something that another guy told me about………….He told me about Restorative Justice,
so I joined up. Restorative Justice helped me because now my parents have forgiven me
and I want to apologise to them again and then this time they will believe it.
CHERYL:
We need to be doing this with the communities to address the needs of victims and their
families. I agree with everything that I have heard here. Restorative Justice is an umbrella
term for many things in the Restorative Justice programme. The Restorative Justice
programme teaches that you need to take responsibility for what you have done. You do not
just decide that you are going to enter the programme - there needs to be a lot of work
done with people before they are able to enter the programme.
Depending on the case concerned, we need to see if the participants are ready to go into
this programme, and whether they are ready to continue into the next stage. It is not the
same for everyone at the same time because we are all different.
We need to educate the communities about Restorative Justice and what it can do so that
people can make an informed decision. It is a very open process, very honest and very
transparent. A lot of work needs to go into the process!
Restorative Justice is not the soft option – it is very difficult but the inmates and victims
go through a process that can really change people.
DCS1:
When an offender initiates the mediation…………. In the first case that I mediated, the
girl was raped. It was the first time in 7 years that someone had asked her how she felt
about what had happened to her. Our justice system sees the perpetrator as offending
against the State, and not against the victim. So the only time that the victim is taken into
consideration is when he or she has to give testimony in court. And even then the victim
is just asked for the facts, not about how this thing has affected their lives. So for the
victim this was very hard, but she was able to tell how it had affected her.
Another case, DCS2 and I went to visit a family where the eldest son had been
murdered. It got the family really speaking and sharing to each other about what had
happened for the first time in 4 years.
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ROUND 6
CHERYL:
Finally, I want you to share the most positive thing that worked for you about Restorative
Justice.
DCS2:
I will start.
Responsibility is very important. It was very positive for me to see the change in the
people and to see how I can change and be healed. It definitely does touch people
and I believe that it can change people and on the outside they will take this with them
to carry on.
P10:
Learning how to apologise.
P4:
It got me to understand how my family feels and how I can change the way I behave
when I am on the outside.
I have also learned how to communicate with my family which I could never do before
because I only every communicated with my father – and then he died, so I kept
everything in.
K4:
Apology does not mean, “I am sorry.” But you need to share, to dig down deep within
you.
MJ:
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Every time I say I am sorry, I have been able to hold my head up higher. It makes me
walk lighter and gives me more faith.
P5:
I learnt respect, kind, trustworthy. These are words that we can use and really mean now.
P11:
We learned how to work as a group, to unite. I have learnt tactics and how to learn
about my problems.
K5:
It gives people a chance for apology, and it gives an opportunity for people to change.
You can help break the barriers. People can share and sincerely apologise.
DCS1:
It can be healing for both parties.
DCS5:
Seeing the boys telling the truth and meeting their parents.
Some of them, before, they denied that they had done it but then after the programme,
then they told the truth. And some of them cried and their parents cried. Although they
were sorry, they got the chance to tell the truth and seeing the parents crying and
having all talked to each other. THAT is very healing.
DCS4:
It gives peace within the community. Te person is able to change and deal with what
they have done, and forgiveness is given. In our community, we take revenge, but this
teaches us not to. Sometimes we can say we forgive, and then later much later when
there is a chance we take revenge. But this makes it different.
CHERYL:
It is an opportunity for me to make a difference in the world and when I see how people
forgive each other – that is the most wonderful experience – it is life-giving.
Thank you so much to everyone for participating.
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FINAL COMMENTS FROM EVERYONE WHO WANTS TO SAY SOMETHING
And what they will be doing when they leave here.
DCS2:
I enjoyed the whole experience, and I learnt a lot about the guys.
I feel empowered. I am going to do some more work after this.
P10:
I feel happy to be part of this group and I will be doing my washing this afternoon.
P4:
I feel as if there is a great load off my shoulders. These guys here have bonded together. I
believe that what I have learned here will be continued when I leave here. This
afternoon I will be reading.
K4:
I have learned to smile. We are going off somewhere else with Mark this afternoon.
P1:
I was down but I feel better now. I think I am going to sleep.
P2:
Happy. But I want to do another programme so I can learn more. I will do something
more this afternoon.
MJ:
I feel good, especially about the changes that the prison is bringing about, and I am
looking forward to the tour that DCS1 is allowing us to take through the drug free cells, so
that I can see what is working here. I believe we are doing something else this afternoon
with the Khulisa Observer, so we are very busy.
P5:
DCS3 brought me here. So I want to thank her. I know now what to do with my life. I will
be relaxing this afternoon.
P11:
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I am happy to be able to speak in a group and to share how I feel. And I will be reading
this afternoon on my bed.
K5:
I am very happy to hear the stories and to know that the boys will be going home to take
this with them. I am looking forward to going home today.
P3:
Going home. Very happy.
DCS1:
P4 gave me good news, because he showed me that all the guys love DCS3. So I need
to get her to persuade all the guys to join up for the courses. I am going to spend time
with my children this afternoon.

DCS5:
I am very happy to see all you guys. And all the negative feelings that I have about
Restorative Justice – I will deal with my feelings.
DCS4:
Yes, I am also very pleased that P11 has been helped, and that everyone is positive. I
want to see the guys carry on with this on the outside.
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