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Executive summary 

On 18 and 19 September 2019, 40 participants 
representing government departments, non-
governmental organisations, research institutions 
and international organisations came together 
in Johannesburg for the ninth meeting of the 
Violence Prevention Forum. 

The meeting took place at a key moment for 
violence prevention in South Africa. On 18 
September the Constitutional Court announced 
its judgement on the use of corporal punishment 
by parents1, and the technical task team 
responsible for drafting the National Strategic 
Plan on Gender-based violence (GBV) and 
Femicide was, at very short notice, tasked with 
generating a budget for emergency funds to 
respond to GBV. Many participants in the meeting 
were deeply, personally engaged with both 
of these events and shared details about the 
developments.

Between May 2018 and June 2019 the forum 
identified the factors that stand in the way 
of preventing violence in South Africa2 and 
mapped existing programmes and policies3 
that seek to prevent and reduce violence. The 
forum also identified core principles that define 
violence prevention programmes, these as being 
programmes that: 

• Strengthen core life skills (such as non-
violent conflict resolution)

• Build healthy relationships (such as those 
between parents and children)

• Reduce sources of stress (such as financial 
stress and fear of walking to school or to 
get public transport)

• Heal trauma, and 
• Are transformative (bring about behaviour 

change, or change beliefs and values that 
support the use of violence).

Building on this, the forum sought to explore how 
NGOs, researchers, international organisations 
and government departments might collectively 
approach the design of a multi-faceted violence 
prevention intervention to respond to a specific 
community’s needs. The intention was to deepen 
our collective understanding of the challenges of 
undertaking such a task and learn from it, while 
identifying a set of principles and guidelines for 
practice. 

The practical relevance of such an exercise is 
clear if we consider the evidence that shows 
that there are many factors that contribute to 
violence, and that no single intervention will alone 
be able to address this deeply entrenched social 
problem. Policies like the White Paper on Safety 
and Security, the National Development Plan 
2030 and the National Strategic Plan on GBV 
and femicide, and strategies like INSPIRE (to end 
violence against children) call for collaboration 
between sectors to address violence, and for 
multi-sectoral and multi-faceted interventions. 
Yet, there are very few examples in South Africa 
of where this has been done successfully. The 
time was right for the forum to undertake a 
practical exercise to contribute thinking to how 
this might be achieved. 

Two communities were selected, through a 
process of consultation, as the basis for the 
exercise: Nyandeni, a rural community in the 
Eastern Cape that experiences high levels 
of gender-based violence and murder; and 
Westbury, an urban community in central 
Johannesburg that experiences high levels of 
gang violence and substance abuse. 

Key insights from the exercise include that:

• It is not easy but it is possible

It is difficult and extremely taxing, but 
possible, for a group of diverse thinkers 
with different backgrounds, experiences 
and knowledge to work together effectively 
in a short period of time to begin to make 
inroads into solving complex problems. 
However, it helps if they have pre-existing 
relationships and clear values to guide their 
interaction.

• Who is in the discussion matters 

The gender, background, positionality 
and experience of those who participate 
in the discussion will strongly inform what 
emerges. High-level thinking about how to 
approach a complex social problem, like 
violence, does not come easily to everyone. 
Yet, having people with a diversity of 
knowledge and perspectives participating 
in such a process is necessary. It is, 
therefore, important for such a group to be 
guided by a clear, structured process.
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• A deep, shared understanding of 
context is critical

The history, resources, needs, practices 
and beliefs of communities differ vastly 
and must inform what needs to be done to 
prevent and reduce violence.

• There are no ‘quick wins’ or easy off-
the-shelf solutions

Building the partnerships and relationships 
that are necessary to drive a process 
towards sustainable solutions takes time, 
and effort. Getting these right is only one 
crucial step towards ultimately addressing 
the issues. It is not possible just to plug-
and-play models or programmes, even 
those that have evidence to show that they 
can work to address the risk factors for 
violence. 

• Innovation requires safe spaces

Failure is an inevitable and necessary 
part of innovating – from failure we can 
learn. Government institutions and donors 
tend to discourage experimentation and 
failure. If innovation is to be encouraged, 
those involved in developing and guiding 
community-level change need to be 
enabled to support one another in the face 
of failure, and learn from it.

The process revealed a deep distinction between 
thinkers and doers. Researchers, academics 
and even policy makers tend to do a lot of ‘head 
work’ and, typically, do not have on-the-ground 
experience. Most of their work focuses on 
theorising and conceptualising. Implementers, 
on the other hand, do more ’heart work’ and 
are less inclined to theorise and conceptualise. 
These individuals have practical lived experience 

in implementing interventions and have direct 
interactions with the beneficiaries of interventions. 
It was also clear that while some people need to 
‘meander’ towards a solution, investigating and 
diverting along the way; others become frustrated 
by such an approach and want to go straight to 
the answers.

While the diversity is essential, it also makes the 
process challenging and the ability of participants 
to work together relies on careful management 
and facilitation. The engagement needs to be 
guided by agreed values that participants can 
hold one another accountable for upholding. 

The process showed that collaboration between 
multiple sectors is a challenging, but necessary 
task if we want to successfully reduce and 
prevent violence in South Africa. This is because 
people come from different spaces, work and 
think differently and can thus bring different 
perspectives to one issue. This is exactly what 
is needed if a multi-faceted multi-sectoral 
intervention is going to be successful. Without 
implementers, analytical thinkers would not have 
the crucial on-the-ground knowledge about 
the practicalities (challenges and opportunities) 
to be taken into account in the process of 
conceptualisation. Similarly, without analytical 
thinkers, implementers would possibly not focus 
on the importance of aspects such as data 
collection and costing of an intervention model; 
expertise which is unique to the space in which 
analytical/research thinkers work Both need a 
‘holder’ or facilitator that can keep the process 
on track, and keep participants engaged.

In this report we detail the process followed at 
the meeting and the insights gained, and offer 
reflections from participants. A policy brief will 
be produced in early 2020 to consolidate the 
findings and present these to a broader audience.

You’ve got to really put the needs of the community at the 
centre of any violence prevention intervention that you develop 

Prof Shanaaz Mathews, Children’s Institute, UCT
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Introduction

This report provides a detailed overview of the 
ninth meeting of the Violence Prevention Forum. 
The meeting was held on 18 and 19 September 
at Ububele4 in Johannesburg. 

The report is a record of the process that was 
followed to explore how a multisectoral group 
might collectively approach the design of a 
multi-faceted violence prevention intervention for 
a community. The intention of the exercise was 
to deepen our collective understanding of the 
challenges of undertaking such a task and learn 
from it, while identifying a set of principles and 
guidelines for practice. 

The process

For people from very different contexts to be 
able to think and work together, a generative 
environment needs to be created. Three elements 
are essential to harness collective wisdom:

• Trust
• Time
• Clarity of focus

Time and a clear focus can be reasonably well 
taken care of in the thoughtful crafting of an 
agenda. Since it was clear to the facilitation 
and planning team that this particular VPF 
meeting wanted to stimulate innovative, deep 
thinking on a specific question, a full three hours 
was set aside on the first day (with follow-up 
time on the second day) for participants to 
interrogate the underlying knowledge that is 
crucial to conceptualising a violence prevention 
intervention. 

More detail about the process of generating 
questions is given below; suffice to say that the 
three-hour time period was made up of shorter 
blocks of time, each of which carried a specific 
instruction that built on the previous instruction. 
This ‘scaffolding’ helped to give participants, in 
their small groups, a sense of progress in what 
could otherwise have been a laborious process. 

Another factor that helped prevent the process 
from becoming tedious was  that the small group 
sessions were interspersed with plenary sessions 
in which each small group had the chance to give 
feedback on the work they had been doing, and 
hear the progress of other groups. 

These ‘share and compare’ sessions had 
two main impacts on the groups. Firstly, they 
served to affirm the work done in small groups, 
especially when one group’s work was echoed 
by another. But more importantly, when different, 
varied and unusual ideas began to surface, an 
exciting sense developed of how, as a collective, 
there was unbounded knowledge to tap into. 

Trust is more difficult to define. What must 
participants be able to trust if the space is to be 
a true learning space? Essentially, people need to 
feel safe and comfortable enough to bring all their 
refined and unrefined thoughts and intuitions. 
They need to know that they will be heard; that 
they will not be disrespectfully criticised; and that 
if conflict arises, someone will be present to catch 
and contain it in a way which does not allow it 
to become destructive. Building a safe working 
space in a short period of time is possible, but, 
oddly enough, requires that the facilitators are 
able to use the little time there is at the beginning 
of the meeting to slow down the pace and soften 
the space. The process of building this container 
is described in further detail below, but what 
is important to note here is that trust-building 
happens incrementally through a number of 
small, seemingly insignificant utterances from 
the facilitators in the first minutes of the meeting 
before any of the ‘real’ work begins i.e.:

• Introductions of the facilitators (each in 
his/her own voice), which should include 
something personal, and be warm and 
welcoming

• Letting people know which institution they 
are gathered in (if relevant) and how this 
institution relates to the work being done in 
the VPF

• Bringing everyone’s voice into the room as 
soon as possible

• Reminding everyone of the values of the 
Forum

• Encouraging the use of whatever language 
people feel comfortable speaking

• Introducing the support staff in the room

• Asking for permission to take photographs 
and explaining clearly what they will be 
used for
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• Letting people know where the rest-rooms are giving people a clear outline of breaks, and 
starting and finishing times

Since this was the ninth Forum meeting, the majority of participants have had four-and-a-half years to 
live into, and begin to appreciate and uphold the culture and values of Forum meetings (as described 
in the Forum Terms of Reference).

A final word about an example of potential conflict in this particular meeting: during the check-in on 
the second morning (in which each person gets to share their reflection on the previous day), one 
participant laid down a challenge by questioning whether there were people, committed to violence 
prevention work by virtue of their presence in this circle, who, nevertheless, did not agree with the ban 
on parents use of corporal punishment. Immediately the room fell silent and the emotional field grew 
tense. A second participant, ignoring the rhetorical nature of this question, pushed it further by saying, 
‘Yes, let’s see by a show of hands who supports this judgment.’ At this point, a facilitator swiftly 
stepped in, gently but firmly defusing the situation by reminding everyone that this was a check-in 
round and that about half the circle still needed a chance to share their reflection on Day 1 of the 
meeting. Had this not been done, it is likely that the group would have quickly become polarised and 
emotionally charged, and the trust that had been built on the first day would have been eroded within 
a few minutes.



Building a container

Present at this meeting were people who had participated in many meetings of the Violence 
Prevention Forum and who had built relationships over time; and new people who had never attended 
meetings of the Forum before. The meeting also brought together people who occupy different 
positions of power and rank in their own institutions, in society and in their communities. 

The meeting started with a fairly lengthy process of light, humorous introductions that involved 
movement and interaction and revealed some personal and some professional characteristics of all 
participants. For some people, these kinds of exercises feel like a ‘waste of time’, they want to get 
down to the business at hand. Often these are people who hold power by virtue of their occupation, 
position in an institution, or gender and race, and are uncomfortable playing games and revealing 
personal information – because it may make them feel vulnerable. ‘Humanising’ participants is, 
however, a critical step in the process and cannot be skipped as it helps to level the playing field, 
even if only a little. Shared laughter and fun breaks the tension of meeting and enables participants, 
particularly those who are new to the process, to overcome and the fear of engaging in a process that 
feels intimidating and unfamiliar. 

An important part of the introduction process was the opportunity for each participant to share in 
plenary one thing that his/her partner had recently done that he/she was proud of. This is a very 
powerful affirmation exercise that lays the foundation for people to feel good about themselves: not 
only have they been able to share with one other person something they are proud of in their own 
lives, but they get to hear it a second time being represented to the bigger group by their partner. This 
process, in turn, enables participants to bring themselves more fully into the hard work that lies ahead.

One of the things we found through working in communities is that it takes 
a long time to build trust and to actually have people prepared to share 
what they know, how they know it, what they think should happen about 
it and so on. It is not something that we have ever been able to do in one 
and a half days. I think there is a terrible tension between people saying, 
‘I don’t want to be at a talk-shop. We have all talked too much’ and the 
enormous need to listen to each other. That is something that really needs 
to be balanced. Even in a setting where you have community members 
who are asking you to drive a process, it’s really about pace and about 
getting to a point where you can really call each other partners. Without 
this, your action plans fizzle and it becomes a blame game. We need to 
get into a space where people are actually prepared to really understand 
what they are committing to when they engage in a collaborative strategy 
and that takes time 

Barbara Holtmann, FIXED
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Framing the discussion

Chandré Gould provided a brief framing for the 
thought experiment, contextualising it in relation 
to the VPF’s workplan over the past two years.

Independently members of the Forum, and the 
collective, recognise and acknowledge that 
no single sector alone can solve the complex 
problems that give rise to high levels of violence. 
Globally and nationally emphasis is placed on 
the importance of government departments, 
NGOs, international organisations, development 
partners, researchers and implementing 
organisations (practitioners) working together 
to solve the problem. But, imagining how this 
should be done and what it would look like for 
there to be collaboration is where we tend to 
get stuck. Similarly, the evidence shows that no 
single intervention, no single programme, policy 
or law will work to address the many complex 
interacting factors that lead to violence – many 
things need to be in place, simultaneously.

Thus, the challenge for the meeting was to 
imagine what might be required to design a multi-
faceted, multi-sectoral prevention intervention for 
a particular location. 

Through a consultative process with the group 
at the previous meeting, and with appropriate 
individuals and institutions after the last meeting, 
two very different locations were decided upon as 
case studies for this exercise: 

• Nyandeni is a rural area with strong 
traditional leadership, facing challenges of 
gender-based violence and murder. The 
area is difficult to access because it is far 
away from urban centres. 

• Westbury is an urban area troubled by 
gang violence and high levels of substance 
abuse. Gangsterism and gun violence in 
Westbury has grabbed media headlines 
over the past few years. It is also one 
of the ‘hotspots’ that was identified for 
interventions by the Civilian Secretariat 
for Police, who have struggled with how 
to begin addressing the challenges in this 
area.

It was important for participants to understand 
that the Forum was not designing actual 
interventions for the areas; and it was possible 



that nothing practical would result, at least not 
immediately, for these areas. This had been a 
concern for several people in the group before 
the meeting, and remained a challenging notion 
throughout. It is also one of the reasons this 
particular Forum meeting was not held in either 
of these areas (as had been contemplated). We 
did not want to set up false expectations in the 
community or be drawn into ‘ownership’ battles 
before the foundational thinking of this Forum had 
been undertaken.

The Forum offers a unique opportunity for an 
exercise like this because it represents a wealth 
of diverse knowledge and experience that ranges 
from practical experience of working directly with 
families and victims at a local level to theoretical 
knowledge about the problem of violence and its 
causes; and knowledge of government systems, 
structures and policies. Whether the group came 
up with new insights and good ideas, or failed 
and became stuck was not important. The Forum 
would be able to learn from either outcome. 

An update was also provided on development of 
an evidence gap map for violence against women 
and children. The map is available here.

The next step logical step was to see how this 
knowledge could be used.

Immersing in context

Before the meeting participants were asked to 
think about which area (Nyandeni or Westbury) 
they would like to work on. They were provided 
with a short briefing document about each area, 
prepared by Charity Monareng (Westbury)5  
and Janet Hayward (Nyandeni)6. Both Janet 
and Charity were present at the meeting, as 
participants and sources of specialist knowledge. 
Nkosikazi Nonkqubela Ndamase, a member 
of the traditional council in Nyandeni also 
participated in the event, contributing a wealth 
of lived experience and knowledge about the 
system of traditional governance and traditional 
justice in Nyandeni, and gender norms. 

Participants broke into two groups representing 
the two areas. They had just over an hour to 
discuss what they had learned about the area 
in a little more detail and then to generate a list 
of questions they felt needed to be answered in 
order to begin thinking about designing a multi-
faceted violence prevention intervention. 

Why did we take this approach?

Developing questions is a more creative process 
than producing answers, enabling participants, 
even just for a while, to break out of the mould 
of what they already know. It taps into the 
power of unscripted imagination, or ‘dreaming’ 
as it is referred to in some schools of systems 
coaching. In terms of the levels of reality, the 
dreaming level connects the preverbal, non-
dual, sentient essence level with the level of 
everyday reality where activities are planned, 
implemented and reflected upon. Fostering a 
high degree of emergence (dreaming) was vital 
as the group began to tackle a task, which set 
out to design an intervention that has probably 
not been done before. From a process point 
of view, question design also levels the rank in 
the group (one participant mentioned how it 
‘flattened the hierarchies’ and another called it 
a ‘democratising’ process) more than response 
production could, as all can ask questions, 

In May 2019 the VPF mapped policies, 
programmes, and interventions to prevent 
violence in South Africa that the participants 
were aware of, whether implemented by NGOs, 
government or international organisations. The 
result was a matrix that presented what was 
known about each intervention – its name, how 
it relates to existing policies, whether it has been 
evaluated, whether it addresses violence against 
women, men, or children; where it was being 
delivered or implemented and whether it was 
currently being implemented. 

This generated insights, including that there 
is a strong concentration of evidence-based 
programmes in certain provinces and almost 
nothing in other provinces; that there seems 
to be increasing momentum around parenting 
interventions, but much less around what works 
to prevent gender-based violence. 

The Forum represents a 
wealth of knowledge and 
experience
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but not all may feel confident enough to provide answers. Finally, we know from many community 
development studies that, oftentimes, if interventions fail, the question that is raised is, ‘Why did we 
not think of that before?’ This was an attempt to extend our thinking beyond its normal parameters.

The groups had vastly different experiences of this activity. 

The Westbury group generated a list of over 40 questions covering a wide range of issues ranging 
from who key stakeholders would be and how they could be engaged to what already exists and how 
it’s assessed. A selection of these questions is listed below.

The process of generating the list of questions yielded many insights. The Westbury group initially 
struggled with process – people spoke over one another and some people did not have a chance to 
speak at all. For the first 45 minutes the discussion was unstructured, moving from discussions about 
the state of infrastructure and the status of existing services to social problems and gangsterism in 
Westbury. At this point one of the facilitators stepped in to assist the group, and keep it on task. 

This experience showed how difficult it is for a diverse group to identify a set of questions about 
what they would need to know in order to design an intervention, and that time, patience and clear 
guidance is needed. It also showed that groups (even those that include people who are themselves 
experienced facilitators) often need to be contained and supported as the grapple with difficult issues.

Questions for Westbury

1. Who are the role models in the community?

2. What role do women play in the community?

3. How do we monitor programmes in the community? 

4. How can we engage the youth? How are the youth being engaged? How many are involved? 
Who is left out?

5. The same questions could be asked about parents, government services, the gate keepers…
How does the community work?

6. How do we involve the community, including the gang gate keepers?

7. Who are the bridges/actors/groups (informal and formal) in the community that will create the 
links required to implement a violence prevention intervention?

8. To what extent do external factors shape the Westbury community?

9. What have the police/health/DSD/DoH/etc. done to address crime and gangsterism?

10. What is their analysis of the underlying factors in their respective fields and what have they done 
to address them? 

11. What are these actors doing for the life course, for infants, for children, for high school students, 
for parents, etc.? 

12. What are the risks and benefits of engaging with people who are actively breaking the law and 
working in the drug market?

13. Do we collaborate or coopt?

14. What programmes are already in place? What are the needs in the community? What are the 
barriers to accessing these?

15. What data is available? Who is collecting what?
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16. What can we do that does not threaten 
gangsters (e.g. sports for youth)?

17. What are the narratives in the community: 
the youth, the women, the elderly? What is 
the community wisdom? 

18. Can we refrain from projecting our 
judgements?

19. How are state service providers caring for 
their workers and addressing their trauma?

20. How is the community involved in the 
development of the area and other needs in 
the community?

21. What do community members think are the 
issues in the area?

22. How can EPWP positions be used as part 
of the intervention?

23. What are the community and existing 
providers’ strengths? What’s currently 
working?

24. What do Westbury residents see as 
resources in the community?

25. What is the role and influence of the 
religious sector?

26. What pathways exists for good people 
from nearby wealthy areas who want to get 
involved?

Unlike the Westbury group, the Nyandeni 
group quickly settled into a respectful ordered 
discussion, but soon became intoxicated by the 
detail of what they were learning from Nkosikazi 
Ndamase (the traditional leader) and Nwabisa 
Shai, who is a member of the Ndamase family 
and who knows the area well. This group found it 
difficult to see the bigger questions, and resisted 
prompts from the facilitator not to become too 
involved in the detail. Much of the questioning 
revolved around access to justice (traditional 
justice and court justice) and the practice of 
traditional justice. The questions generated 
included:

1. Are there barriers to reporting sexual 
violence and assault?

2. Are there gatekeepers preventing 
reporting? 

3. How do cases progress through the 
traditional justice process? 

4. How does trust of the police, or traditional 
systems of governance impact reporting?

5. Who are the custodians of interventions? 

6. Who is more likely to take on the 
responsibility for interventions? 

7. Who deals with vicarious trauma? 

8. What do people in the service linkage chain 
need to know and what skills do they need 
to be able to provide better services to 
victims? 

9. What are the hidden violations that are not 
dealt with i.e. the rape of boys?

10. Is there openness to speaking about sex 
in a way that we can translate that to 
the understanding of gender (and sexual 
reproductive health information and rights)?

11. Who can speak to whom about sex and 
under what conditions? 

12. Do the people who answer calls at welfare 
services or DSD know how to direct calls 
correctly? 

13. What causes breakages in the service 
linkage system? 

14. Do service providers need training? Do 
they need to learn empathy as part of this 
training? 

15. Are any of the people in positions of 
authority, who have contact with potential 
victims, able to facilitate these service 
linkages?

After generating the first round of questions 
the two groups came back together to share 
their experiences and questions. Participants 
observed and commented on the differences 
and similarities between the two groups and the 
questions generated. 

The meeting adjourned for a lunch break, and 
when the meeting resumed participants broke 
into smaller groups – two for each area to 
generate a further list of questions to deepen 
their thinking. They were asked to think about 
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what was missing or needed to be added to the preliminary round of questions and were advised 
to avoid the trap of trying to resolve problems or develop solutions. 

Many participants found this level of abstraction difficult. 

The four groups generated an additional set of questions, a selection of which are presented 
below. 

Westbury 1

• Who is excluded within the process of problem definition and crafting of interventions?

• How do we engage the youth more in how we understand the problem and how we craft 
interventions?

• To what extent are other suburbs/communities influencing the target community – positively 
and negatively?

• How do we monitor programmes offered in the community?

• How do we inject pride back into the stories of the community?

• How can EPWP positions be utilised as part of violence prevention initiatives?

Westbury 2

• Who are the role models in the community?

• What role do women play in the community?

• How do we monitor programmes in the community, e.g. parenting programmes? There’s no 
solid info on parental involvement or impact. 

• What are the schools doing to address crime and violence? 

• Are these fee free schools and are they feeding the learners?

• What is the spatial distribution of resources and services and how do they relate to one 
another?

• What data is available? Who is collecting what?

• What can we do that does not threaten gangsters (e.g. sports for youth)?

• What is the role of drugs in crime and disorder, and how does this impact our work?

Nyandeni 1

• How do we empower women to question and to exercise sexual agency?

• How do we implement violence prevention programmes in a context where there is not only 
severe poverty, but where children are forced, because of circumstance, to participate in 
criminal behaviour for survival?

• How do we equip traditional leaders to address and promote gender equity in the process of 
their work? 

• What does it mean for a female traditional leader, who is expected to abide by particular 
gender stereotypes and expectations in particular contexts, to challenge ideas around gender 
equity in her position of power (particularly with regards to respect and culture)?

• How does one challenge those ideas when they are commonly practiced and normalised?
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Nyandeni 2

• What support structures exist to support 
women and how do we enable women 
to support one another to reject those 
practices that they feel undermine them?

• How can we ensure that positive messages 
or learnings are taught in different 
institutional contexts and curricula (e.g. at 
school in the Life Orientation curriculum or 
at initiation schools)? Especially in situations 
where these messages may clash with the 
teachers in those contexts?

• Who can re-orientate traditional values 
and beliefs around gender and the use of 
violence?

• How do we identify/find spaces where we 
can engage young men on these issues?

• What do you do in areas where there is no 
obvious entry to the system? Where do 
you find alliances that are closed and non-
negotiable? How do you responsibly enter 
these spaces?

Readers may notice the use of the term ‘we’ 
in many of these questions. This indicates how 
quickly participants started to identify with the 
work that needed to be done (almost as if the 
participants were the implementing agents). 

While the intention of this meeting was to 
undertake a thought experiment, it did reveal 
how difficult it is to identify an existing structure 
that could ‘hold’ or initiate a process like this 
in a real-life situation. The questions of whose 
responsibility it may be to initiate or co-ordinate 
such a process, and what structure would have 
the credibility to do so remain unanswered.

When asked to generate questions, all groups 
identified the need to fully understand the area 
and spent a lot of time doing so. Groups were 
interested in knowing what interventions are 
already in place, the nature of relationships in the 
community at all levels, the beliefs and practices 
in communities and levels of trust in existing 
government services. 

After the second round of question generation 
the groups came together once more to unpack 
their experiences. Several themes emerged 
during the course of the plenary discussion: 

• How to engage members of the community 
as key roles players in developing the 
solutions

• Social norms and values and the 
challenges they pose to preventing violence

• The need to address vicarious trauma 
experienced by service providers

• The difficulty of undertaking the question 
generation exercise itself

Achieving community support for the 
development of an intervention was regarded 
as key by all groups. This means that sufficient 
time and effort is required to identify who should 
be engaged in the process, and to build the 
relationships necessary for any intervention to be 
collectively owned. Groups spoke of the need for 
co-ownership of an intervention by implementing 
organisations and representatives and the 
community. This requires an effective consultation 
process in which community members feel that 
their information and input is valued and in which 
they are enabled to name the change what they 
want to see. If successfully done, this would 
ensure a partnership between implementors 
and community members where all parties are 
engaged and invested in reaching the ultimate 
goal together. 

Achieving community 
support for the development 
of an intervention is key 

The Nyandeni groups focused strongly on 
gender-based violence and the need for 
social norm changes. Both groups working on 
Nyandeni generated questions relating to the 
need to challenge and shift social and cultural 
norms through which gender inequality is 
entrenched. 

The groups focused on Westbury were more 
concerned about achieving community buy-in, 
ensuring accountability for what was to be 
done, and how existing platforms could be 
effectively used.

13



Once again, the area groups had very different experiences of their discussions. Some groups held 
heated, difficult discussions and struggled with the task. Others felt creative, energised and enjoyed 
the learning. 

Articulating the problem

After generating their sets of problems, and sharing these in plenary, the four groups generated 
problem statements to gain clarity about the key issues that needed to be addressed, and the context 
in which they would be addressed. These are reflected below.

Westbury 1

Recognising that there are existing violence prevention initiatives, how might we use multi-
faceted interventions (inclusive of ICT, relationship building and accountability mechanisms) 
to bring about social cohesion, given that trust and fractured relationships exist within and 
between communities and government sector stakeholders?

Westbury 2

How might we reduce violence, given that gangsterism offers meaning and economic benefits 
to large portions of the community, when interestingly, there is community will and existing 
interventions that have been able to reduce violence?

Nyandeni 1

How might we get co-ownership in addressing gender inequalities in a community, given that 
unequal gender norms that are hurtful and harmful have been normalised, when interestingly, 
women feel forced to accept and condone them in order to maintain status or favour in their 
relationships, with family and in within the community?

Nyandeni 2

How might we orientate a community about traditional beliefs and values, given that it 
worsens gender-based violence, when interestingly communities themselves feel they need to 
accept them?

This exercise brought the first day to an end.
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Consolidating and interrogating the learning

The second day started with participants sitting in a circle and being led through a light meditation. 

Participants were then asked to share insights they had gained overnight in relation to the work 
done the previous day. This allowed participants to surface new ideas, to express concerns or 
ask questions, and to reflect on conversations they had over dinner. It was also an opportunity for 
participants to see how others had experienced the process, and to appreciate their interactions with 
one another.

The meeting took place at a key moment for violence prevention. The Constitutional Court had 
released its judgement about the use of corporal punishment by parents, and the technical task 
team that was responsible for drafting the Strategic Plan had been asked to generate a budget for 
emergency funds from the presidency to respond to GBV. Many participants in the meeting were 
deeply, personally engaged with both of these processes, so the morning reflection allowed space for 
developments to be shared.

During the circle participants reflected on the values of the Forum, how they are appreciated and how 
they inform the discussions by participants in this meeting and outside of Forum meetings. There 
was shared excitement and appreciation of the new developments in the ecosystem particularly the 
Constitutional Court judgement mentioned above.

Participants then broke into the four area groups for a final round of discussion. They were tasked 
with identifying the next steps in developing an intervention. They were then invited to share their 
problem statements and next steps. Dr Barbara Holtmann, who has developed a model for a systems 
approach to dealing with complex social problems was the discussant, providing comments and 
critiques of the approaches.

Westbury group 1

This group identified a clear set of steps towards the development of a violence prevention 
intervention:

1. A stakeholder consultation would bring key bridge-builders together to imagine what a ‘fixed 
Westbury’ looks like. Once a vision has been created, priorities and indicators to monitor 
progress should be identified. Individuals would need to commit to the role they would play and 
the resources they would bring to the process. A nodal point would need to be identified to 
manage communication

2. A second meeting would be held with stakeholders who are not from the community, which 
would go through the same process

3. Communicate strategically about progress through a dedicated website

4. Reach out to gang members to build a bridge and dialogue

5. Hold community days to bring people together in public spaces to celebrate the successes and 
build social cohesion

Westbury group 2

The second group focusing on Westbury came up with a similar set of steps:

1. Community consultation and visioning exercise

2. Government service providers undertake a similar visioning exercise

3. Both groups brought together to share their visions
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4. Identify individuals who will drive the 
process

5. Map the gaps

6. Create an inventory of all the activities and 
responses

7. Develop harm reduction services for drug 
users

8. Focus on life skills training for young people 
and develop pro-social school based 
‘gangs’

9. Heal woundedness in the systems that 
offer services

10. Create a public private partnership to drive 
the process forward

11. Develop dedicated communication 
strategies

Commenting on these two plans, Barbara 
Holtmann noted that having violence prevention 
mentioned in a problem statement is a limitation 
in that violence may be a symptom of other social 
problems. The problem statement should 
ideally be about creating communities in 
which people can live their best lives. The 
vision needs to be clear before priorities can be 
set.

She also noted that trust building is an essential 
component of intervention development, and 
a lack of trust is often the biggest obstacle 
faced. Building trust requires clear rules of 
engagement, so that interactions between 
anyone who is involved is guided by agreed 
principles about how they will behave together. 
This is an important milestone that enables a 
shift from consultation to collaboration and 
requires everyone to be clear about what they 
need and want from one another.

Nyandeni group 1

Nonkqubela Ndamase participated in this 
group and had identified the starting point as 
a revitalisation of the practice of ‘ilima’ [people 
working together, as a collective, to achieve a 
goal in farming]. This group’s steps focused on 
strengthening livelihoods and creating a culture of 
community action, with the traditional leader as a 
role model. This was seen as a way to encourage 

all community members to see themselves as 
community resources, which would then be the 
basis for addressing other problems.  

Nyandeni group 2

This group had become trapped in the detail, 
and identified a wide range of stakeholders that 
would need to be engaged in developing the 
solutions including: traditional leaders, women, 
men, councillors, social workers, teachers, 
FBOs, NGOs, spiritual leaders, youth council, 
government departments, district and local 
municipality, TVET college, community safety 
forums, CPFs, depart of agriculture, businesses. 
They identified the need for all stakeholders to be 
engaged as active participants, not as providers 
and beneficiaries. 

The group also emphasised the need to improve 
response services for victims of violence, and 
to implement programmes to change harmful 
gender norms and improve positive parenting. 

Barbara’s feedback to these groups included that 
if there are people in a community who are 
passionate about making a contribution, they 
should be enabled, listened to and helped to 
see how valuable their contribution is. She 
emphasised the importance of recognising how 
power is exercised, and not seeing women as 
complicit in their oppression, but as doing what 
they need to do to survive. 

Learnings and conclusions

Despite being urged not to delve into solutions, 
the participants felt the urgency of the crisis of 
unsafety faced by the two communities. It was 
hard to resist this pull. Participants also found the 
generation of questions extremely taxing. They 
found the diversity within their groups to be a 
challenge, and at times staying on task while also 
engaging respectfully and thoughtfully seemed 
almost impossible. 

Despite this, participants noted their appreciation 
for the caring, respectful, reflective space that 
was created and were excited and inspired by 
the progress they made. They enjoyed being able 
to step away from their groups, come back to 
the larger group and reflect on the shared tasks. 
One participant said: ‘I was struck by the difficulty 
of the activities and the importance of listening. 
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In psychology, we often speak of the “talking 
cure”, but in fact, I am more convinced that it 
actually should be called “the listening cure”’. 
While another said, ‘Being a part of this process 
gives hope for violence prevention. It is clear that 
the Forum’s principles have been embedded into 
the process today. I hope this kind of process 
can be used for the development of things such 
as national policies. It is important that we have 
these kinds of reflective processes everywhere.’

Participants quickly started to identify with 
the work that needed to be done in the two 
communities. While not having been tasked to 
identify or name an existing structure that could 
‘hold’ or initiate a process like this, the question 
of whose responsibility it may be to do so, and 
what structure would have the credibility to do so 
remains unanswered.

The process revealed a deep distinction between 
thinkers and doers. Researchers, academics 
and even policy makers tend to do a lot of ‘head 
work’ and, typically, do not have on-the-ground 
experience. Most of their work focuses on 
theorising and conceptualising. Implementers, 
on the other hand, do more ’heart work’ and 
are less inclined to theorise and conceptualise. 
These individuals have practical lived experience 
in implementing interventions and have direct 
interactions with the beneficiaries of interventions. 
Some people need to ‘meander’ towards a 
solution, investigating and diverting along the 
way. Others are frustrated by such an approach 
and want to go straight to the answers.

Groups that had a majority of analytical thinkers 
seemed to generate questions that were less 
about the ‘beneficiaries’ and more focused on 
data, how data was collected, what insights were 
gained from previous rounds of data-collection 
etc., while those with more  implementers, 
seemed to focus more on things such as the 
healthy functioning of individuals and families.  

The personalities of participants influenced 
the nature and content of discussions. People 
who are confident and speak out easily tend 
to dominate conversations. Though this could 
create  tension, the foundations laid by the Forum 
in previous meetings, including re-affirming the 
values (see Appendix 1), provided the basis for 
resolving and speaking about these issues as 

they arose making space for everyone to speak 
and be heard without offence. 

The process showed that collaboration between 
multiple sectors is a challenging, but necessary 
task if we want to successfully reduce and 
prevent violence in South Africa. This is because 
people come from different spaces, work and 
think differently and can thus bring different 
perspectives to one issue. This is exactly what 
is needed if a multi-faceted multi-sectoral 
intervention is going to be successful. Without 
implementers, analytical thinkers would not have 
the crucial on-the-ground knowledge about 

the practicalities (challenges and opportunities) 
to be taken into account in the process of 
conceptualisation. Similarly, without analytical 
thinkers, implementers would possibly not focus 
on the importance of aspects such as data 
collection and costing of an intervention model; 
expertise which is unique to the space in which 
analytical/research thinkers work both need a 
‘holder’ or facilitator that can keep the process 
on track, and keep participants engaged.

Barbara Holtmann provided helpful input on 
this issue that may serve as guidance for future 
discussions: 

There is a big difference between 
‘evidence-based’ and ‘evidence-led’. I use 
‘evidence-led’ because there may not be 
evidence that a specific intervention will 
directly impact violence because it may 
never have been used in that way [such 
as community gardening]. But there is 
evidence of the other positive things that it 
might bring. Innovation is really important. 
But there needs to be something behind 
innovation. If you can demonstrate, for 
instance, that what you want to do is a 
good practice for building social cohesion, 
you can make the case for why it might 
also prevent violence, and then try that out. 

There is a big difference 
between ‘evidence-based’ 
and ‘evidence-led’
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In the end, it’s about being able to interpret what you do in such a way that you pull together 
the evidence and proof that is relevant. And then test it. You need to do something, and fail, 
because all the time you are learning. 

So, if what you are wanting to do doesn’t have evidence that directly feeds into the impact you 
are looking for, but shows other good things, then combining it is now your hypothesis. There 
is a big difference between saying, ‘This is good practice so we are going to move it here and 
we are going to do it,’ and ‘There is evidence that shows that these things are useful, now we 
are going to combine them and see what comes out of this.’ It is developmental so fail! It’s 
safe to fail! This is an absolute key indicator that you’re working with: where it’s not safe to fail, 
innovation will be very low. So, innovation is probably the way that you can measure if people 
feel safe to fail.

Failure is an inevitable and necessary part of innovating – from failure 
we can learn. Government institutions and donors tend to discourage 
experimentation and failure. If innovation is to be encouraged, those 
involved in developing and guiding community-level change need to be 
enabled to support one another in the face of failure, and learn from it.
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What participants said about the Violence Prevention Forum meeting

I had a pleasure of learning new things about the work I do. I learned from colleagues 
who are doing similar work but having different approaches. I liked that all participants 
seem to be living the VPF core values. The participatory nature of the facilitation style 
is also important in building confidence and mutual respect.

I was welcomed into a wonderfully diverse and skilled group of practitioners, leaders, 
and academics, even if I can’t remember everyone’s position or background. The 
central exercises were very focused and democratising – you could offer something 
and it didn’t matter what your ‘rank’ was. Difficult questions could be asked and were 
discussed with patience and respect. People seemed to be ready to meet you and 
collaborate for the most part. We were given sufficient time to really work through and 
mull over issues. It has left me with an energy, an openness, and a drive to carry this 
work onward.

We were hot! I really liked this forum and the exercise. As a member from a community-
based organization it was incredibly helpful to see this process and thinking. I 
know this is a feeling response, and may not be helpful, but I would love to see an 
implementation phase for what we spoke about. Maybe it’s even worth finding sponsors 
or funding to ‘test’ this is various communities. Often our interventions are knee-jerk 
and responsive.

…was overwhelmed by the enormity of the task to generate a concrete solution, or set 
of solutions for a complex problem. As we grappled with the complexity, the problem 
grew tentacles as though each discussion increased the depth of the problem. As our 
brains contorted around these tentacles somehow, in allowing ourselves the space to be 
wrapped up, in the complexity we found glimmers that hold promise of what is possible. 
I leave inspired, somewhat fearful but reassured that I am not alone. Thank you.

I learned that we make conclusive assumptions with situations because we read issues 
within various communities at a surface level. The situations we read in communities, 
about violence, are actually deeper than meets the eye. I have learned that mutual work 
leads to greater solutions, despite the challenge faced.
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The Forum continues to provide an excellent platform for open and safe discussion 
relating to how collaborative efforts can be harnessed.

I thoroughly enjoy the richness of the discussions and a continuous learning process 
the Forum is providing.

The exercises we undertook in the last two days, even though it was intensive, and 
exhausting, has resulted in a document that all of us can own up to. Thank you.

I learned the power of collaborative effort. I realized that the journey is still long, 
particularly the community buy-in, however it is possible. I realised that most people 
are the violence victims especially women and children but they have all normalised 
the situation. I also realised that fighting unemployment and poverty might lead to 
violence reduction, especially in the rural areas.
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It was my first meeting... What I liked was the element of diversity in the representation. 
Violence is pervasive and partnerships are key in eradicating/reducing it in whatever 
context.

I was excited about the ability to zone in on specific communities to think about 
possible violence prevention approaches. This was useful because it brought into 
reality, not ‘in theory’, the lived experiences of people affected by violence in either 
Westbury or Nyandeni. The VPF is really a creative, innovative space – viva, aluta 
continua.

It is also great that we have achieved so much (e.g. the NSP), putting prevention on 
the agenda and making alternatives to violence accessible, first to us, so that we are 
engaged to impart needed skills to our communities.

I understand that it is a complex issue that requires a holistic approach to address. I 
understand that in order to change violent behavior we need to change our thinking, 
beliefs and mindsets. I understand that we need projects and programmes that are 
community-based in order to break the cycle of violence. I see that we are doing a lot 
but need coordination and cooperation.

I felt blessed that I was in a space where everyone was respected and listened to. My 
thinking was broadened as I went beyond the specific issues of my day-to-day work, but 
a wider look at violence and violence prevention. The space was also empowering. The 
little/softer/quieter voices were also heard.

The meeting provided a generative space for ideas to be shared and a mutual learning 
environment. The facilitation and thought that is given to process is always welcomed. 
It might be good to consider sharing of important nuggets between meetings to keep 
momentum going.
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I was completely daunted at the prospect of dealing meaningfully with such complex 
and deep-rooted issues. However, the wealth of knowledge and experience in Forum 
members, the insight, respect, passion that they brought to bear, the excellent 
facilitation and the generative process left me feeling more hopeful about potential 
solutions/ways forward. I am deeply honoured to have been part of this process.

It was held at Ububele and it was hot. Within the heat however, we were able to 
struggle through dissenting, sometimes alternative voices. The process of sitting 
through a treacle-like process is at the core – to struggle through and find a 
compromise. It is always an antidote for me to be with colleagues who share a vision of 
a healthy, productive South Africa… for us and our children and all that we serve. The 
flattening of hierarchies and the growing listening in the forum creates a container for 
forward-looking thinking that leads to decisions and hope.

Once again deeply appreciated the privilege of participating in this rich, iterative 
process, increasingly realising the weight of responsibility I bear as a consequence, and 
heartened that the calibre of those in the Forum with me, who are sharing this journey 
and this burden are committed to support us, taking the next necessary key steps. I 
continue to experience deepening personal growth and humble gratitude for being able 
to contribute in some small way. Thank you very much!

I strengthened friendships, partnerships and knowledge in violence prevention. The 
forum is a wonderful, safe space to share success, failures, and re-energise to enable 
is to continue important work on addressing violence in South Africa.

It was hard, hot and rewarding. I felt there could have been clearer guidance for some 
tasks, even on day two people had different understandings of what we were doing. 
I think this could have been avoided, making everything more effective. But despite the 
struggles it was good.
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I learned about the power and importance of collaboration and consultation. Also, with 
a little focus and effort clear steps can be developed for our big problems…which 
gives me hope.

It was a focused, uninterrupted space to imagine and plan a community where level 
of GBVF are impacted significantly. A hopeful, innovative space. A space allowing for 
networking with people with a shared passion for making our country a better place for 
all. Thank you! – Dellene, Clark, SA Law Reform Commission

Learned so many things through the dialogue process about respect and empathy. Not 
just for the communities we are working in, but also in the groups that we worked in at 
the meeting. 

I realized how important trust is to work collaboratively to create rules of engagement 
to work together effectively. Thank you for making me part of the process – Wilmi 
Dippenaar, Director, Seven Passes Initiative.

I learned a lot, i.e. the importance of having people that think differently, from the 
different sectors, to solve a problem.

I was treated with respect – my opinion mattered and I learned a lot. I felt that I am 
playing a role in the preventions of violence in my country and I feel so important.

Okokuqala ndibulele ukumenywa kule Forum ndibeyi nxalenye yale Ntlangano. 
Bendiyoyika khahulu, kodwa ndiye ndonwaba kakhulu xa ndibona indlela endoukele ke 
ngayo, kunye nabo bonke abantu bonwabile. Ndifunda kakhulu kulomsebenzi wonke 
ebesiwenza. Enkosi – Nonkqubela Ndamase (traditional leader from Nyandeni)

[Translation: Firstly, I am thankful for having been invited to the Forum and being a 
part of this gathering. I was very nervous, but, I was happy to see how welcoming and 
happy everyone was to have me. I learnt a lot about all the work that the people in this 
meeting are doing. Thank you.]
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Appendix 1: Values of the Violence Prevention Forum

The values of the Forum were established in the first meeting in November 2015. 
Since then, these values have informed all subsequent meetings and been passed on 
to new members.

The values of the Forum are: 

• Respect 

• Deep Democracy (to enable dissenting voices to be heard)

• Active listening

• Empathy

• Commitment and courage

• Collaboration and Partnership

• Fun 



Surname Name Organisation/
Instiution

Email address

Abdoll Carmen Cornerstone 
Consulting

carmen@cornerstonesa.net

Ajwang Warria Department of 
Social Work at 
the University of 
Witwatersrand

Ajwang.Warria@wits.ac.za

Austin Janet Rape Crisis janet@rapecrisis.org.za
Barries Venecia The Parent Centre director@theparentcentre.org.za

Bottoman Likho Department of 
Basic Education

Bottoman.L@dbe.gov.za

Clark Dellene South African 
Law Reform 
Commission

DClark@justice.gov.za

Connors Judy Phaphama 
Initiatives

Judyphaphamaorg@gmail.com

Danisa Mpume Clowns without 
Borders

mpume@cwbsa.org <mpume@
cwbsa.org>

Dartnall Elizabeth SVRI Elizabeth.Dartnall@mrc.ac.za

Dippenaar Wilmi The Seven Passes 
Initiative

wilmi@sevenpasses.org.za

Faull Andrew ISS afaull@issafrica.org

Frost Katharine Ububele kf.ububele@gmail.com
Gould Chandré ISS cgould@issafrrica.org
Harris Benjamin Proof 

Communication
ben@proofafrica.co.za

Hayward Janet Rhodes University nomakhep@gmail.com
Holtmann Barbara FIXED bm.holtmann@gmail.com

Mabunda Annah Department of 
Health, Thuthuzela 
Centres

annah.mabunda@gauteng.gov.za

Machabaphala Tshepiso NDOH machat@health.gov.za

Mahlangu Thulani Deutsche 
Gesellschaft für 
Internationale 
Zusammenarbeit  
(GIZ)

thulani.mahlangu@giz.de

Malek Elmarie Department of 
Health, Western 
Cape

Elmarie.Malek@westerncape.gov.za

Mashinini Jabu Phaphama 
Initiatives

jabu@phaphama.org.za

Appendix 2: List of participants
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Mathews Shanaaz The Children's 
Institute

shanaaz.mathews@uct.ac.za

Menyuko Deliwe Sonke Gender 
Justice

deliwe@genderjustice.org.za

Modise Neo ISS modiseneo34@gmail.com

Moeketsi Joan GIZ: Inclusive 
Violence and 
Crime Prevention 
Programme (VCP) 

joan.moeketsi@giz.de

Molepo Martha Civilian Secretariat 
of Police Services

Martha.Molepo@csp.gov.za

Monareng Charity  TB HIV Care Charity@tbhivcare.org
Moruane Sinah UNICEF smoruane@unicef.org
Mufamadi Diketso ISS dmufamadi@issafrica.org
Myberg Rozanne Lefika La Phodiso rozannemyburgh@gmail.com
Mzaku Thamsanqa Phaphama 

Initiatives
afrika@phaphama.org

Naicker Sara Save the Children 
South Africa

snaicker@savethechildren.org.za

Ndamase Nonkqubela Traditional 
leader: Western 
Pondoland

kingndamase@gmail.com 

Ngidi Zithobile PHD was on: 
Reducing school 
violence, a 
peace education 
programme 
among 
stakeholders in 
Umlazi

zithomkhize@yahoo.com

Parenzee Penny ISS pparenzee@issafrica.org
Queench Thabang Nelson Mandela 

University 
thabang.queench@yahoo.com

Rakosa Betty 
Phumzile 

Lefika La Phodiso 
(The Art Therapy 
Centre)

Phumzile.lefika@gmail.com 

Reddy Oswald SAPS ReddyOD@saps.gov.za
Rees Jonathon Proof 

Communication
jonathon@proofafrica.co.za

Shai Nwabisa Medical Research 
Council

Nwabisa.Shai@mrc.ac.za
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Appendix 3: Terms of Reference (revised and approved)

Purpose of the Violence Prevention Forum

Preventing violence is not only a practical imperative for South Africa, it is also a statutory and 
policy imperative for a number of government departments including the Departments of Social 
Development, Women, Youth and People with Disabilities, Health, Basic Education, and the 
SAPS. National Treasury and the Department of Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation share the 
responsibility for ensuring that programming to prevent violence not only meets the objectives of the 
National Development Plan, but also offers the best results at the lowest cost. Non-governmental 
organisations deliver a significant number of programmes and interventions to prevent and respond 
to violence around the country, and the research community undertakes work to document and 
understand what drives violence and its impact, and to evaluate interventions.

Underpinning the Violence Prevention Forum is the idea that South Africa cannot afford to spend 
state or donor funds on programmes that are either ineffective or inadvertently cause more harm. It 
is thus imperative for non-governmental organisations, researchers, government departments and 
development partners to find new ways of communicating and working, to be able to take advantage 
of the growing number of programmes and interventions that aim to reduce violence and for which 
we have evidence of effect.

Violence prevention programmes and interventions are those that have as an intended outcome the 
reduction or prevention of violence and conflict, and that meet one or more of the following criteria:

• Strengthen core life skills (inter/intra personal),

• Build healthy relationships

• Reduce sources of stress (interpersonal and systemic)

• Heal trauma, and 

• Are transformative.

Objectives of the Forum

The Violence Prevention Forum’s long-term objective is to enable multi-sectoral collaboration to 
ensure that effective programmes and interventions to prevent violence are available and sustained 
across the country in communities where they are needed. 

The Violence Prevention Forum has the following medium-term objectives

• To achieve a common understanding of what we mean by ‘prevention’ and the spectrum of 
interventions required to address the factors that perpetuate cycles of violence. 

• To share and disseminate information about policies, programmes and interventions to prevent 
violence that have been developed and are being tested in South Africa. 

• To achieve a common understanding and agreed definition of what we mean by ‘evidence’ of 
programme effect.

• To provide a space within which strong, healthy relationships can be built across sectors with the 
purpose of enabling the scale-up of evidence-led programmes, when appropriate. 

• To share insights from programmes that are positively evaluated to inform interventions by 
government and civil society.

• To identify what is needed to enable the scale-up of interventions and to work towards creating 
the conditions within which this is possible.
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• To promote an integrated approach to 
address violence. In this case ‘integrated’ 
refers to an approach that brings coherence 
and alignment to the services provided at 
community-level by government and NGOs.  

The Violence Prevention Forum is a dynamic and 
iterative process, as such its objectives may be 
revised by participants when necessary.

History of the Forum

The Violence Prevention Forum held its first 
meeting in 2015 and has met twice a year since 
then. The Forum (initially named the Dialogue 
Forum for evidence-based programmes to 
prevent violence against women and children) 
was initiated by the ISS and UNICEF. These 
organisations noticed that there were few 
opportunities for government officials, NGOs 
and academics to share ideas, knowledge and 
experiences, outside of formal conferences or 
meetings. They hypothesised that this was one of 
the factors that hinders the scale-up of evidence-
based violence prevention programmes. The 
Forum has evolved since then to meet the needs 
and interests of a multi-sectoral community that 
is committed to preventing violence. 

Members of the Forum contribute to publications 
that represent collective deliberation and 
analysis... By the end of 2019 these included:

1. Reducing violence in South Africa: from 
policing to prevention

2. Reducing violence in South Africa: 
resourcing violence prevention 

3. Reducing violence in South Africa: Multi-
sectoral collaboration for scalable solutions

4. What will it take to prevent interpersonal 
violence in South Africa

5. Shared value: how business can support 
children to prevent violence

Participation in the Violence Prevention Forum

For the Forum to achieve its objectives, the right 
mix of people and institutions need to participate. 
Participation is not static. It varies from meeting 
to meeting depending on the availability of 
institutional representatives and the subject of the 
meeting. 

Participants should not only represent relevant 
stakeholders, but should be individuals who 
have the requisite authority and decision-making 
ability to be able to bring about change and 
drive new processes within their institutions, or 
have specialist knowledge relevant to a particular 
meeting of the Forum. 

Participants should have a solutions-oriented 
approach and a desire to contribute towards 
realising the long-term goal of implementing 
evidence-based programmes at scale. 

Participants will be stakeholders from relevant 
national and provincial government departments, 
research institutions (including universities, 
NGOs and parastatal research organisations), 
development partners/international organisations, 
and non-governmental organisations who share 
the vision of the Forum. 

This includes, but is not limited to:

• The Departments of Social Development, 
Women, Youth and People with Disabilities, 
Basic Education, Health, Department 
of Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation, 
SAPS, Department of Justice and National 
Treasury; and any other departments that 
have a mandate to increase safety or 
reduce and prevent violence. 

• Non-governmental organisations that 
are implementing or evaluating violence 
prevention programmes.

• Researchers who are evaluating, or have 
evaluated violence prevention programmes 
or who have knowledge and skills relevant 
to the Forum.

• Individuals who share a commitment to the 
objectives of the forum and have specific 
expertise, knowledge or skills to contribute.

• International organisations that play an 
active role in supporting programmes and 
policies that aim to prevent and reduce 
violence.

Since meetings of the Violence Prevention 
Forum are necessarily interactive, the number of 
participants at any one meeting will be restricted 
to no more than 35, unless the Driver Group 
decides otherwise.
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Governance

The Forum is convened by the Institute for 
Security Studies in collaboration with partners 
that contribute financially or in-kind to meetings. 
As convenor the ISS is primarily responsible for:

• Fund raising

• Ensuring that meetings take place

• Ensuring that reports are produced and 
circulated to participants.

• Working with a facilitation team to 
determine and decide on a process for 
each meeting.

A Driver Group consisting of representatives 
from government departments, NGOs, research 
institutions and development partners determines 
the strategic direction of the Violence Prevention 
Forum. Representatives self-select and remain 
members of the Driver Group for as long as they 
(or their institutions) are committed participants in 
the Forum. 

The Driver Group should at all times include 
representatives from government departments, 
NGOs and research institutions. It should not 
consist of more than 10 members or less 
than five.  The Driver Group provides strategic 
direction for the Forum. The Group debriefs after 
all Violence Prevention Forum meetings, and 
prepares for upcoming meetings. The Driver 
Group may take decisions about the content 
and composition of Violence Prevention Forum 
meetings, and about representation of the Forum 
in events and meetings.

Meeting methods and frequency

The Forum meets twice a year for two days at 
a time. Additional meetings may be held with 
sub-groups participating in the Forum as and 
when necessary. The duration and frequency 
of the meetings may vary according to the 
funding available and needs of the process and 
participants.

Forum meeting are facilitated to enable maximum 
participation, and deep reflection. The aim of the 
facilitators is to create a respectful, productive, 
nurturing microcosm, to model of what we would 
like to see in broader society. 

1 The full judgement is available here: http://www.saflii.org/

za/cases/ZACC/2019/34.pdf. A contemporary newspaper 

article about the judgement is available here https://ewn.

co.za/2019/09/18/concourt-ruling-on-corporal-punishment-

could-tear-families-apart

2 South African Dialogue Forum, (2018). What will it take to 

prevent interpersonal violence. Pretoria, Institute for Security 

Studies. Policy Brief 122.

3 Violence Prevention Forum, (2019). Mapping South Africa’s 

resources for preventing violence. Pretoria, South Africa.

4 More information about Ububele is available at https://

ububele.org/

5 Charity Monareng, (2019). Westbury: A short Introduction. 

Unpublished.

6 Janet Hayward, (2019). Nyandeni: A brief introduction. 

Unpublished.

Facilitation of Forum meetings focuses on:

• Relationship-building between participants 
(levelling of hierarchies)

• Knowledge building (a thinking 
environment)

• Self-reflection

• Honest conversation

Values that participants have reached consensus 
over are the joint responsibility of all to uphold. 
These values are revisited each time the Forum 
meets, and some may change over time. The 
core values are: respect, fun, active listening, 
commitment, collaboration and partnership, 
empathy and deep democracy.

To enable the growth of relationships and 
the deepening of knowledge in this sector, 
participants are required to be present for the full 
two days of the Forum meeting. Participants sit 
in circle and are discouraged from have laptops 
open during processes. Information is presented 
in discussion, with PowerPoint slides used 
only when absolutely necessary, such as in the 
presentation of figures or graphs.

Capacity-building and training of new 
facilitators is an integral part of our process 
and helps ensure sustainability of the facilitation 
methodology. 
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