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In this research study on violence against and between 
children in (pre-trial) detention, the voice of 111 child-
ren was processed, including 38 children in pre-trial de-
tention and 47 children in detention, through use of a 
self-completion questionnaire; 19 ex-detainee children 
through focus group sessions (FGS) and 7 ex-detainee 
children via in-depth interviews. Their opinion was 
supplemented with that of 7 adult service providers 
within the juvenile detention system.

General safety
With respect to the feeling of safety amongst children in 
(pre-trial) detention, the self-completion questionnaires 
show that:
• 47% feel hat the care they receive is ‘moderate’;
• 58% do not always feel safe;
• 34% have reason to be afraid to leave his/her  
 room;
• 77% have experienced violent behavior of which  
 45% of the cases involved violence amongst 
 children;
• 62% of the children in Opa Doelie and 70% of  
 the children in JOG had an unpleasant experience  
 with a service provider, of which:
• 13% once had an unpleasant experience with a  
 teacher;
• 67% once had an unpleasant experience with a  
 penitentiary official or police officer.

The FGS and interviews show that children in JOG come 
in contact with adult prisoners. Both service providers and 
children regard this as undesirable because this exposes 
the children in detention to physical, mental and sexual 
violence. According to the service providers, this contact 
is even prohibited but it is unavoidable in practice, due to 
the location. For this reason, relocation of JOG to a location 
outside the Central Penitentiary Institution should take 
place as soon as possible.

Mental violence
With regard to the various types of negative mental influ-
ence, the self-completion questionnaires show that from 
the 86 children in (pre-trial) detention:
• 24% experienced ‘yelling’;
• 23% exprienced ‘name-calling’;
• 23% experienced ‘insulting remarks’. 

In view of the frequency, these percentages are based on 
‘more than 12 times’ in the past year.

SUMMARY 

Perpetrators of mental violence
The most common perpetrators of ‘yelling’ are:
• 49% penitentiary officials; 
• 40% police officers. 

The most common perpetrators of ‘name-calling’ are:
• 59% other children;
• 35% penitentiary officials.

The most common perpetrators of ‘insulting remarks’ are:
• 45% other children; 
• 41% penitentiary officials. 

Extreme statements such as an actor who said ‘better if you 
were dead or never born’, regard other children (50%) in 
half of the cases. Penitentiary officials (22%) and police offi-
cers (34%) appear to sometimes make such remarks as well.

Bullying
53% of the children in (pre-trial) detention is bullied on 1 or 
multiple days. From this 53%, 22% reports a high frequency 
of bullying: in the past 12 months, on more than 10 days. 
Looking at the two institutions, it is clear that a larger 
group of children (61%), is being bullied in Opa Doelie, 
compared to in JOG (47%). However, the group of children 
who was bullied ‘on more than 10 days’, in the past year, is 
larger in JOG (26%), compared to the group of ‘often bul-
lied children’ in pre-detention (18%). The FGS and in-depth 
interviews show that certain groups in (pre-trial) deten-
tion, such as “boelers” (homosexuals), children arrested or 
sentenced for sexual offences (such as paedophilia), and 
“vriendjes” (children who do not stand up for themselves), 
are more frequently bullied, threatened and beaten. 

Positive stimulus
Regarding positive stimulus, the self-completion ques-
tionnaires show that the children in (pre-trial) detention 
experienced the following:
• 55% more than 12 times in the past year ‘attention  
 and a listening ear’; 
• 50% more than 12 times in the past year ‘support  
 and stimulus’; 
• 38% were explained more than 12 times in the past
  year ‘what they did wrong and why this was  
 wrong’.



4

SUB-STUDY ‘CHILDREN IN (PRE-TRIAL) DETENTION’

Actors positive stimulus
The results of the self-completion questionnaires, similar to 
the outcome of the qualitative survey, show that part of the 
service providers fulfill a role in giving positive stimulus to 
children in (pre-trial) detention. A few positive experiences 
of the children are:
• 56% feels that children in the institution treat them  
 friendly;
• 39% gets positive attention from the penitentiary  
 officials, in detention; 
• 39% gets positive attention from the police officers  
 during their detention period
• 61% experiences support from children in the form  
 of attention and a listening ear.

Physical violence
Regarding physical violence, the self-completion 
questionnaires show that: 
• 57% of the children in (pre-trial) detention have  
 ‘hit, pushed, kicked or spit at’ other children;
• 58% of the children in (pre-trial) detention have at  
 one time or another been ‘kicked, hit or shook up  
 harshly’;
• 49% of the children in (pre-trial) detention 
 ‘received a beating with an object’; 
• 71% of the children in (pre-trial) detention reported  
 that ‘other children in the institution were beaten,  
 slapped or kicked harshly’.

The self-completion questionnaires filled in by the children 
in (pre-trial) detention show that the following types of 
physical violence occured ‘more than 12 times’ in the past 
year:
• ‘has beaten, slapped and/or kicked other children  
 in the insitution’ (28%);
• ‘has harshly kicked, slapped or shook me’ (13%);
• ‘destroyed things from other children in the 
 insitution’ (12%).

Perpetrators of physical violence
The perpetrators of physical violence in most cases appear 
to be the penitentiary officials, in particular with the fol-
lowing forms of violence:
• 54% of the cases ‘harshly kicked, slapped, 
 shook me’; 
• 55% of the cases ‘beat me with a belt, stick or 
 other object’;
• 50% of the cases ‘locked me up and tied me down  
 so that I could not (hardly) move’ (in 32% by police  
 officers). 

‘Destroying the things from others’ was done in 50% of the 
cases by other children and in 35% by penitentiary officials. 
The self-completion questionnaires also show that with 
77% of the children in (pre-trial) detention who experienced 
violent behavior during their (pre-trial) detention period, 
the violence in nearly 45% of the cases regarded violence 
amongst the children themselves.

During the FGS and interviews with ex-detainees, multiple 
experiences were reported of physical violence by both 
police officers and penitentiary officials against children, 
as well as by the children amongst themselves. The service 
providers also reported that there are indeed peers within 
the juvenile detention system who use physical violence 
against children. According to them, this is due to the fact 
that not all service providers are trained to deal with child-
ren. Additionally, some believe that physical violence is 
sometimes ‘inevitable’ because they are used to it and you 
can otherwise not get through to them: “they do not hear 
what you say till you beat them”.

Weapons 
During the FGS and interviews, the ex-detainees indicated 
that there are several weapons related to the violence in 
(pre-trial) detention amongst the boys, such as: ‘tif bosro’ 
(tooth brush), ‘bedi planga’ (bed board) and ‘djoekoe 
nanga pen nanga potlood’ (stab with a pen or pencil). The 
servbare providers reported that everything can be used 
by the children as a weapon, in (pre-trial) detention. The 
self-completion questionnaires show that 24% of the child-
ren in (pre-trial) detention carried a weapon with them to 
protect themselves, in the past 12 months. From this group, 
8% carried their weapon with them on more than 10 days. 
Additionally, 17% of the children in (pre-trial) detention 
reported that they were injured 1 or multiple times due to a 
fight with other children in (pre-trial) detention.

Difference between JOG and Opa Doelie
Looking at the difference between the institutions, it is 
shown that 64% of the children in Opa Doelie, and 81% of 
the children in JOG, witnessed violence against children. 
The ex-detainees also pointed out that there is a difference 
between the police officers in Opa Doelie and the peni-
tentiary officials in JOG. The penitentiary officials take no 
account of the children; they beat up everyone: “de mang 
e naki yu dwars”. In Opa Doelie, the police officers take 
account of the detainees and they only hit them with the 
‘kwimmie’ (baton), because they are supervised by the 
inspector of police and the Judicial Child Protection (JKB). 
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Sexual violence
Compared to the other forms of violence, the number of 
reportings of sexual violence in the self-completion ques-
tionnaires is few. From the children in (pre-trial) detention, 
33% knows of other children who had sex within the institu-
tion. However, when asked who had sex themselves in 
the institution, only 3 of the 86 children reported that this 
is indeed the case. Own sexual experiences were also not 
shared during the FGS, only what the ex-detainee children 
saw from others. With regard to other sexual acts against 
children, the following is evident from the self-completion 
questionnaires:
• 23% of the children experienced ‘looking at a sex  
 video and or sex photos’; with a frequency of more  
 than 12 times in the past year.
• 10% of the children experienced ‘forced me to  
 look at his/her genitals or to touch them, or did so  
 with my genitals’. Based on frequency, this type of  
 violence occurs equally dispersed; in some cases  
 frequently and in other cases only 1 time per year;
• 6% of the children ticked ‘made a seks video or  
 took photos of me alone or with other persons’.  
 Based on frequency, this type of violence does not  
 occur frequently, often only incidentally;
• 6% of the children ticked ‘forced me to look at  
 his/her genitals or to touch them, or wanted to  
 do  so  with my genitals’. Based on frequency, this  
 type  of  violence does not occur frequently, often  
 only incidentally.

Perpetrators of sexual violence
With regard to the perpetrators of sexual violence, ‘looking 
at a sex video and or sex photos’ appears to occur equally 
amongst the service providers (police officers and peniten-
tiary officials), as between the children mutually (with both 
in 9 of the 18 cases). The form of sexual violence ‘forced me 
to look at his/her genitals or to touch them, or did so with 
my genitals’, occurs 2 times with service providers and 5 
times between the children mutually. Amongst the child-
ren, ‘forced me to look at his/her genitals or to touch them, 
or did so with my genitals’, occurred 5 of the 8 times; in the 
other 3 cases, the service providers were the perpetrators.
 

Opinion of the children on violence
Children who have been in (pre-trial) detention, disapprove 
of violent behavior; both by service providers and by other 
children. According to the children in (pre-trial) detention, 
adults should only hit children if “they are impudent ot talk 
back” (44%), and “never” (43%). The percentage of children 
in (pre-trial) detention with the opinion that an adult is 
allowed to hit a child, based on the right reason, is 57%. Ho-
wever, 85% of the children in (pre-trial) detention indicated 
that ‘talking’ is the best approach if a child misbehaves or if 
he/she is disobedient. Secondly, the children mentioned as 
an approach to violence: “taking away their mobile phone” 
(50%), (or in detention, disallowing their weekly phone call), 
and thirdly, “prohibit them from going out” (48%), (or in 
(pre-trial) detention, denying them their privileges, such as 
participation in sports activities and getting friends over). 
On the other hand, it is shown that 1 to 4 children (26%) 
regard ‘hitting’ or ‘giving a slap’ as the best action if a child 
misbehaves or is disobedient.

The quantitative study furthermore shows that if a child is 
being hit in the institution, the advice of most children to 
other children is to talk to the social worker (69%), to the 
penitentiary official (47%) or to the psychologist (37%). Gi-
ving advice is one thing, but undertaking action is another. 
When asked what the child in (pre-trial) detention would 
do themselves if they see another child within the institu-
tion being hit or bullied, the most common response (41%) 
was “Nothing, it is not my business, I would not interfere”. If 
the children are facing a problem themselves, the majority 
(66%) would go to their family for advice first, and secondly 
to their social worker (47%). When asked what the children 
would do themselves if other children would hit or bully 
them, the majority (44%) reported that they would hit or 
bully back. The FGS and interviews also show that, in (pre-
trial) detention, the best way is to stand up for yourself be-
cause as a child in (pre-trial) detention, you cannot always 
count on the protection of the service providers and the 
juvenile detention system. The service providers also repor-
ted that the children feel unsafe and that this feeling is not 
entirely unjustified because the children indeed frequently 
inflict physical, mental and sexual violence to each other 
and that as service providers they are not (cannot) always 
be present.
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INTRODUCTION

The sub-study ‘Violence against Children in (Pre-trial) 
Detention’ forms part of a more extensive research, namely 
‘Health, Safety and Protection of Children in Suriname’. The 
objective of this research is to obtain an insight into the 
situation related to violence against and amongst children 
in Suriname, so that, based on the research findings, re-
commendations can be made for improvement of the Child 
Protection System of Suriname. Several children’s groups 
were identified in society, including the target group of this 
sub-study: children in (pre-trial) detention. For the survey of 
this group, the following key question was formulated:

‘Which types of violence against children in (pre-trial) 
detention are prevalent in Suriname, how do these types of 
violence manifest themselves and which risk and protective 
factors can be detected in the current detention system?’

To answer this key question, the following sub-
questions were formulated:

- What is the ex-detainee children’s and the service pro-
viders’ of judicial juvenile institutions understanding of 
violence?
- Which types of violence (physical, mental and or sexual 
violence) are used by adults against children in (pre-trial) 
detention, according to detainees and ex-detainees? 
- Which types of violence (physical, mental and or sexual 
violence) are used amongst children in (pre-trial) detention, 
according to detainees and ex-detainees?
- Which types of violence (physical, mental and or sexual 

violence) are used by adults against children in (pre-trial) 
detention, according to the service providers of judicial 
juvenile institutions? 
- Which types of violence (physical, mental and or sexual 
violence) are used amongst children in (pre-trial) deten-
tion, according to the service providers in judicial juvenile 
institutions?
- What are the causes, according to the parties involved, of 
the identified types of violence against and amongst child-
ren in (pre-trial) detention?
- How can the problems related to the identified types of 
violence against and amongst children be minimized, ac-
cording to the parties involved?

To answer these questions, this sub-study ‘Violence against 
Children in (Pre-trial) Detention’ is divided into two parts: 
a qualitative part and a quantitative part. For the qualita-
tive part, focus group sessions (FGS) were held with (and 
in-depth interviews were taken from) ex- detainee child-
ren. Additionally, in-depth interviews were taken from the 
service providers working within the juvenile detention 
system. The quantitative part consists of a self-completion 
qurestionnaire to be filled in by the detainees. In this 
report, the theoretical framework is first drafted and sub-
sequently, the methodology is mapped out. The research 
results of the quantitative and the qualitative part are 
integratedly outlined in chapter 3, Research Results. Finally, 
an answer is given in the conclusion to the key question. 
The report is concluded with the recommendations of the 
children and service providers. 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Opa Doelie  Opa Doelie Juvenile Transit Home 
FGS   Focus group sessions
JOG    Jeugd Opvoedingsgesticht (Juvenile Reform Institution)
JKB   Justitiële Kinderbescherming (Judicial Child Protection)
PA   Penitentiary official
PCS   Psychiatric Centre Suriname
SAACRS   Situation Assessment and Analysis of Children’s Rights in Suriname
UNCT    UN Country Team in Suriname
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1.1  Children in detention and violence

According to estimates, 1 million children worldwide, have 
been deprived of their liberty, a number that is likely being 
underestimated (Nowak, 2010). Children in detention, just 
like children in any other environment, are surrounded 
by people. However, the interpretation of the interaction 
with these children differs from the interaction with those 
outside detention. Children deprived of their liberty are at a 
higher risk of coming in contact with violence. This applies 
from the first moment they come in contact with the Police 
(Havana Rules, 1991). 

The environment of every individual is subdivided in the 
model of Bronfenbrenner (Terborg, 2016), into various 
levels on which interaction takes place. Based on the eco-
logical model of Bronfenbrenner (Prins, 2014), children in 
detention are also exposed to interaction on these various 
levels which may include protective and risk factors. Per 
level, the following factors fulfill a role, namely:

a) on individual level there are risk and protective factors 
such as resilience, coping skills, norms and values, attitude 
and peronality of the children;
b) on the level of interpersonal relations, there are risk and 
protective factors such as nature and frequency of the con-
tact with penitentiary officials and age peers;
c) on micro and meso level, there are risk and protective 
factors such as nature and frequency of family visits, school 
participation within the institution, presence of role models 
in their immediate environment;
d) on macro level, there are risk and protetcive factors such 
as (inter)national legislation, institutional policy (compli-
ance with Havana and Beijing Rules) and
e) on the level of the chrono-system, there are risk and pro-
tective factors such as changes of policy in the past years.

With respect to data collection, this study will be restricted 
to interpersonal relations (b) within the micro and meso 
level (c). Exposure to and protection against violence are 
key herewith. 

The origin of the children who come in contact with the 
police is often violent to begin with: domestic violence, po-
verty, structural violence and high-risk survival techniques 
push children in the direction of the child detention system 
[…]. It is stated that […] detention within the judicial sys-
tem is often used as a replacement for childcare institutions 
(Nowak, 2010). It is expected, namely, that detention is a 
guarantee for a protective environment. 

CHAPTER 1  THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Even so, the UN Study (2006) shows that youth in children’s 
homes and judicial institutions are exposed to a higher risk 
to violence, in comparison to all other children […]. The 
fact remains that these children experience abuse on a 
level that is significantly higher than that of children in the 
general population and this concerns a serious violation of 
their protective rights (Detrick et al., 2008 & UNICEF, 2001).

The juvenile detention system (in Suriname, this regards 
both JOG and Opa Doelie Juvenile Transit Home) should 
safeguard the rights and safety of children and should sup-
port their physical and mental health. Children should only 
be deprived of their liberty if such occurs in accordance 
with the principles and procedures of the ‘United Nations 
Standard Minimum Rules for the Administration of Juvenile 
Justice’ (Beijing Rules, 1985).

The Juvenile Reform Institution (JOG) offers periodical 
protection to children assigned to the institution by the 
State, i.e. that re-edcuation will take place recognized by 
the government. The assignment is enforced by the judge 
in charge of the settlement of juvenile cases. If the judge 
enforces a measure of assignment by the State on the child, 
he/she is admitted in JOG at Welgedacht A-weg, on the 
complex of the Central Penitentiary Institution (CPI)’ .

The following working definitions have been developed for 
this sub-study:

Ex-detainees
Children in the age category 12 - 24 years, who were de-
tained in the juvenile reform institution JOG, were placed in 
the Opa Doelie juvenile transit home in pre-trial detention 
and or were detained in a prison cell in Suriname during 
one or more nights, maximally three years ago (up to 2013).

Service providers
Employees of judicial institutions who have come in 
contact with children in (pre-trial) detention. For this study 
these include: police officers, penitentiary officials, social 
workers, teachers, psychologists, physicians and attorneys.

Suriname still has a few challenges with regard to the legal, 
institutional and service providing frameworks for the 
protection of children in general, and within the juvenile 
justice system in particular. Examples are raising the age for 
criminal liability (12 years), for which yet other preparational 
measures should be taken regarding children who acted in 
violation with the law; the efficient execution of alternative 
punishment and support systems for children who have 
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come in contact/conflict with the law; lack of separate pro-
visions for all children who have been arrested – including 
girls who are detained together with adult women; and the 
general availability of sufficient skilled personnel within 
the welfare and justice system which currently hampers 
investments in prevention, treatment and post-care, due to 
the current deficits. 

Suriname has however already taken a few steps towards 
improvement of the juvenile detention system. The current 
situation is outlined as follows by the UNCT (2016):
- Suriname has invested in the juvenile transit home ‘Opa 
Doelie’ (established on November 12, 2011), a child-friendly 
juvenile institution for children in the age category 12 - 18 
years in pre-trial detention. A child-friendly institution for 
youth who received sentencing is still lacking.
- Due to the great shortfall of adequate residential care, 
many boys and girls are forced to return to their families 
during the period before and or after their detention, 
without regular or systematic counselling or temporary 
placement in a suitable alternative living environment.
- Children are not always separated from adults during their 
detention period.

Girls in the age category 12 - 18 years, who received senten-
cing no longer stay in Opa Doelie but are transferred to the 
women’s section of the Santo Boma Central Penitentiary 
Institution (UNCT, 2016).
- CPI at Santo Boma has a boys’ section called JOG, where 
boys who have been sentenced prior to reaching the age of 
18 years, are detained. They stay there until they reach the 
age of 21 years. Theoretically, boys aged 18 - 21 years should 
be transferred to an adult section but in practice this is not 
the case. Boys 16 years and older, who have been senten-
ced for serious offences such as murder, are often placed 
directly in the adult section. These boys should ideally not 
get in contact with the adult detainees of the section but 
reports show that this indeed occurs.

Suriname has made intensive efforts in the field of juvenile 
justice and social protection of children but developing a 
system for child protection still remains a challenge. Due 
to the lack of data, it is indeed a challenge to work towards 
prevention, planning and post-care interventions (UNCT, 
2016).

1.2  General care of children in (pre-trial) detention

In this study, the health, safety and protection of children 
in (pre-trial) detention is put central. The accent is indeed 
placed on violence against and amongst children in this 

environment. The role of health in this study, is subordi-
nated to the variables safety and protection. The working 
definition is therefore demarcated.

In this study, the following is meant by the health of child-
ren in (pre-trial) detention:
A. Getting healthy food.
B. Access to medical care (both physical and mental).
C. Hygiene in the cells and sanitary facilities.

These variables are all contained in the fundamental rights 
of every living person.  Violation of these fundamental 
rights can be regarded as a type of violence against child-
ren in (pre-trial) detention. Suriname has ratified the IVRK 
and based on this, the country must ensure compliance 
with these rights. On the website of delinquent care , the 
following situation of the juvenile detention system in Suri-
name is outlined in relation to hygiene and medical care:

A. Getting healthy food
In both Opa Doelie and JOG, the boys receive a meal three 
times daily. No mention is made of the quality, variety and 
nutritional value.

B. Access to medical care (both physical and mental)
Medical services, as well as physical exercise and recreation, 
are essential for a good physical care. Psychological care 
requires social contacts, personal counselling and mental 
care. Failure to ensure last-mentioned, can be experienced 
as mental violence.

Medical care
For children in need of medical care, an outpatient clinic is 
located in both Opa Doelie and JOG. The physician on duty 
makes daily rounds to be informed on the need for medical 
care. Further, dental treatment is available, if required.

Physical exercise and recreation: sports and recreational 
activities. ‘The pupils get the opportunity every afternoon 
to do sports on the JOG complex. The pupils are compel-
led, however, as part of the education process, to do sports 
or engage in other types of physical exercise, every Wed-
nesday. They also have the opportunity to do recreational 
activities in the afternoon. These include playing games or 
enjoying themselves with round games provided by the 
institution. The pupils must handle these games with care, 
in case of (intentional) destruction or damage to sports and 
recreational material, the costs for replacement or repairs 
are charged to the causer. The pupils are also allowed to 
watch educational television programs and listen to infor-
mative radio programs’. 
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Social contact: visiting day. ‘Visiting day is on Sunday, from 
08:00 to 12:00 hrs. All pupils are allowed to receive two 
visits from two persons. Visits to the juvenile section differ 
from those in the adult section because there is no half-
hour restriction. This means that visitors can stay as long 
as they want during the visit (for ex. until the end of the 
visiting time). Additionally, they are not compelled to sit 
facing the pupil but can also sit with or next to each other 
as a family, and cuddling of the pupil is also allowed. In ad-
dition to the fixed visiting day, there are also other occasi-
ons (points in time) on which contact is possible between 
the pupil and his family, namely on birthdays; if a family 
member intends to travel abroad; sickness or admittance 
in hospital of a family member; and at decease of a family 
member, they are allowed, under supervision, to take their 
leave from the deceased at the mortuary’. 
 
Social contact: phone calls. ‘The pupils are allowed to 
make minimally 1 phone call monthly, to people outside 
the institution, for the duration of 5 minutes. Use is made of 
the calling card system and the costs of this are charged to 
the pupil. The pupils can also purchase a calling card at the 
administration office to the value of three or five Surina-
mese dollars. To make a call, they are accompanied by a 
penitentiary official to the sluice area where the telephone 
is located. Making a phone call is possible on Wednesdays 
because on this day, the school ends at 10:00 hrs. Addition-
ally, phone calls can be made on Saturday mornings, on the 
pupil’s birthday or if a family member is sick’.  

Mental care. ‘To give the pupils the opportunity to exercise 
their religion, the institution’s management put a chief pe-
nitentiary official in charge of the coordination. No pupil is 
excluded from this. The morning blessing is held every day, 
right after the roll call, under supervision of the penitentiary 
official on duty’. 

Personal counselling. ‘The psychological counselling of 
pupils is charged to a psychologist […], who has talks with 
the pupils, often commissioned by the public prosecutor, 
to subsequently issue reports on these pupils. Further, 
there is a team of social workers under supervision of the 
Judicial Child Protection Service (JKB), co-charged with 
counselling of the pupils and assisted by trainees. The 
other actors, also charged with counselling of the pupils, 
are amongst others, teachers, penitentiary officials, sports 
instructors and pastors’. 

C. Hygiene in the cells and sanitary facilities

Hygiene in the cells 
‘Mopping of the living quarters and hallways takes place on 
Thursdays, the toilet and shower facilities on Fridays and 
washing of clothes and cleaning of the recreation room on 
Saturdays. Because a sufficient water supply is not always 
available, there is also an opportunity to wash clothes on 
Wednesday, at a reasonable occupancy’. 

Personal hygiene
‘It is prohibited to stay in the section with (a) long untidy 
hair or beard’. Upon admittance, the pupil’s head is shaved. 
He is told to maintain his hair and beard regularly. Long 
nails are also prohibited. Every week, the pupils must have 
their hair and beard trimmed. Further, they must take a 
shower daily, minimally 2x per day. With regard to skin 
care, the pupils are inspected on remarkable spots on their 
skin and if they should go to the institution’s clinic for 
treatment. If necessary, they are referred to the institution’s 
physician who will decide if they should be referred to a 
specialist in Paramaribo for further medical examination’. 

1.3 General safety of children in (pre-trial) 
detention

For this study into the situation of children in detention 
whereby violence is put central, the term ‘safety’ means 
being safe during the detention period. This leads to a brief 
statement of the types of violence to which children in 
detention are exposed. 

Incidents of violence occur during the (pre-trial) deten-
tion period, sometimes as punishment. There are various 
actors of violence. Violent behavior may be committed 
by the service providing personnel, adult detainees, other 
children, or as a result of self-mutilation (United Nations, 
2012). Additionally, children in detention are also exposed 
to institutional violence.  Institutional violence involves 
violence inflicted on children based on the procedures and 
policy of the institution in which they are detained. This 
study primarily focuses on the actors: service providers and 
other children. Regarding the numerous types of violence 
that exist, this study will be restricted to the following three 
types of violence:
a. Physical violence.
b. Mental violence.
c. Sexual abuse. 
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a. Physical violence
Worldwide, children in detention, both in developing coun-
tries and developed countries, are vulnerable to physical 
and sexual violence (UNICEF, 2011). Recent studies have 
shown that violence, inhumane and degrading treatment, 
and even torture, are prevalent in countries in various regi-
ons. In some countries, children in detention suffer extreme 
circumstances such as the examples from the UNICEF 
report (2011). 
These severe examples regard refraining from physical 
care, whilst the right to medical care is set out and failure 
to do so involves negligence and a type of violence: ‘Every 
youth will receive adequate medical care, both preventive 
and curative, including dental care, ophthalmological and 
mental health care, as well as pharmaceutical products and 
special diets, if medically prescribed. All such medical care 
should, where possible, be provided by adequate medical 
service providers within the community where the de-
tention institution is located, to prevent stigmatization of 
youth and to promote self-respect and integration within 
the community’ (Havana Rules, 1991). 

Physical violence is often related to weapons. This even 
though the use of weapons for corporal punishment of 
youth, is prohibited. It is even established that: ‘The posses-
sion and use of weapons by personnel must be prohibited 
in every facility where children are detained’ (Havana Rules, 
1991).

In Suriname, the current legal liability age, in conformity 
with the Criminal Code, is 10 years (De Jong, 2011). In the 
revised draft criminal code (State Bulletin, 2015) of 2015, the 
age is raised to 12 years. In the ‘Child Rights Information 
Network’ is stated that at least nine countries (Bangladesh, 
Iran, Malaysia, Maledive Islands, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi 
Arabia, Somalia and Tonga), apply three types of inhumane 
sentencing: corporal punishment, life imprisonment and 
the death penalty (UNICEF, 2011). ‘The Criminal Code stipu-
lates a number of provisions for the protection of children, 
in particular against physical and sexual violence. Violence 
is explicitly referred to, as well as harassment, and a distinc-
tion is made between light and severe types of violence. 
Association with children and prostitution are explicitly 
made punishable. The Surinamese government is cur-
rently developing legislation, together with an action plan 
regarding the obligatory reporting in relation to (suspicion 
of) child abuse. Reliable data on child abuse and sexual 
violence are lacking, although recent data of the Ministry 
of Justice and Police shows an alarming number of minors, 
victims and perpetrators of sexual violence’(UNTC, 2016). 

b. Mental violence
‘Disciplinary measures consisting of harsh, inhumane or 
degrading treatment are strictly prohibited, including 
corporal punishment, placing in a dark prison cell, lock up 
or solitary confinement or any other punishment if these 
endanger the psychological or mental health of youth. 
Minimizing of food and restriction or denial of contact with 
family members must be prohibited for every goal. Labor 
must at all time be used as an educational tool and as a 
means for promotion of the self-respect of the youth at 
the preparation of their return to society and should not 
be enforced as a disciplinary sanction. No youth should be 
punished more than once for the same disciplinary offence. 
Collective sanctions must be prohibited’ (Havana, 1991). In 
accordance with the ‘Situation Analysis of Children’ (2010), 
there are reportings of abuse of children in detention, in-
cluding solitary confinement in a dark prison cell (SAACRS, 
2010).

c. Sexual abuse
Internationally, sexual abuse of children is legally prohibi-
ted (UNICEF, 2011). Since 2009, this penal law in Suriname is 
expanded with supplementary articles and tougher sancti-
ons for  improvement of the protection of children against 
sexual abuse. In the revised legislation, the age of minors is 
raised from 15 to 16 years which implies that sexual inter-
course with a person under the age of 16 years is establis-
hed as punishable. Article 303 is added, in which  'Abuse 
of power' is included as a punishable offence and which 
is defined in the law as follows: 'through gifts or promises 
of money or goods, exploitation of the existing position of 
power or through deception, tempting youth to engage in 
or allow sexual activities' (UNICEF, 2011). 

Sexual abuse is the most reported type of violence against 
children in Suriname […]. The majority of sexually abused 
victims are girls, on average nearly 90%, and is most com-
mon in the age category 0-14 years. Between 20-28% of 
all perpetrators are men, including adolescent boys. The 
only shelter service for sexually abused children is strongly 
dependent on government subsidies and is constantly 
threatened of being closed due to a lack of financial means 
(Terborg, 2015).

In 2014, the Police in Suriname registered 102 cases of abuse 
and 191 cases of sexual abuse of children. Based on the 
estimate that between 3 and 10% of the children in Suri-
name, are a victim of physical and or sexual violence, the 
officially registered number is only the tip of the iceberg 
(UNCT, 2016). Although sexual abuse of children is punisha-
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ble by law and the relevant facultative protocol of the CRC 
has been ratified, the number of legal proceedings of these 
cases is still low (UNCT, 2016).

This information regards sexual abuse against children 
outside detention. However, sexual abuse of children 
also occurs during the detention period. In the United 
States of America, for example, extensive studies have 
been conducted in this regard. These studies show that an 
estimated 9.5% of the sentenced youth in juvenile facilities 
experienced one or multiple incidents of sexual offences 
by another youth or a personnel member, in the past 12 
months. About 2.5% of the youth (450 nationally), reports 
an incident whereby another youth is involved, and 7.7% 
(1.390) reports an incident whereby a service providers is 
involved. An estimated 3.5% of the youths report to have 
had sex or sexual contact with service providing personnel, 
enacted through violence or other form of coercion. 4.7% of 
the youth reports to have had sexual contact with service 
providing personnel without violence, threat or an explicit 
form of coercion. Amongst the estimated 1,390 children 
who have been a victim of sexual violence, 89.1% appears 
to be males who had sex with female service providers and 
3.0% males who had sexual contact with both male and 
female service providers (Beck et al., 2013). 

In Suriname, few figures are as yet available on sexual 
abuse in detention. Even so, there are clear indications that 
this is indeed taking place. In daily newspaper De Ware Tijd 
(‘Change Policy of Surinamese Justice’ 27/01/2014), Minister 
Edward Belfort of Justice& Police expresses his hope that 
the mutation of penitentiary officials will also help combat 
sexual violence in prisons. The prevalence of sexual abuse 
in detention also became clear from the UN Report on 
HIV Infections and Sexual Behavior in Surinamese prisons. 
This report was only published by the Ministry of Health 
(Change Policy of Surinamese Justice, 2014), six years after 
the study had been conducted. In this report of the Ministry 
of Health (2009-2013), is stated that a study is in progress 
into the sexual behavior of men in Surinamese prisons. The 
Ministry identified ‘prisoners’ as one of the 3 sub-populati-
ons with an increased HIV-risk. 

In this report is further stated that the Ministry of Justice & 
Police will implement a prevention strategy for prisoners 
in the penitentiary institutions and prison cells, based on a 
qualitative study.

The media report does not regard children in detention, 
however, since sexual activity by adults in the Surinamese 
prisons is registered formally (Ministry of Health of Suri-
name, 2014), and the Juvenile Reform Institution (JOG) is 
located on the complex of the Central Penitentiary Institu-
tion (CPI) at Santo Boma (whereby children are not separa-
ted from adults (UNCT, 2016)), the children are exposed to 
sexual abuse and are at an increased risk.

The Youth Affairs department of the Police Force Suriname 
(KPS), organized a 5 km walking and running event on 
Saturday, September 28, 2013, with as theme “OPO YU AI, 
NO TAP YU MOFO” (“OPEN YOUR EYES, SPEAK OUT”), to 
make society aware of the fact that an increasing number 
of children are becoming victims of sexual abuse and drug 
abuse. The department believes that raising awareness on 
this dangerous trend is urgently required. They indicated 
that every possible strategy should be used to bring this 
to a halt or minimize this (Sexual abuse and drug abuse 
amongst youth increases, 2013).

This report was mentioned in the media with the focus 
on victims of sexual abuse outside detention. In 2015, 11% 
of the detained children was sentenced for sexual offen-
ces (Terborg, 2015). Considering the sexual development 
during the adolescence phase (Cieremans, & Cornelissen, 
2015 and Reitz et al. 2015), it can be assumed that boys in 
detention are also faced with this theme daily, whether it is 
mental or physical. How this development is expressed and 
how the youth in detention and the service providers are 
dealing with this, are all incorporated in this study. 

1.4 Protection of children in (pre-trial) detention 

In view of the risks to which children in detention are 
exposed, the paragraph gives an outline of ‘safety’. The 
children in detention should be protected against, amongst 
others, the various types of violence. How they can be 
protected against these types of violence is described in 
this paragraph.

Violence can be inflicted to children in detention by various 
actors. Children in both adult and youth facilities can be 
exposed to ‘gang’ related violence, verbal and physical 
harassment of age peers and personnel, and the routine 
use of chemical and mechanical restrictions  (UNICEF, 2011). 
For the protection of children, UNICEF developed a ‘Child 
Protection Strategy’ (UNICEF, 2008) that supports the ‘Child 
Protection System’. The children in (pre-trial) detention 
must be included as an official target group as part of the 
Child Protection System in Suriname. Following is an expla-
nation of the mechanisms studied for this research, against 
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which the children in (pre-trial) detention must be protec-
ted and which simultaneously have a protective function.

In this study we distinguish protection through:
a. The policy of the institution – measured against the legis-
lative norm (macro level).
b. The service providers in the institution (meso level).
c. The other children in detention (micro level).

Ad a. The policy of the institution – the legislative norm 
(macro level)
For protection against amongst others institutional vio-
lence, UNICEF (2008) set up a ‘Child Protection System’. This 
system consists of ‘the set of laws, policies, regulations and 
services needed across all social sectors — especially social 
welfare, education, health, security and justice — to sup-
port prevention and response to protection related risks. 
These systems are part of social protection, and extend 
beyond it. At the level of prevention, their aim includes 
supporting and strengthening families to reduce social 
exclusion, and to lower the risk of separation, violence and 
exploitation’ (Terborg, 2016: 5, UNICEF, 2008).

In addition to this child protection system, each institute 
where children are sheltered must treat them in accor-
dance with specific standards. These standards are esta-
blished internationally (Havana Rules, 1991) and have been 
ratified by Suriname (Terborg, 2014). These rules apply for 
both the period of detention and the period of pre-trial 
detention (Havana Rules, 1991). These rules are designed 
to serve as useful reference norms and as a stimulus for 
professionals at the counselling of youth and or others in-
volved in managing of the juvenile justice system (Havana 
Rules, 1991).

There are various ways in which violence can be inflicted 
through the system (Ministry of Justice & Police, 2014), and 
this violation of rights can occur in various phases, such 
as in the pre-trial detention period, during trial, counsel-
ling, during the execution of various types of penalties 
due to the poor infrastructure or during the resocialization 
process.

Pursuant to article 37 of the CRC, a pilot-project regarding 
"alternative punishment for youth" was initiated in 2008, by 
the Ministry of Justice & Police of Suriname. On first offen-
ders with less serious offences, alternative penalties (public, 
community work) were imposed instead of detention. The 
project was put on non-active due to the strong resistance 
of parents who view community work as 'unpaid labor' 
and did not show a supportive attitude. According to the 
judicial authorities, this type of alternative sanctions require 
a preparation phase in which caretakers/parents are first 
trained and made aware of the benefits. For the protection 
of children, the Surinamese government further undertook 
the following steps (UNCT, 2016):
1. In response to one of the recommendations of the CRC 
Committee, the Surinamese government designed a Natio-
nal Action Plan for Children (2009-2014), in 2013. 
2. The ‘Presidential Task Force for Children and Youth’ mo-
nitors the implementation of the Children and Youth Policy. 
3. The Child Rights Bureau (BRvK) falls under the Ministry of 
Social Affairs and Housing (SOZAVO). The Bureau has the 
mandate to monitor the implementation of the CRC and 
is also responsible for reporting to the CRC Committee. 
This Bureau also undertakes educational and informational 
activities.
4. Since the UPR (2011), the Surinamese government has 
adopted important human rights related legislation, na-
mely in 2009: amendment of the Code on Sexual Abuse and 
Exploitation of Children, and in 2015: review of the Criminal 
Code by raising the minimum age for criminal liability from 
10 to 12 years (UNCT, 2016).

Ad b. Service providers in the institution (meso level)
Another actor who can offer protection to children in 
detention regards the service providers. JOG and juve-
nile transit home Opa Doelie, are the only two residential 
institutions in Suriname for sheltering of children who have 
come in contact with justice. Within residential youth care, 
children are sheltered day and night on a voluntary or en-
forced basis, outside their own environment (Dutch Youth 
Institute, 2016). In such setting, the youth should be offered 
a safe environment in which they are supported and trea-
ted. There are, however, aspects within residential youth 
care that threaten the effectiveness and that may even 
violate children’s rights. Service providers execute a power 
position on the youth which they often make ill-use of by 
forcing or punishing them or by restricting their autonomy. 
Currently, the harmful conduct of service providers also 
includes imposing harsh and unjust punishment, unfair 
control and restricted autonomy (De Valk, 2016).
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In detention, children are at the mercy of the service 
providers with regard to compliance of the institutional 
policy. As outlined in item a, this should occur according 
to specific guidelines. Specific guidelines also apply to the 
service providers. Likewise, article 25 of the Penitentiary 
Resolution (State Resolution, 1973), regulates which rights 
and obligations penitentiary officials have. As indicated in 
the previous paragraph, these duties are a great challenge 
for the current personnel due to understaffing. 

Furthermore, the children are often at the mercy of at-
torneys’ services for judicial help, and of the physician and 
psychologist on duty for medical care. Due to the discre-
tionary authority (freedom of decision-making in addition 
to bound competences) of the service providers, the youth 
are in an even more dependent position. During previous 
field work, the conclusion was drawn that violence indeed 
occurs in the juvenile institutions (De Vries, 2014), also due 
to an inadequate functioning Child Protection System 
(Terborg, 2014). As a result, no control is executed on the 
service providers and the children are exposed to an incre-
ased risk to various types of violence.

Ad c. Other children (micro level)
The mutual relation between the children can go two ways: 
they either protect each other or they inflict violence on 
each other. With the first-mentioned is also meant that they 
serve their punishment in peace with each other. However, 
there often seems to be tension between the detained 
children mutually. If we want to protect the children 
against violence, we should first know why this occurs.

Through various theoretical insights, an effort was made to 
explain violent behavior amongst detainees. The traditional 
and most intensive studied researches include the impor-
tation model and the deprivation model. The importa-
tion model suggests that (mis)behavior of detainees is a 
reflection of the viewpoints, beliefs and behavioral patterns 
the detainee has acquired prior to his or her detention. 
By contrast, the model of deprivation states that detainee 
behavior can best be explained by the circumstances of 
imprisonment itself, i.e. the pressures within prison life to 
which the detainees must adapt themselves.

According to both models, the approach of a protective 
system for children in detention, in relation to violence 
inflicted by the children to each other mutually, is coherent 
to the institution itself and the violence resulting thereof. 
Within the scope of this study into the Health, Protection 
and Safety of Children in Suriname, the problems reported 
by the respondents need to be analyzed in the light of 
changes within the institutions themselves. However, this 
analysis regards the chrono-system which falls outside the 
scope of this study.Research (Klatt, 2016) has further shown 
that various variables can be associated with violence 
amongst detainees. A few of the important factors appear 
to be related to age, ethnicity, criminal history/prior of-
fences, drug use and criminal or violent convictions (Klatt, 
2016). 

Anti-social behavior is common amongst young people, 
especially amongst teenage boys (Moffitt, 1993; Murray & 
Farrington, 2010). It appears to be so common that some 
authors suggest that anti-social behavior amongst teen-
agers can be regarded, to a certain degree, as the norm 
(Wiklund, 2014). Violent misbehavior in prison, including 
physical and sexual harassment against other detainees, 
is a frequently occurring problem in prisons, both in adult 
and juvenile justice institutions. Regardless of the exact fre-
quency of the mutual violence, it is a great concern. Prison 
violence should not only be prevented because detainees 
have the right to a humane treatment even during their 
detention period, but also because they should be protec-
ted against retaliations. Prevention of violence, especially 
amongst youth detainees, is particularly important because 
this may influence the future behavior of the youth follo-
wing their release (Trulson et al., 2005), which in turn mat 
form a threat to public safety (Klatt, 2016). 

Putting a halt to Violence Against Children (VAC) is a chal-
lenge. Worldwide, it is shown that progress in eradicating 
violence against children in care institutions is extremely 
limited. A recommendation is made in the UN study that 
one of the best ways to prevent violence against children is 
to keep them out of institutions (Unicef 2011). For children 
already placed in institutions, the protective system needs 
to be optimized. In this study, an effort is made to establish 
the prevalence of various types of violence so that targeted 
work can be done on the reform policy in this field.



14

SUB-STUDY ‘CHILDREN IN (PRE-TRIAL) DETENTION’



15

SUB-STUDY ‘CHILDREN IN (PRE-TRIAL) DETENTION’

In this chapter, the methodology is outlined. This 
research consists of two parts, the qualitative and the 
quantitative part. For the qualitative part of the re-
search, focus group sessions were held and in-depth 
interviews were taken, and for the quantitative part, 
self-completion questionnaires were used. 

2.1  Research population 

The study population for this research can be divided 
into two main groups, namely: the children in (pre-trial) 
detention and the service providers. The group ‘children 
in (pre-trial) detention’ can be subdivided into children 
that currently stay in JOG or in the juvenile transit home 
Opa Doelie, and children who were detained in the past 
(ex-detainees). For the qualitative part, consisting of focus 
group sessions and in-depth interviews, only ex-detainee 
children were questioned. Participation of children in de-
tention in the qualitative part of this study was not allowed 
by the management. Additionally, there were doubts with 
regard to the reliability of the information to be collected in 
detention since it was mandatory that a penitentiary official 
and a social worker had to be present during each session. 
As a result, the children could not share their experiences 
in all privacy. Further, in-depth interviews were also taken 
from the service providers to achieve completeness of the 
qualitative part. For the quantitative part of this study, the 
service providers and the children in (pre-trial) detention 
were asked to fill in a self-completion questionnaire. 

CHAPTER 2 RESEARCH DESIGN

Qualitative data collection: focus groups and in-depth 
interviews
The study population for the 3 focus group sessions (n=8 
per session), consists of ex-detainees in the age category 
12 - 24 years who were detained maximally three ago in the 
Juvenile Reform Institution (JOG), were placed in pre-trial 
detention in Juvenile Transit Home Opa Doelie and or 
spent one or more nights in a prison cell in Suriname. The 
same conditions apply for the 7 ex-detainees (5 boys and 2 
girls) of whom an in-depth interview was taken. 

For the recruitment of this study, persons were approached 
in the age category 12 - 24 years. The goal was to achieve 
a distribution by gender and ethnicity. The participants 
in the study were recruited in Paramaribo. In total, 34 
children were invited for this research. Of this number, 19 
participants actually participated because almost half did 
not show up. Only boys participated in the focus group 
sessions. This was a deliberate choice due to the relation 
between boys and girls at this age. Because they want 
to impress each other, this may influence the degree of 
truthfulness. Also, due to the sex relations between boys 
and girls who committed an offence, the choice was made 
not to include the girls in the focus group sessions. The sex 
ratio in 2015 was namely 44 to 3. 
For the in-depth interviews, 2 girls and 5 boys were selec-
ted. Although the goal at the recruitment was to achieve an 
equal division with regard to ethnicity, the boys of creole 
origin were in the majority in this survey. This picture is not 
entirely biased since it corresponds with the prison popula-
tion. The group division and the most important selection 
criteria based on which the participants were recruited and 
selected is represented in table 2.

 

Table 1    Overview of study methods

Children in (pre-trial) detention (12-21 years) 

Ex-detainees (12 - 24 years)

Service providers 

86 self-completion 
forms

17 self-completion 
forms

4 self-completion forms

86 self-completion 
forms

7 in-depth interviews 
3 focus group sessions

7 in-depth interviews

Respondent group Qualitative 
sub-study

Quantitative 
sub-study
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Also in Suriname, children in (pre-trial) detention find 
themselves in a dependency relation with the relevant ser-
vice providers, in particular penitentiary officials and social 
workers, with regard to their protection. The way in which 
they carry out the assigned policy is a determining factor 
for the well-being of these children. The children spoke out 
about the way they are being treated by the various service 
providers. For the reliability of this study, it is important 
that both parties are heard. For this reason, 7 in-depth 
interviews were taken of the service providers involved at 
the juvenile justice institutions. The study population of the 
service providers regarded 7 employees who are in contact 
with children in (pre-trial) detention, namely:  
1. One social worker of JOG. 
2. One penitentiary official of JOG.
3. One teacher of juvenile transit home Opa Doelie.
4. One police officer juvenile from transit home Opa  
 Doelie.
5. The psychologist appointed for all children.
6. The physician appointed for the medical care of  
 the children in detention.
7. An attorney appointed for the legal defense of the  
 children.

A deliberate choice was made for service providers who 
are frequently and or on crucial moments, in direct contact 
with the children, instead of senior managers because they 
have a more realistic view of the reality. Table 2.2 gives an 
overview of the group division and used criteria.

The recruitment of the youth ex-detainees took place via 
the Rumas Foundation  and via informal networks, whereby 
use was made of the snowball effect (Verschuren, 2015: 182). 
The expectation was that most of the recruited children 
approached for the focus group sessions, were 18 years 
or older at the time of the recruitment. This because they 
already have a detention period behind them. The largest 
group was indeed older than 18 years. In conformity with 
the juvenile justice system, youth are already adults at that 
age and can make their own decisions. Approval of parents 
for participation in the focus group sessions was therefore 
not asked. Measures were taken for protection of the child-
ren during the focus group sessions. The FGS were taken in 
both an academic and ethically responsible manner which 
means that (1) extra attention was given to the introduc-
tion and acquaintance, (2) a skilled person was present for 
counselling in case of (emotional or physical) outbursts, (3) 

 
Table 2 Group division and selection criteria

Youth ex-detainees

*) Per group, more participants were invited each time than the required number of 8 for the FGS because there are often 
‘no-shows’ with this target group. 17 participants finally took part in the 3 FGS, with an average number of 6 youths per FG 
(plus 7 in-depth interviews).

Service providers 

Youth pre-trial detainees and 
detainees

17*

86

7

• Children age category 12 - 24 yrs 
who were detained no longer than 
3 years in juvenile transit home
Opa Doelie or the juvenile reform 
institute JOG 

• Children age category 12 - 18 yrs
who were arrested and are shelte-
red in Opa Doelie, awaiting their 
trial
• Children age category 12 - 21 yrs 
who have been sentenced and are 
sheltered in JOG

• Working in the detention system
• Personal contact with the children

Focus group sessions and  
in-depth interviews

Self-completion  form

In-depth
interviews

Group Number Selection criteria
Technique
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there was an opportunity to talk afterwards with positive 
role models, (4) for post-care, an information pamphlet was 
handed out with contact numbers of professional institu-
tions for further counselling.

The discussion guide consists of 3 main components of this 
study: health, safety and protection. Per theme, questions 
are incorporated and categorized based on location (Opa 
Doelie or JOG) and perpetrator (child or service provider). 
The information on the location was sometimes difficult to 
distinguish because the children sometimes have experi-
ences at both locations. With the pilot-FGS, an effort was 
made to establish the personification of violence and li-
berty through words. This was not successful, the boys only 
came up with just a few words. For this reason, the choice 
was made to use association cards with the further FGS.  

The data collection of the quantitative part, filling in of the 
self-completion questionnaires by the children in (pre-trial) 
detention, took place in week 44 of 2016. No approval was 
given to the researcher and or assistants to administer the 
forms themselves. First, this would be done by the social 
workers and an official teach-in was held in this regard. 
Even this group ultimately failed to function as facilitator 
due to the existing work pressure and their available time. 
In the end, a teach-in was held for the teachers in Opa 
Doelie and JOG, and they administered the self-completion 
forms to the children in (pre-trial) detention. Since the 
target group was familiar with the teachers, filling in of the 
forms had a successful progress. There were no refusals and 
to encourage the children’s participation, extra time was 
taken for an introduction and comprehensive explanation, 
putting the children at ease and answering of the questi-
ons. Also, personal guidance was offered to those who lack 
proper writing skills.

With regard to the data from the 19 ex-detainees from the 
FGS who filled in the self-completion questionnaires, no 
data is available because the forms were not processed. 
This was due to the incomparability of the questionnaires 
because of the numerous mandatory adaptations made 
therein, after the focus group sessions. The data of the 
self-completion questionnaires therefore only applies to 
the children who were in (pre-trial) detention at the time of 
the survey. During completion of the questionnaire by the 
ex-detainees, a few remarkable observations were made 
and these have been registered. For example, leaving open 
of statements in the section on experiences with sexual 
violence, whilst the children had just talked about this in 
the FGS.

Research strategy
The field in which this study endeavors to get insight into 
regards the degree in which physical, mental and or sexual 
violence against children and between the children mutu-
ally, is used. This sub-study regards violence used against 
and amongst children in (pre-trial) detention. By combining 
desktop research, interviews and the focus group techni-
que, use id made of  methods-triangulation (Verschuren, 
2015), to achieve more depth. 

Research material 
For this study, use is made of a discussion guide, a ques-
tionnaire for the in-depth interviews with the service 
providers and youth ex-detainees, a self-completion 
questionnaire for the children in (pre-trial) detention and a 
self-completion questionnaire for the service providers. The 
measurement instruments for the qualitative part of this 
sub-study are based on the self-completion questionnaire 
designed by IGSR.  

Restrictions of the study
Self-completion questionnaires
- The input of the teachers as facilitators for administering 
the self-completion questionnaires to the children in (pre-
trial) detention whilst some of the questions on the form 
also regarded the teachers.
- The self-completion questionnaires were not evaluated 
contextually: whether it was actually measured which infor-
mation needed to be obtained, in particular with the group 
of very low educated and illiterate participants. The self-
completion questionnaires show that 13% of the children in 
(pre-trial) detention had difficulty to fill in the form.
- The self-completion questionnaires of the ex-detainees 
were not processed because the version of the question-
naire, used for the children in (pre-trial) detention, was in-
comparable due to the compulsory changes commissioned 
by the Ministry of Justice & Police that had to be made in 
the questionnaire.
- No additional explanation can be asked since the survey is 
anonymous and there is no access to the target group.
In-depth interviews
- Of the number of service providers, only 1 was interviewed 
per section due to the available budget.
Focus group sessions 
- No room and time for further research as to why the 
children told more in the focus group sessions compared to 
what they filled in on the self-completion questionnaires.
- No room and time for further research as to why the child-
ren told nothing about themselves but always referred to 
the experiences of others; they did not speak in the I-form, 
even if the story was about themselves. This was the case in 
both the FGS and the in-depth interviews.
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3.1 Social-demographic characteristics 

For the quantitative part of the research ‘children in (pre-
trial) detention’, in total 86 children in (pre-trial) detention 
filled in a self-completion questionnaire. Of this number, 
39 children stayed in juvenile transit home Opa Doelie at 
the time of the survey, and 47 in juvenile reform institution 
(JOG). Table 3 gives an overview of a few demographic data 
of these children. 

The youngest girl in (pre-trial) detention at the time of the 
survey with the self-completion questionnaires, was 13 
years and the oldest girl 19 years. The youngest boy was 12 
years and oldest boy 20 years.

For the qualitative part, 3 FGS were held with in total 19 
ex-detainees and 7 in-depth interviews were taken from 
ex-detainees. For comparison and as supplementation, the 
results of the 7 in-depth interviews with the service provi-
ders were also processed in the reporting. The interviewed 
boys were numbered J1 to J7, and the girls M1 to M2. To 
safeguard the anonymity, the interviews with the service 
providers were not labeled but were reported as one spea-
ker: the service providers. 

The youngest participant of the FGS was 14 years and the 
oldest 24 years. The average age of the participants of the 
focus group sessions is 18.7 years. In table 4, the average 
ages of the participants and other details are represented 
per focus group session.

The education level of the largest group of children (22%) 
in (pre-trial) detention is primary school. The second largest 
group has a VOJ [secondary school] education level, which 
means that they last went to an LBGO, LBO or LTS school.  
Table 5 gives an overview of the education level of the 
children in (pre-trial) detention. In JOG, the modules car-
pentry, laying bricks and painting are offered, in addition 

CHAPTER 3   RESEARCH RESULTS 

to primary school education (GLO). All children in (pre-trial) 
detention are compelled to go to school and in detention, 
they follow one of the offered modules, even if their edu-
cation level is higher than the internally offered education 
level.

Based on ethnicity, 3 large groups can be distinguished, 
namely: the Mixed group (33%), the Creole group (28%) and 
the Maroon group (24%). Table 6 gives an overview of the 
various ethnicity groups that are prevalent amongst the 
children in (pre-trial) detention.

Christianity predominates as religious belief of the children 
with a percentage of 73%. The other religious beliefs are 
represented a lot less amongst the children in (pre-trial) 
detention. Islam and ‘no religion’ are on a shared second 
place. Table 7 gives an overview of this.

Table 3 Demographic data of children in 
(pre-trial) detention

Demographic variables          N=82 

 
Average age     16.8 jaar
Largest ethnic group   Mixed
Most common religious belief  Christian

Table 5 Education of children in (pre-trial) detention

Education (n=86)         %

Primary school (GLO)         22
VOJ (LBGO, LBO and LTS)        19
Module carpentry         14
Module laying bricks         14
Module painting         13
Other (vocational school, VSO and Kari Yu training)      9
MULO           9

Total       100

Table 4   Overview age of the participants
per focus group session

Youngest participant 14          18                19
Oldest participant 18          20                24
Average ¯x  15,5          19,6 21

Age 
(in years)

Age 
(in years)

Pilot FGS
(n = 5)

FGS 1
(n = 6)

FGS 2
(n = 8)
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3.2 General care and provisions

With general care and provisions is understood, the ser-
vices and facilities for maintaining a good health of the 
children in (pre-trial) detention. With the health of children 
in (pre-trial) detention in this study, is understood:
A. Getting healthy food.
B. Access to medical care (both physical and mental).
C. Hygiene in the cells and sanitary facilities.

Children should only be deprived of their liberty if this 
occurs in accordance with the principles and procedures 
of the ‘United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for the 
Administration of Juvenile Justice’ (The Beijing Rules). 
When comparing the required   care to the actually offered 
care, it is apparent that the care of children during their 
(pre-trial) detention period is not optimal. The international 
legislation sets out that proper care needs to meet certain 
conditions and the study results show that the established 
norms are not always being maintained. In this paragraph, 
an outline is given of the Surinamese situation.
The juvenile detention system in Suriname must safeguard 

the rights and safety of children and must support their 
physical and mental health. Suriname still has a few chal-
lenges in the area of legal, institutional and service provi-
ding frameworks for the protection of children in general, 
and of those within the juvenile justice system, in particular 
(UNCT, 2016). Examples are the efficient application of al-
ternative punishment and supportive systems for children 
who have come in contact/conflict with the law; the lack of 
separate provisions for all children in detention – including 
girls who are placed together with adult women; and the 
general availability of sufficient skilled personnel within the 
welfare and justice system which is currently hampered by 
the current shortage of investments in prevention, treat-
ment and post-care. 
The service providers indicated that juvenile transit home 
Opa Doelie is built especially for children and that it meets 
the international standards. However, the children only 
stay in Opa Doelie until they are sentenced by the judge. 
Afterwards, the children are placed in JOG to serve their 
sentence. JOG is located on the complex of CPI, where 
adult detainees are also staying. This is in violation with the 
rights of the child and goes against the treaties ratified by 
Suriname. The service providers also reported that due to 
the fact that the location is not ‘correct’, improvisations are 
often made to shelter the children as much as possible in 
accordance with the international standards. But this is not 
always successful. 

The ex-detainee children reported during the FGS that not 
all children receive an equal treatment at the cell divisions. 
The division of the cell rooms in Opa Doelie consists of 2 
parts: block A (3 cells) and block B (the rest). In block A are 
boys who can pay for themselves, as was reported by J7: 
 
“Boys who get everything on time, such as a lawyer and 
food. And in the other part are boys who have it a lot more 
difficult…Boys from Abrabroki (disadvantaged neighbor-
hood)… boys who are  (financially) not well off.”

Table 6  Ethnicity group of children in (pre-trial) detention

Ethnicity group  (n=86)    %

Mixed      33
Creole      28
Maroon     24
Hindustani     9
Amerindian     4
Javanese     1
Other      1

Total      100

Table 7    Religious belief of children in
 (pre-trial) detention

Religious belief  (n=86)    %

Christian     73
Hindu      9
Islam      4
No religion     9
Does not know     3
Other      2

Totaal      100
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The results from the self-completion questionnaires show 
that of all children in (pre-trial) detention, 33% indicated 
that the care they receive is ‘very good’ (15%) or ‘good’ 
(19%). On the other hand, 47% indicated that the care they 
receive is ‘not so good’. In addition, 11% indicated that the 
care they receive is ‘poor’ and 9% indicated to feel ‘neglec-
ted’. Table 8 gives an overview of this. 

Looking at the difference between the opinion of the child-
ren on the care during their pre-trial detention period in 
Opa Doelie and the detention period in JOG, it is clear that 
58% of the children in pre-trial detention think that the care 
they receive is not good (up to a degree of neglect). This 
in comparison to a percentage of 72% of the children in 
detention who think that the care they receive is not good. 
 
The qualitative study results further show that the care lea-
ves much to be desired when it comes to getting healthy 
food, access to medical care (both physical and mental), 
hygiene in the cells and sanitary facilities. These ex-detai-
nee children reported that the situation in both instituti-
ons, Opa Doelie and JOG, is not good. This will be further 
explained per theme.

A. Getting healthy food

The FGS and interviews showed that the food in detention 
is a point of special interest. The boys had no good things 
to say about the food, both in Opa Doelie and in JOG. They 
said the food was often undercooked, for example “a pam-
poen no bori boeng en a kip beng lala, en ie kan tjies sikie” 
(freely translated: undercooked meat can cause diseases). 
The food was even described as dog food: “drape we njang 
dagu njang” (we eat dog food here). They also complained 
about the unvaried diet: they were given fish to eat a lot. 
About the hygiene of the food, the children were also dissa-
tisfied; the spoons, cups and plates were not being washed 
properly. The boys preferred to eat food from home. In 

the period of pre-trial detention, this is easy because the 
children in Opa Doelie are allowed to receive food daily but 
in JOG, they only get food from home if they receive visitors 
on Sundays.
The service providers reported in the interviews that they 
indeed receive complaints from the children about the 
hygiene and the quality of the food. They also confirmed 
that the food for the children in (pre-trial) detention is not 
optimal. Still, the children are forced to eat all their food 
(especially the vegetables), otherwise they are being pu-
nished. The complaints heard by the service providers on 
the food are for example that the vegetables are often not 
washed well enough (grains of sand), the rice and chicken 
are undercooked and they sometimes find pieces of plastic 
in the food. Also, the bread is sometimes hard because it 
is stale. The type of punishment the children get if they do 
not eat all their food, is often denying them to take part in 
sports activities. The children are being punished whilst the 
service providers confirmed that “the food is not what it 
should be”. 

The management made contact with the supplier on the 
quality of the food for Opa Doelie. The supplier indicated 
that payments to them are insufficient and or not on time, 
and or that they work with the available means. According 
to the service providers, the way of preparation and the 
taste of the food in JOG has improved in the past 5 to 6 
years. They no longer get subsidies from the Ministry of Jus-
tice & Police so they have to make do with what they have, 
in other words, what the vegetable garden or greenery 
offers. The service providers confirmed that the food is not 
what it should be. 

  

Table 8    Opinion on the care of children in (pre-trial) detention

• They take very good care of me
• They take good care of me
• They do not take good care of me
• The care I get is poor
• I am being neglected

6 
21 
60 
6 
6 

26 
15 
31 
15 
13

Opinion care of children %

15
19
47 
11 
9

Opa Doelie 
pre-trial detention (n=38)

JOG detention (n=47)
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B. Access to medical care (both physical and mental)

Physical care also falls under general care. In both JOG and 
Opa Doelie, medical care is being provided. The service 
providers reported that the care received by children in 
the institutions is sometimes better than the care they 
receive at home. The children, for that matter, receive food 
three times daily and have a roof over their head. A few 
of the children lack this at home. Some children therefore 
do not want to leave (pre-trial) detention. Certain parents 
rarely come visit their child because they have no money. 
According to one service provider, this is the case with one 
to three boys. With some children, there is even talk of the 
child taking care of the income of their parents so that that 
they cannot visit their son because they lack his income 
due to his imprisonment. 
Upon admittance in (pre-trial) detention, the boys get a 
standard medical examination. The result of this medical 
screening is however based on an interview and not on 
a physical examination. It is expected of the child that he 
or she indicates if they have any ailment regarding their 
health. Medical tests are only taken if there is visual cause 
to do so (for example coughing or loss of weight). In gene-
ral, no HIV-tests are taken. The main reason for this are the 
costs involved in taking the test.

The procedure to go to the outpatient clinic is as follows. 
In JOG, the child reports to the head of the juvenile section 
who contacts the internal outpatient clinic. The child is ac-
companied to the clinic by a penitentiary official who stays 
during the treatment to be informed on the child’s health 
condition. The child therefore has no privacy. It often hap-
pens that the child him/herself is not told by the doctor if 
something is wrong with them but this information is pas-
sed on to the child by the penitentiary official.

According to the service providers, the children in (pre-trial) 
detention cannot always go to the outpatient clinic in the 
institution itself because in Opa Doelie, this is only staffed 
in the morning hours. In the clinic where children from JOG 
are treated, adult detainees also receive treatment. The 
nursing staff at the clinic have a COVAB degree. If required, 
a physician is called in or the child is transferred to the 
Emergency Unit (SEH).
With regard to medical care, the children’s opinion is divi-
ded. On the one hand, they say that medical care is always 
available and on the other hand, they say that the quality of 
the medical care is not optimal. 

“JOG has good medical care. If there are sick children in 
the cell, they are taken to the nurses at the clinic. You don’t 
have to wait 24 hours for medical care.”

On the other hand, the children reported that the nurses 
do not really look at what is wrong: “they don’t touch you”. 
The children do not get a physical examination, they are 
only asked a few questions. Only if you have something re-
ally serious, they take you to the clinic. And only if the child 
him/herself thinks that something is wrong, he or she tells 
them about it and they get a doctor. This is the case in JOG. 
In Opa Doelie, the situation was described as follows:

“The doctor makes a round every morning along the cells. 
She is often with a police officer and she asks if someone is 
sick. […] if you say that you are sick, she asks what is wrong 
with you and then you get a paracetamol etc.” 

The interviews with ex-detainee children also show that 
the medical care in (pre-trial) detention has two sides. J1 re-
ported that nurses were present but they were nonchalant, 
for example they did not bring medicine on time and only 
gave this in special cases. In another case, the sick detainee 
received proper treatment from the doctor, according to J2. 
“It is true that if you have a certain illness, the doctor gives 
you everything, for example an oxygen tank for people 
with asthma or shortness of breath.” 
Medical care is also available in the women’s section where 
the girls are staying. An ex-detainee child told the following 
about this: 

“I only had the flu once when I was there, I do not get sick 
easily. But they do a good job there with health etc., they 
take health serious. If you get sick, they take you to the 
clinic.[…] They had a doctor and a nurse and they gave 
you what you needed, also vitamins, low blood level… or 
anything else.”

In short, it is clear that the children in (pre-trial) detention 
who are sick, do receive the required medical help. Upon 
probing further, it appears however, that medical care is 
indeed available in the (pre-trial) detention institutions but 
it does not function optimally. For example, the nature of 
the care is not always thorough or preventive and the right 
to privacy is violated.

C. Hygiene of the cells and sanitary facilities

With regard to hygiene, the ex-detainee children in particu-
lar made remarks about the cells and the sanitary facilities. 
The boys think that the cells in Opa Doelie are nasty, mainly 
because there is no toilet in the room. They feel that this is 
unhygienic because they inhale all dirty smells. 

“The toilets are not cleaned properly, especially because 
the children have to so this themselves. You must have 
your own toilet paper and if you do not have any, you 
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cannot wipe yourself off. If one of the other boys wants to 
give you some (toilet paper), they can do so but the police 
should not see this.” 

The toilets have a slimy goo on them. In their words: “a toi-
letsysteem doti, a gerie gerie.” (freely translated: the toilet 
system is nasty, has turned yellow). There is a foul odor 
everywhere in ‘Opa Doelie’. JOG has 2 functioning toilets 
for all 40 children; there are no toilets in the rooms: “If you 
have to go to the toilet but someone is already there, you 
have to do it in the cell, in a (garbage) bin.”

In Opa Doelie, 3 boys stay in one room and in JOG this is 2 
boys per room. Both in Opa Doelie and JOG, the boys clean 
up the rooms themselves, meaning that this is done by the 
‘vriendjes’ (boys who do not stand up for themselves). You 
are a ‘vriendje’ if you are submissive of if you cry some-
times. JOG further has rusty iron beds in the cells and there 
are no blankets on the matrasses. This is also the case in 
Opa Doelie. 

“The boys had to go somewhere in the back, the first day, 
to get torn sheets. The matrasses also have mites. You also 
get ‘lotta’ (skin fungus) because they wash all boys’ clothes 
together: “ala de mang krosi e was samen.”

Cleaning of the cells in Opa Doelie was done according to a 
fixed schedule. The boys reported: 

“Every Saturday, the bathroom was cleaned by the house-
keepers with soap. But the toilets are dirty. Each cell has a 
toilet and a washbin and three beds. The cell is swept every 
day, mopping with soap is 1 time per week. […] You must 
bring your own blankets, soap, toothbrush, toothpaste etc. 
And if you don’t have these, that was it …you just stayed 
that way. Some of the boys did not have these things, so 
they got them from other boys.” 

The service providers confirmed the shortage of means and 
indicated that the Ministry used to provide products such 
as washing-powder, deodorant and bath soap, but due to 
the precarious economic situation, this was stopped. Input 
is therefore required from the parents, according to the ser-
vice providers. Likewise, the children do not get bed linen 
from the institution, they must take care of this themselves. 
On Friday afternoon, the children are allowed to wash their 
own clothes in the semi-automatic washing machine but 
they must use their own washing-powder. Further, a barber 
comes to the institution twice per month. All boys must 
have short-kept hair, regardless of their religion. They also 
get a nail-clipper to cut their nails (under supervision). With 
regard to the further physical condition of the children, the 

service providers reported that the most common clinical 
ailments of children in (pre-trial) detention are:
- skin fungus (in popular speech known as ‘lotta’);
- scabies (in popular speech known as ‘skin fleas’  
 and ‘mange’);
- chicken pox;
- ringworm;
- sports injuries (twisted ankles or toe fractures);
- flu;
- infections at the genitals due to insertion of  
 ‘boegroes’.  

The causes of the skin diseases are the humid, warm envi-
ronment in which fungus can grow. ‘Lotta’ and skin fleas 
are very common but the boys in ‘Opa Doelie’ do not get 
these there. According to the service providers, they come 
to the institution with it. Regardless of the location where 
they get it, the children enter JOG with these skin diseases 
(itching and spots). As reported by the service providers, 
these children are placed in isolation in JOG, for treatment 
before they come in contact with the other children. 

3.3 General safety 

In this study is meant with general safety, the vision and 
experiences related to the feeling of safety amongst the 
children in (pre-trial) detention and youth ex-detainees. 
The terms ‘safety’ and ‘protection’ were often regarded as 
one and the same by the children in the FGS. This made it 
difficult to make a distinction during the data processing, 
so these themes are discussed as being coherent.
During the FGS and interviews, three types of violence, 
physical, mental and sexual violence, were discussed. 
Adults (the service providers) within (pre-trial) detention, 
and children (other youth detainees and convicted per-
sons) in detention, were discussed as perpetrators. With re-
gard to safety, questions were asked related to violence: to 
what degree are children in detention exposed to violence? 
The ex-detainee children reported that it is not safe in (pre-
trial) detention and continued by talking about protection.

The self-completion questionnaires also show that more 
than half of the children in (pre-trial) detention do not feel 
safe. During the pre-trial detention period, 39% of the child-
ren felt safe and during the detention period, 45% felt safe. 
Table 9 gives an overview of this.

In JOG, a greater number of children appears to feel safe, 
compared to Opa Doelie. This can have various reasons. For 
example, the interviews with service providers show that 
the feeling of unsafety comes from various forms of threat. 
A service providers reports:
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 “If you feel threatened, well… based on the detention 
part, we can’t make it any safer. So we keep talking to the 
children to prevent things from getting out of hand…They 
don’t feel safe, it’s true…we’ve had cases of boys who as-
saulted children outside the prison, and the fathers of these 
children are in here, so they threaten these boys. So the 
management must step in.” 

The FGS further shows that the reasons for an unsafe fee-
ling are also related to other children and service providers. 
The ex-detainee children report:

 “If we’ve committed offences such as art. 299 and art. 300, 
you are, in fact, not protected by the police officers, you 
just get beaten up by the inmates. The protection is not 
guaranteed at all because a police officer is not present, 
1x24 hours. Sometimes, the police officers help beat up an 
inmate.”

“A bescherming de, ma a no de toemsie gegarandeerd, 
omdat a kang escaleer. Te yu e baarie de man djoekie 
keba.” (Freely translated: Protection is there, but it’s not gu-
aranteed, because things can get out of hand. Before you 
scream (for help), they’ve already stabbed you). 
“If wang san miet joe ie nab no wang sej e go. Naf ie bar kar 

deng kill en deng mang ne kong direct dus ie kang dede.” 
(Freely translated: If something happens to you, you have 
nowhere to go. You can only call the police, and they don’t 
come immediately, so you can die).

These experiences with fear for physical violence can also 
be found in the quantitative data. The questionnaires show 
that 77% of the children in (pre-trial) detention experienced 
violent behavior during their (pre-trial) detention period. 
In nearly 45% of the cases, this solely regarded violence 
between the children mutually. Table 10 gives an overview 
of this.

When comparing the pre-trial detention institution Opa 
Doelie with the detention institution JOG, it is clear that 
physical violence by children occurs more frequently in 
Opa Doelie. Situations with physical violence whereby both 
children and adults are involved, do, however, occur more 
frequently in JOG. 

The service providers reported that the children’s feeling 
of fear is justified. They believe that children in detention 
are indeed capable of using violence. One service provider 
reported:

  

  

Table 9   Safety within the institution based on % per institution

 
Table 10    Experience with physical violence

• Yes, always
• Yes, but now always
• I do not feel safe

• Yes, children and adults
• No, neither
• Yes, children
• Yes, adults

45
32
23

28
28
36
4

38
31
31

18
21
56
5

Children feel safe  (n=86)

Experience of children or adults in 
the institution who mutually fight 
with each other (hitting, kicking or 
slapping harshly) (n=86)

Total %

Total %

42
31
27

23
24
45
5

Opa Doelie %

Opa Doelie %

JOG %

JOG %
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“They are all boys from the street, they walk in ‘gangs’ and 
if a boy from both gangs is in here, the ‘fetie’ (their fight) 
continues. Here [in JOG], not so much but in Opa Doelie 
it happens a lot…we try to keep the peace here and to 
‘re-educate them… but you do not always know what they 
intend to do.”
 
Contrary to this, the outcomes from the self-completion 
questionnaires show that 78% of the children in (pre-trial) 
detention think that they are treated properly by other 
children. The other 22% experiences ill-treatment associa-
ted with fear for other children.

Apart from fear for other children, the children in (pre-trial) 
detention also experience fear for the service providers. 
This fear is prevalent in both the pre-trial detention and 
the detention institution. For example, experiences were 
shared in the FGS on violent actions by the service provi-
ders. The ex-detainee children reported that the children 
were beaten with a gun and ‘kwimmie’ (baton), they were 
kicked with boots to weaken them at the knees, or they 
were pushed from the stairs in Opa Doelie. The children 
further reported that “You get a beating (from the police), 
for silly reasons or sometimes they just want to bully you”. 
One respondent from Opa Doelie indicated that they beat 
a friend of his up on the spot and he had a broken little 
finger. “And they never took him to a doctor; his finger has 
grown crooked.”

The service providers reported that there are indeed col-
leagues within the juvenile detention system, who use 
physical violence against children. For that matter, not all 
service providers are trained to deal with children. In addi-
tion, some of the service providers believe that physical vio-
lence is sometimes ‘inevitable’, because “they do not listen 
to what you say until you give them a beating”. According 
to the service providers, this is caused by what the children 
are used to in their home environment. 

The self-completion questionnaires also made it clear that 
the children indeed experience situations with service 
providers which they did not like. If we look at the division 
amongst the adults, it is shown that 13% of the children 
once experienced an unpleasant situation with a female 
or male teacher, 67% of the children once experienced 
an unpleasant situation with a penitentiary official/police 
officer or adult inmate. If we differentiate according to in-
stitution, it is shown that 62% of the children in Opa Doelie 
and 70% of the children in JOG, experienced an unpleasant 
situation with a service provider. Table 11 gives an overview 
of incidents according to type of service provider and per 
institution.

Strikingly, there are relatively few incidents between the 
teachers, in comparison with the police officers and peni-
tentiary officials, both in Opa Doelie and in JOG. During the 
FGS and the interviews, no negative events were reported 
about the teachers. If we look at the frequency of ‘some-
thing happened which I did not like’ per institution and 
perpetrator, it is clear that  more (23%) incidents occur in 
JOG, 5 times more than in Opa Doelie (18%). Further details 
in this regard are represented in Table 12.

Amongst the service providers, the penitentiary official and 
the police officer are mentioned often as perpetrators of 
violence and causers of fear. This creates an unsafe feeling. 
The children reported in the FGS that there are various 
ways in (pre-trial) detention, to protect themselves against 
an unsafe feeling:
• Paying for protection: “So langa ie ab monie ie boeng. 
Den PA vriendje, gi two barkie de man e set yu sani”. (Freely 
translated: as long as you have money, you are okay, for 
two hundred SRD (Surinamese Dollars), they arrange 
everything for you). Another child reported that complaints 

  

Table 11   Something happened with a service provider which I did not like

• Opa Doelie penitentiary official/police officer or adult inmate
• Opa Doelie female or male teacher
• JOG penitentiary official/police officer or adult inmate
• JOG female or male teacher

62
13
70
13

Experience of children Yes, something ONCE  
happened (%)
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against a penitentiary official rarely occur. You can go to 
the Commander or you can pay: “Te yu na dala mang, de 
mang e zorgu ye, den man moes fu bescherm yu”. (Freely 
translated: If you pay, they will take care of you, they have 
to protect you). This also means that boys who have no 
money, receive a different (adverse) treatment.
• You can also go to the ‘Oso pa’, a father figure: het is a 
‘sweet and kind penitentiary official’ (“a swiet wang”), but 
he will sometimes also beat you (“tough love”). As reported 
by the ex-detainee children, you also get protection from 
the service providers if you are a “snitch” (informant). The 
police officers are kind to you then, otherwise they will no 
longer have an informant. But the other children do not like 
this and they can try to harm you. 
• “If you are tough and strong, you protect yourself.” Like 
the example of a respondent: J7 is was never harassed 
again in JOG after the first day, because he showed them 
that day that they will not get under the bed (literally). The 
other two boys came at him together, he won the fight and 
from that day on, he even became the cell boss. He knew 
kickboxing so he could fight. J7 already knew a couple of 
boys in Opa Doelie and he also had cousins there. They also 
protected him.
• Also, many boys joined a ‘gang’ for their own safety, sur-
vival as they called it. Without wanting to or without really 
knowing it, you get involved in a fight; the boys said that 
they sometimes put a trap for you, a “tjoetjak”, “de man e 
set fromoe”. “You need the gang to protect you.” 
The American term ‘gang’ is not often used literally by the 
children but from the boys’ stories it is clear that they often 
had other children who offered then protection against 
other children. This can be interpreted as a ‘gang’. One 
youth does use the term and reported further on protec-
tion:

“If the police like you, they protect you. But amongst 
ourselves, it’s all about gangs. Especially in the dining hall, 
it’s very unsafe there so you have to scream for an officer.” 
“Also in the morning hours, someone can stab you because 
there’s just 1 penitentiary official and he opens all cells and 
he walks in front (so he has no view of the other boys). 
So there it’s your gang and the police and for the rest it’s 
everyone for himself.”
According to other children from the FGS, there is no safety 
in detention.
“There is no safety there at all”. “The best thing to do is to 
talk to nobody, but you mustn’t act like a ‘vriendje’ (some-
one who does not stand up for himself)”. “No tak nanga no 
wan mang drape” (Freely translated: Don’t talk to anyone).  
“It’s every man for himself.”
The effect of the absence of a safe feeling amongst some 
of the children, was further explained: “Mi ati e naki’ (Freely 
translated: My heart was pounding), “when I was afraid, 
but you cannot act as a ‘vriendje’”. “I had to stay calm). The 
children were asked where they can go for protection in 
case an incident took place. One girl said that there was 
actually nowhere to go:
“One of the ‘nurses’ (female penitentiary officials) came into 
my room, she closed the door and hit my head against the 
wall. She didn’t only do it with me, but also with another 
girl.” 

When asked where she could go to report a complaint, M1 
said: 

“Nowhere! We have to go to the director and the sub-direc-
tor, but they always believe what the penitentiary officials 
tell them.” 

  

Table 12   Frequency of incident according to perpetrator

• Never
• 1 time
• 2 or 3 times
• 4 or 5 times
• More than 5 times

32
17
19
6
23

85
5
5
3
0

79
11
4
0
0

Frequency PA/police 
officer/adult 
inmate 
Opa Doelie %

44
13
21
5
18

PA/police 
officer/adult 
inmate 
JOG %

Female or male 
teacher Opa 
Doelie %

Female or male 
teacher  JOG %
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M1 reports that the management always takes the side of 
the penitentiary officials. M1 further explains: “And when 
we were in front of the director and sub-director, they (the 
service providers) just lie that they never did that. And I 
really did not like that’. As detainees we are never right and 
that’s a bad thing. Because they should be honest about 
what happened. Even if you’re not wrong, they never say 
that you’re right. So yes, that’s really bad’. When asked what 
she does next, M1 said: “You go to your room and cry. That’s 
the solution. The following day, you are good again.” 

The interviews with the ex-detainee children further sho-
wed that, if necessary, the social workers act as mediators 
but the system has its limitations. Similarly, there is a fear 
for retaliations amongst the children because their informa-
tion is not treated anonymously or discretely. 
The interviews with the service providers also showed that 
there is also fear amongst them for consequences from 
higher up, if they are being informed who has violated 
(children’s) rights. According a few service providers, there 
is no autonomous system and or independent actor who 
supervises and or has authority to intervene. 
The fear amongst the children therefore continues to exist 
unresolved. From the children in (pre-trial) detention, it is 
clear that 34% has a reason to be afraid to leave their room. 
The most common fear is for incidents with a penitentiary 
official/politce officer, 22% of the children in (pre-trial) 
detention reported this. In second place, there is a fear for 
fights or bullying (18%) amongst the children in (pre-trial) 
detention, and in third place, fear for bullying by other 
children (17%). These and the other mentioned reasons, are 
presented in table 13.

The role of the penitentiary officials is double-sided. On the 
one hand, the children are afraid of their violent actions, 
and on the other hand they function as protectors. This 
depends on the situation. Depending on the staffing, the 

safety in Opa Doelie is more or less guaranteed, as reported 
by the children in the FGS. They say that there are 3 to 4 
police officers for the entire boys’ section. If there are no 
fights, this is not a problem but if a fight does break out, 
there are not sufficient police officers to keep all children 
under control. If this is the case, they just let the children 
‘fight it out’ and they only intervene when the fighting has 
stopped: 

“Sometimes the officers are unable to calm the children 
down when a fight breaks out because there are only 3 
agents inside.” “Wang mang no mang luku ala deng cel” 
(Freely translated: One man cannot keep an eye on all the 
cells).
Understaffing sometimes has serious consequences, as 
reported by the ex-detainee children: “A man ben ab wan 
priem (steekwapen), a man ben long en baar ‘coma, coma!’ 
Fos de kill doro a mang e njang steek.” (Freely translated: 
the boy had a ‘priem’ (piercing object), the other boy ran 
around shouting ’coma, coma’ (officer, officer). Before the 
police officers came, he had already been stabbed). 
Other children, on the contrary, reported that police of-
ficers do come when they are needed: “Mi no sabi pe de 
mang e kmoto, ma de mang e kon.” (Freely translated: 
I don’t know from where they come but the officers do 
come). “There are 3 or 4 penitentiary officials here (in Opa 
Doelie) on guard but that’s not a problem because there 
are a couple of police officers on the complex, so if there is 
something, the officers come from all sides.” 
From the interviews with the service providers it was clear 
that 3 penitentiary officials are on shidt-duty in JOG, for 40 
to 50 children.

In short, the difference between protection and safety is 
minimal for these youth; their feeling of safety depends 
on the protection they get from others. The children 
sometimes turn to each other if they are afraid and cannot 

  

 
Table 13   Reasons for being afraid to leave the room 12 

• I am never afraid to leave my room         66
• I am afraid of a penitentiary official/police officer      22
• I am afraid of getting into a fight or being bullied      18
I am sometomes afraid that other children will bully me      17
I am afraid for adult inmates         7
I am sometimes afraid that children will hit me       5
I am afraid of something else         5
I am afraid to walk within the institution (on the yard/innercourt)     2
I am afraid of a teacher          1

Reason sometimes afraid to leave your room  (n=86)                %
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protect themselves. The bound with other children, just like 
with the police officers and penitentiary officials, is partially 
contradictory: on the one hand, they sometimes feel unsafe 
due to threats of other children, and on the other hand, 
they can sometimes turn to their peers.

Contact with adult detainees
The building in which the children are staying and the 
surroundings, also fall under general safety. JOG is located 
on the complex of CPI, where for the most part adults are 
detained. This is in contradiction to the Children’s Rights 
Treaty ratified by Suriname. 
According to the service providers, the contact with adult 
detainees in JOG is undesirable. It is even prohibited, but 
in practice it is inevitable. For this reason, the re-location of 
JOG should occur as soon as possible. The current situation 
endangers the children’s safety because they are exposed 
to various risks. Often, the children are not even aware of 
this themselves, so this gives more reason to protect them. 
Interviews with ex-detainee children illustrates this. M1 
(secretly) had talks with an adult detainee, “not about bad 
things” she said herself. As example, she talked about what 
she would so once she got out: “I told her that I will fight for 
my future… I will go to school again in October”.

“I think it was normal (contact with an adult detainee). A 
long time, we were not allowed to talk to them, because 
the ‘nurses’ (female penitentiary officials) thought that we 
had something with them…That they would teach us all 
kinds of stupid things. Some of them have sexual contact, 
so the ‘nurses’ thought that we would also do these things 
with them.” M2 says that they never asked her to partici-
pate in sexual acts. “On the contrary, they loved me, if we 
would do something, we did it together…so, they did ask 
me to get certain things in the back where the men are, and 
I did it… and that’s normal.” 

When asked what kind of ‘things’ M2 had to get, she said 
that she had to get marijuana at the adult men for the adult 
women. Not aware of the fact that this was the reason why 
the ‘nurses’ did not want her to have contact with the adult 
women, M2 thought they were just being annoying. For M2, 
the adult women detainees played a positive role in her life.

“Some of the men (adult detainees) who were there, I knew 
them very well. So when I went outside, I walked with 
them...not with all of them okay, but some of them. When 
they heard that I was a detainee, they came there to see if 
it was really me. So, when we did sports at the back (on the 
sports field of the adult men), they called me. I looked at 
them then and I thought, oh yes, I know them. So that’s it… 
and sometimes some of them (adult detainee men) also 
came to the women’s section to do certain things (repair 
things), for example a leaky shower, and they talked to me 

then. Those ladies (adult detainee women) would look and 
say ‘ooh, yu e tak nanga a man dat’ (Freely translated: ooh, 
so you talk to that man).” 

So that is how the women knew that they could use M2 as 
a ‘contact person’. M2 was not allowed by the female peni-
tentiary officials to talk to the adult men but she still did it 
secretly. M2 continues to say: 
“so they told me, on so and so day, this or that person will 
bring it (marijuana) …and I went to get it for them. But I 
didn’t bring it directly to the women section. I took it and 
threw it over the fence…and we went to get it in the after-
noon.”

The service providers disapprove of the children coming 
in contact with the adults, they even punish the children 
for this. For example, a ‘nurse’ (female penitentiary official) 
hit M1’s head against the wall because she had talked to 
an adult (female) detainee. But the child remarked that if 
they had not been placed together with adults in the same 
building, she would not have gotten a beating. The service 
providers indicated in the interviews that they are left at 
the mercy of the system and that they try to make the best 
of the situation. They indicated that this problem of contact 
with adults should be dealt with by their superiors.

3.4 Prevalence of violence in (pre-trial) detention
 
As mentioned earlier, the opinion and experiences of the 
children in (pre-trial) detention, with regard to physical, 
mental and sexual violence, is central within the methodo-
logy. But also the concrete numbers in which these types 
of violence occur amongst children in (pre-trial) detention 
were researched. The opinion and experiences on violence 
are measured by using FGS and in-depth interviews with 
ex-detainee children and service providers. 

During the FGS, dozens of association cards were presen-
ted to the children. From these, they had to choose a card 
that they believe reflects violence. After an analysis, it was 
clear that based on the type of association cards selected 
by the children, the conclusion can be drawn that the 
children associate ‘violence’ with diverse matters such as 
power, money, death and even food. After studying the 
corresponding motives given by the children, it is clear that 
it is a negative notion for everyone. In annex III, the selec-
ted cards and the motivations are presented.
The statistical data with the concrete numbers are collected 
through self-completion questionnaires. These forms were 
filled in by all children in (pre-trial) detention at the time of 
the survey; the total population was 86 children. 

In the self-completion questionnaires, the children in (pre-
trial) detention filled in statement blocks on types of vio-
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lence, the frequency and the perpetrators of violence they 
have experienced. The children in (pre-trial) detention were 
asked if they experienced certain things once in their life 
or in the previous school year (2014-2015) or in this school 
year (2015-2016), and if yes, how often this occurred. In the 
statements, in addition to violence, partial attention was 
also given to the degree of positive stimulus experienced 
by children. 

Based on both the quantitative and the qualitative research 
results, an analysis was made of the extent to which child-
ren in (pre-trial) detention are placed in a safe environment. 
The results of the various types of violence are described in 
the paragraphs below. 

In this study, a division was made of the perpetrators of 
mental violence. On the one hand, these are the children 
(mutually) in (pre-trial) detention, and on the other hand, 
the service providers within the (pre-trial) detention sys-
tem. The outcomes will each time be discussed within the 
scope of these two groups.

3.4.1 Mental violence

With ‘mental violence’ in this study, is meant ‘each expres-
sion of power through threats, manipulation, bullying, 
humiliation, etc. Children in (pre-trial) detention often find 
themselves in a dependent position whereby service provi-
ders exercise power over them. In such setting, the service 
providers can abuse their power. This abuse of power is 
repeatedly mentioned by the ex-detainee children during 
the FGS. But also the power struggle among children is 
frequently described. The results of the self-completion 

questionnaires show the same; the children in (pre-trial) de-
tention reported that they frequently experienced negative 
expressions. With regard to the various types of negative 
mental influence, it was shown that ‘yelling’ (24%) oc-
curs most frequent, followed by ‘calling names’ (23%) and 
‘insulting’ 23%). With respect to frequency, this does not 
prove to be incidental but often appears to have occurred 
more than 12 times, in the past year. Similarly, nearly 1 to 4 
children experienced being shouted or yelled at, more than 
12 times in the past year. Table 14 gives an overview of the 
prevalence of mental violence.

The statements block of the ‘perpetrators of mental vio-
lence’ give an answer to the question as to who exerts this 
mental violence, the statements block (see table 15 State-
ments block Ib). The perpetrators of mental violence in the 
form of shouting or yelling were shown to be in particular 
the penitentiary officials and other children. Table 15 further 
indicates that children mutually calling each other names 
occurs most frequently (59%). Extreme statements such as 
by an actor who said ‘that it would be better if I was dead 
or never born’, regards, in half of the cases, other children 
(50%). Penitentiary officials (22%) and police officers (34%) 
also appear to sometimes make such remarks.

More specifically, it is shown that the actors involved in 
shouting or yelling are in particular the penitentiary officials 
(49%) and the police officers (40%). Name-calling is experi-
enced most from the other children (59%) and the peniten-
tiary officials (35%). Insulting remarks are made most by the 
other children (45%) and the penitentiary officials (41%), 
according to the children in (pre-trial) detention. 

  

Table 14    Statements block I prevalence of mental violence

1. shouted and/or yelled 
   at me
2. called me names
3. insulted me in front
     of others 
4. told me that I was better 
     or never born

24

23
23

15

2

2
1

0

14

8
14

4

9

9
11

7

4

17
6

2

12

5
4

2

NEVER
(%)

7-9 
times 
(%)

2-3 
times  
(%)

More than 
12 times  
(%)

      CURRENT SCHOOL YEAR AND PREVIOUS SCHOOL YEAR

        Mental violence  (n=86)

1 time 
(%)

10-12
times 
(%) 

4-6 
times 
(%)

Longer 
ago 
(%)

19

8
7

7

16

27
34

63
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The fact that the communication with the service providers 
needs improvement is also clear from the results of the FGS. 
The ex-detainees reported that they often do not experi-
ence the way the service providers talk to them as positive. 
Similarly, an ex-detainee child said:

“Those p.a.’s (penitentiary officials)… they should… they 
must change their manners…some of them are unable to 
communicate with people. […] If you do something, they 
shout at you, instead of talking calmly, because they just 
want to make noise. And sometimes… Some of them, if 
they have nothing to do, they come and pester you. So if 
something happened to them at home, for example they 
are stressed, they take this out on you.

Another respondent tells about an insulting remark:
“The nurses were there but they were nonchalant because 
for example, they didn’t bring medicine on time and they 
only used it in special cases. And if they got complaints, 
they told us ‘dai no bem kong dja’.” (Freely translated: you 
should not have come here then).

In the FGS, the ex-detainee children were also asked what 
needs to be changed in the institutions. They indicated that 
the way communication with them takes place could be 
very different. They want to be talked to more, instead of 
being yelled at, and that they receive less beatings. In the 
interviews with the service providers, a few reported that 
‘talking in a normal way’ is not effective with this target 
group, “because the children only listen to you if you yell at 
them”. They believe this is because they are accustomed to 
this at home.

Child-child
Power relations amongst children in (pre-trial) detention 
are manifest between ‘stronger’ and ‘less strong’ child-
ren. The ‘less strong’ children are often a victim of mental 
violence, as well as of abusive words. The results show that 

name-calling amongst children mutually occurs with 71%, 
of which 41% of the name-calling took place more than 5 
times in the past 12 months. Of the children in (pre-trial) 
detention, 29% was never called names. Table 16 gives an 
overview of the frequency of mutual name-calling amongst 
the children in (pre-trial) detention.
  
Contrary to this is the question how often children within 
the institution are friendly towards each other, for example 
by helping each other when they need help A group of 56% 
of the children in (pre-trial) detention appeared to have 
experienced this. 28% of the children reported that other 
children are sometimes friendly towards them. For 9%, this 
is seldom and 7% of the children never experienced friend-
liness from another child in the institution. 

Bullying
In this study, the theme ‘bullying’ is included as a sepa-
rate subject, as a type of violence . It is clear that 49% of 
the children in (pre-trial) detention experienced bullying. 
The most common type of bullying amongst the children 
appeared to be ‘making someone look ridiculous and 
‘insulting someone’. Table 17 gives a representation of the 
various measures types of bullying.

The frequency of bullying of the children in (pre-trial) de-
tention is represented in table 18. It is clear that 53% of the 
children in (pre-trial) detention was bullied on ‘1 or more 
days’. Within this group, 22% reported a high frequency: in 
the past 12 months, ‘more than 10 days’.

Looking at the two institutions, it is clear that in Opa Doelie, 
a larger group of children is bullied (61%), compared to in 
JOG (47%). However, the group of children who was bul-
lied ‘more than 10 days’, in the past year, is larger in JOG 
(26%), compared to the group of ‘often bullied children’ in 
pre-trial detention (18%). The reasons for the bullying are 
included in table 19. The reasons are diverse and a group of 

  

1. shouted and/or yelled at me
2. called me names
3. insulted me in front of others 
4. told me that I was better dead or never born

11
5
2
0

30
59
45
50

49
35
41
22

72
63
56
32

40
22
27
34

14
3
4
0

Activity/Perpetrators Police 
officer  
(%)

N Male 
teacher
(%)

Female 
teacher
(%)

P.a.
(%)

Other 
child  
(%)

Table 15   Statements block Ib perpetrators of mental violence
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19% ‘does not know’ why they are being bullied. The next 
following common reasons why children in (pre-trial) de-
tention are bullied, are ‘other reasons’ than those reported 
as answer options.

For the option ‘another mentioned reason’, diverse and 
sometimes incorrect answers were given that could there-
fore not be easily categorized. This is probably because 
not all children had understood the question properly. For 
example, they reported as reasons: ‘I was made to look 
ridiculous’, ‘if I’m asleep, they smear Colgate on my face’. 
Being bullied because of an offence committed by the 
children, was mentioned twice (whilst this is confidential 
information). The children further gave as reason for bully-
ing: ‘I always do my best to take care of my own things; I am 
better than them; I told him that he was cheating; I did not 
want to interfere with a certain boy; I was sometimes forced 
by the management to wear large pants, I had received an 
extension; I could not read good; They had taken my bread 
and I had a big mouth towards them; They don’t like me; 

They think that I’m telling on them, they feel that I always 
want to look smart, and you don’t have to do anything; 
they start with you themselves’.

With another (control) question (question 21) on bullying, 
48% of the children reported that are not being bullied. Of 
the 52% of the children who are indeed being bullied, there 
is a three-part division of perpetrators. There is a constant 
group of 16% or 17% who reports that the perpetrator is 
‘another child’, ‘another group of children’ or ‘multiple 
groups of children’. Table 20 gives an overview of this.

The FGS shows that amongst the ‘less strong’ children there 
are certain groups that are bullied frequently. Their name/
description of the groups is as follows: the “boelers” (ho-
mosexuals), the children arrested or sentenced for sexual 
offences (such as pedophilia) and “vriendjes” (children 
who do not stand up for themselves). These groups are 
also often a victim of physical violence. Whether you are 
a ‘vriendje’, is determined at your arrival: the children are 

Table 16    Mutual name-calling by children

Calling other children names  (n=86)  %

Never occurred     29
1 time      16
2 or 3 times     12
4 or 5 times     2
More than 5 times    41

Total      100

Table 17    Types of bullying 

Types of bullying amongst children in 
(pre-trial) detention (n=86)   %

I was not bullied    51
I was hit     13
I was made to look ridiculous, was insulted 30
They did not want to talk to me   12
They say bad things about me   20
They called me names    20

  

  
Table 18 Frequency bullied by another child in (pre-trial) detention 

• Never
• 1 day
• 2 or 3 days
• 4 or 5 days
• 6 or 7 days
• 9 or 10 days
• More than 10 days

Totaal

53
11
4
2
4
0
26

100

39
21
13
8
0
2
17

100

Frequency bullied by another child 
(n=86)

Total %

47
15
8
5
2
1
22

100

Opa Doelie % JOG %
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tested by the others. J7 reported in the interview that upon 
arrival in the (pre-trial) detention, there is a threat because 
you are being tested and you had to prove yourself. The 
other children shout all kinds of things towards you to scare 
you. This situation was also described in the FGS: “wan 
new kaw e kon, wo merki ing”. (Freely translated: ‘a new 
cow has come in, we will milk him). The boy who shouted 
was suspended for this by the service provider and if he 
would shout again, the punishment would be more severe: 
“tweede lesi na kirie’baster ie ede, te yu e taki”. (Freely 
translated: the second time, they smash your head until 
you talk (answer their questions).

This is how the bullying happened on the first day. An 
example is that new-comers have to sleep under the bed, 
the first couple of nights, as they call it: “You are placed in 
the freezer” (the place under the bed where it is cold). New-
comers have to sleep there without a matrass or blanket). 
Further, they take things from the ‘vriendjes’, such as the 
food they get from home and toiletries. 

“Chances are great in JOG, on your first day, that they beat 
you”, according to one respondent. “If your parents or 
other people bring you food and you are locked up in JOG, 
the inmates take your food and everything you get from 
people (toothbrush, toilet paper, cigarettes, etc.)”.

The consequences of bullying, in addition to the mental 
violence inflicted on the child, are that you are called a 
‘vriendje’. Being a ‘vriendje’ in turn, has other consequen-
ces: “Deng mang sa e doe lek bobo no veilig jere!” (Freely 
translated: The children who don’t stand up for themselves 
are not safe).

Also, the ‘vriendjes’ often have to do chores for others, for 
example, cleaning work, etc.
They are also more easily a victim of sexual violence and 
physical violence.

“Sometimes mutual fights break out, usually amongst 
boys who are there a longer time. They are often irritated 
because they stress a lot. These boys pick a fight, they chal-
lenge you, especially the new-comers. Just to get a higher 
position, but they don’t always succeed.”

Further, a group of children can be distinguished who pass 
information on (tell on someone). This group is also often 
a victim of violence by other children. In JOG, if you are a 
‘snitch’, you are really liked by the police officers, otherwise 
they do not get information if something happens. You 
then get protection from the service providers but you are 
not safe amongst the other children, according to the ex-
detainee children.

Also amongst the police officers/penitentiary officials, a 
selection is immediately made at arrival of new-comers, 
which child to put together in a cell with another child. This 
selection takes place based on the (regular) interviewing. 
According to the ex-detainee children, a child who shows 
a ‘tough’ attitude (‘bikkel’), is placed in a cell with others of 
the same caliber. In Opa Doelie, 3 boys are placed in a cell 
and the strongest boy determines what happens: “a moro 
wreed man e tek over”. (Freely translated: the strongest 
man takes control).

In short, the children have to ‘prove’ themselves by winning 
fights or withstanding bullying. Once they have shown 
that they cannot be kicked around, their position is safe. 
The children who are unable to do this, are at the mercy of 
others. These children choose to join a ‘gang’.

Protection from the service providers is, for that matter, 
not always present. The police officers/penitentiary officials 
sometimes do not say anything and they just allow bully-
ing by other children. They only intervene if they feel that 
things are going too far. J7 reports: “they probably do so 

 Table 19   Reasons of bullying by children 
in (pre-trial) detention

Table 20   Bullying of children in (pre-trial) detention

Reasons of bullying by children in (pre-trial) detention 
(n=86)     %

I was not bullied    49
I do not know     19
Another reason     16
Because I cannot learn    7
Because they think I am ugly   6
Because they think that I am a homosexual 
or lesbian     5
Because I am poor    2

Are the children who bully you part
of a ‘gang’  (n=86)    %

No, I was not bullied    48
No, there is just 1 other child who bullies me 18
Yes, they form a group against me  18
Yes, children from various groups (gangs) 16

Total      100
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because they (the police officers) want the boys to under-
stand that they should not do it again […] that they have 
to feel it”. J7 thinks that this is ‘sometimes indeed’ a good 
method to punish the boys because they are indeed hard 
of hearing. 

And sometimes, the service providers even participate in 
the bullying. “In Opa Doelie, the police officers also bully 
you because they put you in a cell where they beat you, but 
this is by far not as bad as in JOG, because there they really 
transform you. They take everything you get from outside”.

Another aspect of safety regards the belongings of child-
ren in (pre-trial) detention. In this survey, the question was 
also asked whether the children (sometimes sentenced for 
theft), become a victim themselves of theft in the insti-
tution. When asked whether someone in the institution 
stole something from them in the past 12 months, this was 
shown to be the case for 53% of the children. Table 21 gives 
an overview of the frequency of the children in (pre-trial) 
detention of whom something was stolen in the institution.

Not only material things are taken from the children, they 
are also ‘denied privileges’, under the name of ‘suspension’. 
This punishment is also experienced by the children as 
mental violence. The suspension means being denied privi-
leges such as eating food together with the other children 
in the dining hall, going to school, etc. In conformity with 
the Children’s Rights Treaty, this is a violation of their rights. 
In particular considering the duration of this punishment 
which varies from 2 days to 2 weeks. When asked what this 
means exactly, J7 explains: 

“For example, if you called a police officer names or you did 
something you were not allowed to do, you got two weeks 
suspension, so you were not allowed to go to the dining 
hall and to go to school. You received your food in your 
cell…so you were not even allowed to go outside.” J7 indi-

cates that this frustrating: “You really get frustrated, you see 
others walking outside but you can’t go. In the cell, there’s 
nothing to do, so you sleep all day. […] You start to take 
your stress out on the others (children). You really become 
aggressive and you want to do something to them.”

Sometimes, the detention itself has such an effect on the 
children that they experience it as mental violence, without 
this being related to interaction with the service providers 
or other children. The psychological effect of detention 
on children can take on serious forms. This was clear, for 
example, from the experience of M2. When she was told 
that she had to go to JOG, she wanted to commit suicide. 
She resisted physically and the officers beat her with the  
“kwiemmie” (baton) on her ties and hands. No one talked 
to M2 because she did not want this herself. Not even with 
the social worker or her grandmother. M2’s grandmother 
told her that she “had to go to Boma to learn manners. My 
grandma didn’t want me”. M2 indicates that it is true that 
she was not listening to her grandmother, but this was 
because she “talks nonsense, and just like the social worker, 
she told lies to the judge”. About her suicide attempt,  M2 
never talked about her suicide attempt with anyone. She 
says that she never thought about it again once she was 
placed in JOG. “In JOG, I felt different, because I already 
knew them (other children)…of Opa Doelie)”. Support, in 
the form of talking and being together with age peers has 
helped her.

Contact with home, as is clear from above quote, is not 
supportive for this child. Even so, contact with home has a 
positive effect in many cases. Additionally, it is the child-
ren’s right to maintain contact with their parents during 
(pre-trial) detention. Regardless of this, one of the intervie-
wed ex-detainee children reported that a female senior po-
lice officer in juvenile transit home Opa Doelie, temporarily 
put a stop to his calls to his home. He described: “She is the 
type of woman who never wanted us to do these things. 
All boys there, hated het.” She said: “You are detainees, so 
you’re not allowed contact with the world outside”. J7 indi-
cates that he believes that this is not a good thing because 
“some children do have to talk to their parents before they 
do stupid things in here.” When asked what kind of things, 
J7 answered: “such as committing suicide”. Some boys want 
to commit suicide when the judge tells them that they have 
to go to JOG. J7 experiences such cases twice during his 
pre-trial detention period of 5 months.  When asked how 
the service providers deal with this, J7 answered: 

Table 21   Victim of theft in the institution  

Victim of theft in the institution 
 (n=86)     %

• Never     47
• 1 time     26
• More than 5 times    15
• 2 or 3 times     12

Totaal      100
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“They (those children) are kept in isolation one week to two 
weeks …without clothes. […] because they will otherwise 
hang themselves with their clothes […] the psychologist 
went to them every day. For post-care, the psychologist 
went to JOG 2 or 3 times, to check on them.” 

The boys who want to commit suicide, are usually boys 
who received a sentencing of 3, 4 or 5 years from the judge. 
This punishment sounds so severe that they no longer want 
to live, according to one of the ex-detainee children. 

Mental care
It is described earlier, how the mental psyche of some child-
ren comes under pressure during the detention period. 
For this reason, mental care is available for the children in 
(pre-trial) detention. It is clear from the interviews with the 
service providers that the mental care for children in (pre-
trial) detention is the responsibility of the social worker and 
the psychologist, but in practice, the responsibility is also 
with the penitentiary officials. They are, however, not spe-
cially trained for this. The lawyer closely involved in the fate 
of the child during the arrest, also fulfills a psychological 
role in this phase. In the FGS and during the interviews, the 
children reported that they experience it as pleasant that 
the lawyer explains the procedure to them and what they 
can expect. During pre-trial detention, the children also 
have an intake interview with a social worker. A talk with 
the psychologist is only established upon special request 
from the judge.

During the detention period, a child can request an ap-
pointment with the psychologist him/herself, via the 
penitentiary official, social worker or physician. With regard 
to the psychological counselling of the children, a psycho-
logist was recruited since 2014, at the Youth Child Protec-
tion (JKB) department. There are also a few psychiatric 
cases (mostly related to drug use), amongst the youth, and 
they are counselled by specialists in PCS (Psychiatric Centre 
Suriname). In relation to psychological care, religious coun-
selling is further also provided every Monday, and the RK 
Bisdom (Roman Catholic Episcopacy) visits the institution, 
2 times per month. Also, discussion groups are held via JKB, 
with the children who have been sentenced.

It is clear from the interviews with the service providers, 
that the mental care can be improved. Not all employees 
are sufficiently trained to give optimal counselling and to 
communicate with this specific target group. However, 
this viewpoint is not shared unanimously but indeed ap-
plies to the majority. The service providers reported that 
talking about their feelings (personal aspects), is new to 
the children and they are not accustomed to psychological 
services. Naturally, the response varies from child to child. 
Some children have a yearlong need to talk whilst others 

feel uneasy, in particular about the idea that they have to 
talk to a psychologist. They also sometimes have a wrong 
perception. The first 

response of some children is: “I am not crazy, I don’t have to 
go to the psychologist”. Through information sessions, the 
children are explained what the role of the psychologist is. 
In this way, the barrier is lowered and more children dare 
to share their emotions so that more causes of behavioral 
problems can be examined and possible problems can be 
prevented. 

To achieve this goal, the standard cognitive behavioral the-
rapies that are applied internationally, must be adapted to 
the Surinamese culture. For example, the principle where 
thoughts come from is not commonly known amongst the 
children. This should therefore get special attention. Due 
to lack of time and understaffing, not all required subjects 
are discussed with the children. One psychologist for all 86 
children is not sufficient. 

Positive mental influencing 

Apart from the negative psychological acts, a measurement 
was also done as to whether the children experienced a 
positive stimulus, at one time or another, during the deten-
tion period. Table 22 represents the data in this regard. The 
complete statements  are represented in the self-comple-
tion questionnaire, in annex II. A positive influence, in the 
form of attention and a listening ear, is shown to have been 
experienced more than 12 times in the past year, by 55% of 
the children. ‘Support and stimulus’ was experienced by 
50% of the children in (pre-trial) detention. Of the children 
in (pre-trial) detention, 38% (more than 12 times in the past 
year), were explained what they did wrong and why it was 
wrong.

The big question is now, who is giving this support. It is 
clear from the FGS and interviews, that in addition to from 
their peers, the children sometimes also receive a positive 
stimulus from the police officers and penitentiary offici-
als. The penitentiary officials who are involved with the 
children day and night, have sometimes also built up a care 
providing relation with the children. Similarly, M2 reports 
that she had various ‘mothers’ (female penitentiary offici-
als), in JOG:

“There was one ‘nurse’ (female penitentiary official) who 
liked me. She took me as her daughter and she did every-
thing for me”... “so if I asked her something, she gave it to 
me. But I rarely asked her anything. So she will come one 
day and she brings it for me, and she also brings things for 
the other children, or else… some children went and told 
the OD (sub-director) a whole bunch of nonsense… ‘nurse’ 
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X brought something for M2, that’s why I show miscon-
duct’. One of the female p.a., told this to the OD about her 
own colleague.” 

The ‘nurse’ from then on brought things secretly. M2 
indicates that the ‘nurse’ brought her sweets, toiletries and 
clothes. M1 had someone she could talk to, a ‘nurse’. M1 
reports: 

“I really had a mother in there, not only one but….so she 
was…she understood life…she understood me better than 
the others. There were more okay, but this one… she’s my 
number one. Yes, she always told me ‘this is only for a short 
time’ and ‘you are here to better yourself’, so I should take 
with me what they taught me. And she told me not to cry 
everyday because it’s just for a short time. Yes, she gave me 
a push.”

This support from the penitentiary officials is greatly ap-
preciated by the girls. Amongst the boys, similar bounds 
were not explicitly described. However, the boys did report 
during the  focus group sessions, that not all penitentiary 
officials were ‘all that bad’ and that some of them indeed 
fulfilled a protective and reassuring role in their life. Such 
as the ‘oso pa’, (Freely translated: father figure), a male 
penitentiary official who they could always go to if they had 
something.

The psychologist also fulfills an important role in mental 
care. Physically, M2 could bear with the detention, as she 
reported during the interview, but mentally, it was some-
times hard. M1 also had a talk with the psychologist every 
Monday. She reports: “All pupils have a day on which they 
have to go, so every week”. M1 benefited a lot from these 
talks: 

“It was good, I’m still in contact with her (psychologist), we 
sometimes go out. With her, I can pour out my heart and 
afterwards (after the talk), I was happy again.”

M2 had weekly talks with the psychologist during her 
detention period. She trusted her and she even maintained 
contact with her after her detention. She reports: 

“…I could communicate better with her (psychologist), 
than with my social worker, because if I told her (social 
worker) something, she tells it to other people and I don’t 
like that. But if you tell the psychologist something, she 
tells no one, as long as you don’t ask her to, she won’t tell it 
to others.”

With other service providers, it is clear that the care is still 
not always optimal. The lack of confidentiality with the 
social worker should get more attention because it was 
mentioned by several children in the FGS. A few service 
providers also confirmed the violation of privacy by some 
of the service providers. Simultaneously however, the servi-
ces providers also fulfill a positive role. 
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Table 22   Statements block I prevalence of mental violence

1. gives me attention and listens 
to me
2. always supports and encoura-
ges me
3. explains to me when I did so-
mething wrong and why I should 
not do it again
4. always asks me if I did my 
homework
5. rewards me if I do something 
good
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It is clear from the results of the self-completion question-
naires, similar to the results from the qualitative research 
results, that a portion of the service providers fulfills a 
positive role. Table 23 gives an overview of this. The social 
workers and the psychologist are not included in the 
self-completion questionnaires (due to the comparability 
with other groups of children for the larger survey). Of the 
service providers who are included in the form, the female 
teachers appear to give positive stimulus most frequently. 
The positive influencing in the form of giving attention, 
listening, giving support and stimulus, originates primarily 
from the teachers and other children.

As was clear from the FGS and the interviews, the police 
officers and penitentiary officials also appear to give a 
positive stimulus. Of the children in (pre-trial) detention, 
39% of the children received attention from the penitenti-
ary officials and 39% of the children receives attention from 
the police officers. The penitentiary officials, in particular 
are shown to explain to the children what they did wrong. 
Additionally, in particular the children, appear to stimulate 
each other mutually in various ways. Over 61% of the child-
ren experiences support from other children in the form of 
attention and a listening ear. 

3.4.2 Physical violence

A change-over was made from mental violence to physical 
violence. Both the qualitative and the quantitative study 
results show that physical violence occurs against and 
between the children mutually, in (pre-trial) detention. 

These types of violence are often inter-related because 
physical violence amongst children often leads to inter-
vention by the service providers with physical violence. An 
example of this, is described by an ex-detainee child:

“Fighting (amongst boys) sometimes broke out in the com-
munal dining hall. The penitentiary officials let the boys 
fight it out, they don’t come. De mang (children) e flauw ie, 
te yu wiki de mang e naki go doro.” (Freely translated: the 
penitentiary officials don’t come (on time), they beat you 
till you lose consciousness. And when you come to, they 
beat you again). “The fighters were afterwards locked up in 
isolation.”

The quantitative study results show that violence occurs in 
both detention and pre-trial detention; 95% of the children 
in Opa Doelie and 98% of the children in JOG, reported that 
they experienced physical violence during their detention 
period.

The children in (pre-trial) detention were further asked in 
the self-completion questionnaires, if they themselves had 
hit, shoved, kicked or spit at other children. To this ques-
tion, 57% of the children responded that they never this. 
The other group of children (43%) responded to have once 
done this. Table 24 gives an overview of the frequency of 
hitting, shoving, kicking other children or spitting at them, 
by the children in (pre-trial) detention.

If mutual violence occurs, this is incidental in 16% of the 
cases and ‘more than 5 times in the past year’, in 15% of the 

  

1. gives me attention and listens to me
2. always supports and encourages me
3. explains to me when I did something 
wrong and why I should not do it again
4. always asks me if I did my homework
5. rewards me if I did something good
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Table 23   Statements block la actors of positive stimulus

Statements block Ia actors of positive stimulus
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cases. This last group is the group of ‘frequent perpetrators’ 
and forms a problem. These are the ‘aggressive children’, 
according to the service providers. 

The interviews with the service providers show that this 
group of ‘aggressive’ children already experienced aggres-
sive behavior prior to detention. The child was sometimes 
a perpetrator of violence him/herself and sometimes a 
victim. Aggressive behavior can psychologically be trig-
gered again during (pre-trial) detention. Some children, 
for example, let themselves be influenced by groups that 
are violent. The boys, for example, are taken apart during 
fights, if the fight does not stop. They are then punished: 
isolation or staying in their cell, which also implies that they 
are not allowed to participate in sports activities. According 
to the service providers, the causes of violence amongst 
children are:
• Refraining from sex.
• An agressive nature.
• Not wanting to be a ‘vriendje/mietje’ 
 (this is provoked due to peer pressure).
• No immediate confidant available for trauma 
 processing.

According to the service providers, prevention of violence 
amongst children is the best method so this is stimulated. 
The service providers report: “If they (the children) are 
provoked, they can come to us with a complaint, but some-
times, it’s inevitable that they fight amongst each other”. 
The penitentiary officials then try to keep both parties away 
from each other. They look for ways to keep the children 
from getting in close contact with each other.

It is, however, not always possible to prevent fights. 
The service providers indicated that during these fights 
amongst the children, the children sometimes even pulled 
out weapons. The service providers reported that the child-
ren made these weapons themselves but that any object 
could be used as a weapon. For this reason, it is important 
that the service providers are alert at all times. One service 
provider reports: 

“Everything is a weapon for these boys, from nails to 
spoons (they now use plastic spoons instead of metal 
spoons, and they sharpen the back piece to turn it into a 
weapon), the room-door lock, a pebble wrapped in a piece 
of cloth or plastic, bath buckets (they remove the handles 
of the buckets), clothes-hangers, razor blades, (metal) lid 
pistons, everything is a weapon. They use everything they 
can find to go at each other to prove ‘who is the boss’. You 
are constantly busy but you don’t have eyes enough. Every 
time a situation occurs, you learn from it.”

During the FGS, the children also reported that various 
weapons are associated with the violence in detention 
amongst the boys, such as: ‘tif bosro’ (toothbrush), ‘bedi 
planga’ (bed board) and ‘djoekoe nanga pen nanga pot-
lood’ (Freely translated: stabbing with a pen or pencil). The 
outcomes of the self-completion questionnaires filled in by 
the children in (pre-trial) detention show that 24% of the 
children carried a weapon with them to protect themselves, 
in the past 12 months. Of this group of ‘armed children’, 8% 
had their weapon with them on ‘more than 10 days’. Table 
25 gives an overview of this.

There are cases in which children in (pre-trial) detention 
were injured once or multiple times, in the past 12 months, 
as a result of a fight with another child.  The outcome of 
the self-completion forms shows that 17% of the children 
reported that they were injured 1 time or multiple times, by 
other children in (pre-trial) detention. An ex-detainee child 
reports:

“A boy wanted to stab me with a weapon in school, I told 
him that I was not playing. He then stabbed me with it. I 
got up again and I stabbed him with the same weapon.”

The service providers report that due to the fact that vio-
lence occurs amongst the children, they have developed a 
special way of thinking and attitude. The reasoning of the 
children is: “If I know that you have a weapon, I will look for 
something too to arm myself”. This keeps the vicious circle 
alive.

Table 24   Frequency of hitting, shoving, kicking or 
spitting at other children, themselves

Frequency of hitting, shoving, kicking 
or spitting  (n=86)    %

Never occurred     57
1 time      16
2 or 3 times     7
4 or 5 times     5
More than 5 times    15

Total      100
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During the FGS, a similar situation was described by the 
ex-detainee children. They indicated that you are not even 
safe in your cell: “Your own cell mate can kill you in your 
sleep. They make a knife from their toothbrush, alla mang 
ab wan priem” (Freely translated: all boys have a self-made 
stabbing weapon). The boys indicate that you have to 
constantly alert and this leads to stress. This stress, in turn, 
leads to an escalation: fights are often initiated with a thre-
atening warning: “Ie nom sribie, want mi o volg ie” (Freely 
translated: you should never sleep because I’m following 
you).

The results from the self-completion questionnaires , also 
show that fights occur in the institution. The children in 
(pre-trial) detention reported that children in particular, 
fight with each other (45%). Table 26 gives an overview of 
the perpetrators.

Table 26 shows that 23% of the children in (pre-trial) 
detention witnessed other children and adults fighting in 
(pre-trial) detention. During the FGS, multiple stories were 
told by ex-detainee children about the violence used by 
the service providers against the children. A few quotes are: 
“The children were hit with guns and kwiemmie (baton), 
they were also kicked with the boots to weaken them at 
the knee, and they were also pushed from the stairs.” “They 
beat you up for stupid reasons or sometimes just to bully 
you”. “They hit the children in detention with a ‘kwiemmie’ 
on their arms, back and legs. They also gave them ‘bere 
kofoe’s’ (Freely translated: punch in the stomach).” 

The majority of service providers also reported the occur-
rence of physical violence by adults against children in 
(pre-trial) detention. Beginning of 2016, an appointment 
was made between the service providers and the manage-
ment of the institution, as the result of an incident whereby 
physical violence was used by an adult service provider 
against a child. The management pointed out that hitting 
is not allowed and that the service providers have to talk to 
the children. One service provider reports: “We received the 
instruction from management to hit the children as little as 
possible, talking helps, isolation helps, put them in isolation 
and don’t look at them, and don’t touch their body. And we 
try to do that, because there can be consequences for both 
parties”. Likewise, a service provider was transferred to ano-
ther section after having used violence against a child.

The service providers also indicate that the children also 
show verbally violent behavior against the service provi-
ders. Aggressive children, for example, often call the peni-
tentiary officials names. But a pupil physically harassing a 
penitentiary official almost never occurs.

According to one of the service providers, physical violence 
between service providers and the children does not occur 
because it is prohibited. The service providers should not 
do these things in these times: “using violence, yes, maybe 
this was done in the 60’s or 70’s, but as we receive more 
training…we get more information, and the management 
is trying to eliminate violence”. All other service providers 
indicate that physical violence indeed occurs. One of the 
service providers reports that physical violence against 
children is sometimes even inevitable. 

Table 25 Children in (pre-trial) detention with a weapon

Table 26 Children or adults who fight with each other, 
i.e. harshly hit, kick and/or slap each other 

Possession of a weapon  (n=86)   %

• Never     76
• 1 day      6
• 2 or 3 days     9
• 6 or 7 days     1
• More than 10 days    8

Total      100

Perpetrators of physical violence  (n=84) %

• Yes, children and adults   23
• No, neither     24
• Yes, children     45
• Yes, adults     5

Total      100
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The service providers report that there are less fights 
lately, compared to the past. And that the management 
of CPI should take measures to deal with penitentiary 
officials who use physical violence against children. Even 
so, provoking amongst the pupils is still taking place. “You 
don’t have eyes enough, something will happen. All hell 
will break loose one day, in an unwatched moment, so the 
service providers should always be alert.” “Sometimes, the 
service providers of other sections fill in for us. If a fight 
breaks out, they act and apply the rules that apply to the 
adults (physical violence). The service providers on per-
manent duty in the juvenile section are aware of the fact 
that physical violence are not allowed”, as reported by one 
service provider.

Still, it is sometimes necessary to call the boys to order in an 
‘appropriate’ manner when there is a fight. The method to 
be applied varies, as reported by the service providers:

“Some boys just have it in them, as long as you don’t hit 
them, they don’t calm down. But that doesn’t happen 
frequently. Three-quarter of the boys we have here, have 
never been hit in the institution.” 

“Some boys don’t want to listen, they are not here in their 
head, they’re in a different world. But these are exceptions 

where you have to act physically. There’s always one boy 
who will report the fight at the penitentiary officials and 
they usually stop then, once a p.a. appears. Some of the 
boys want to show their strength and you have to inter-
vene then, to stop the fight.”

Apart from the separate questions  on experiences with 
violence, the children in (pre-trial) detention also filled in 
statements blocks in the self-completion questionnaires, 
on the types of violence, the frequency thereof and the 
perpetrators. The children in (pre-trial) detention were 
asked if they once experienced certain things in their life, 
in the previous school year (2014-2015) or in the current 
school year (2015-2016), and if so, how often this occurred. 
In statements block II: ‘physical violence’, the collected data 
is represented on the physical violence inflicted on child-
ren in (pre-trial) detention. These quantitative research are 
consistent with the previously outlined qualitative data.

Table 27 shows that 58% of the children in (pre-trial) deten-
tion have once kicked, hit or shook other children, harshly. 
In addition, 49% of the children in (pre-trial) detention 
reported that they were beaten with an object. Remarkable 
is furthermore that 71% of the children in (pre-trial) deten-
tion reported that other children in the institution were hit, 
slapped or kicked harshly. 
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Table 27 Statements block II physical violence

1. Kicked, slapped or shook me 
harshly
2. Beat me with a belt, stick or 
other object
3. Tied me up so that I could not 
(hardly) move
4. Injured me, as punishment
5. Did not give me food as 
punishment
6. Destroyed my things
7. Injured me physically
8. Destroyed things from  other 
children in the institution
9. Harshly hit, slapped and/
or kicked other children in the 
institution

13

12

6

7
0

8
0
12

28

8

6

5

4
1

7
1
7
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8

6

9

4
2

7
1
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6

7
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0
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1
0
1
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1
0

1
0
0

6

NEVER 

(%)

Activity/frequency 7-9 
times  
(%)

2-3 
times 
(%)

More than 
12 times  
(%)

      CURRENT SCHOOL YEAR AND PREVIOUS  SCHOOL YEAR

1 time 

(%)

10-12
times  
(%) 

4-6 
times 
(%)

17

17

11

7
7

11
11
7

12

42

51

67

77
88

61
87
56

29
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In short, many instances of physical violence were ob-
served. This data is consistent with the experiences of the 
ex-detainee children and service providers.

The self-completion questionnaires filled in by the children 
in (pre-trial) detention show that the following types of 
physical violence occurred ‘more than 12 times in the past 
year’:
• ‘Has harshly hit, slapped and/or kicked other children in 
the institution’ (28%).
• ‘Has kicked, slapped or shook me harshly’ (13%).
• ‘Has destroyed things from other children in the institu-
tion’ (12%).

Now that the frequency of the various types of physical vi-
olence is known, an evaluation is made of this new popula-
tion, as to which perpetrators are associated to this group. 
The perpetrators of physical violence appear to be peniten-
tiary officials in most cases, particularly with the following 
types of violence: ‘kicked, slapped or shook me harshly’ 
(54%) and ‘beat me with a belt, stick or other object’ (55%). 
The type of violence ‘locked me up and tied me down so 
that I could not (hardly) move’ was done most by police 
officers. Table 28 (statements block IIa) further shows that 
‘destroying the things from others’ is done most by other 

children (50%). Table 28 gives an overview of the perpetra-
tors of the various types of violence.

With regard to violence in the surroundings, it is shown 
that 71% of the children in (pre-trial) detention witnessed 
how other children in the institution were hit, slapped and/
or kicked harshly. The perpetrator in more than half (53%) 
of the cases is a penitentiary official. 

Table 27 shows that from 39% of the children in (pre-trial) 
detention, something belonging to them was once dest-
royed. In table 28, the perpetrator in more than half of 
these cases (50%), was another child. And table 29 (state-
ments block IIb), shows that 54% of the children in (pre-
trial) detention reported to have destroyed things from 
other children.

Distinction between Opa Doeli and JOG
According to the ex-detainee children, there is a difference 
between the police officers in Opa Doelie and the peniten-
tiary officials in JOG. During the FGS, they said that the po-
lice officers take account of the detainees whilst the peni-
tentiary officials do not. Looking at the difference between 
the institutions, it is shown that 64% of the children in Opa 
Doelie, and 81% of the  children in JOG, have witnessed 

  

Table 28 Statements block IIa perpetrators of physical violence

1. Kicked, slapped or shook me 
harshly
2. Beat me with a belt, stick or 
other object
3. Locked me up and tied me so 
that I could not (hardly) move
4. Injured me as punishment
5. Did not give me food as pu-
nishment
6. Destroyed my things
7. Injured me physically 
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50

N
Activity/Perpetrator 

Male 
teacher
(%) 

Police 
officer 
(%)

P.a.

(%)

Other 
child
(%) 

Female 
teacher
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54

55
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35
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10

34
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violence against children. The penitentiary officials do 
not take account of the children, according to an intervie-
wed ex-detainee child: “de mang e naki yu dwars”. (Freely 
translated: they beat you up badly). In Opa Doeli, they 
only hit you with the ‘kwimmie’ (baton) because they are 
being watched by the inspector and JKB. The police officers 
take account of the detainees, the penitentiary officials do 
not, “de man e nak alla san broko” (Freely translated: they 
smash everything to pieces). Taking account of the children 
does not mean that they are not being hit because another 
respondent said:

“Te de man (politieagenten) e fin wan sani, alla mang e 
njang slag. Veiligheid no de.” (Freely translated: if these 
men (police officers) find something, they beat up all child-
ren. There’s no safety then).

Per institution, there are furthermore also various types of 
service providers, some take the step to physical violence 
quicker than others. Similarly, ex-detainee J7 reports “cer-
tain officers, they were good, but there were others who 
don’t know how they should behave”. When asked how po-
lice officers ‘should behave’, J7 said: “so say, the lights have 
to go out at 9, and you are still talking…then they beat you 
and they throw you in isolation”. When asked where and 
with what, J7 answered that he was beaten on his back and 
buttocks with a baton, in the waiting area. 

J1 also experienced violence in (pre-trial) detention. The 
types of violence, experienced by J1, are fights between 
both police officers and children and amongst the detai-
nees themselves. He indicates, however, that you do have 
to expect more violence in detention from the part of the 
penitentiary officials. But he also believes that you can be 
harassed easily by the other detainees. According to J1, you 
get beaten by police officers at your arrival in the institu-

tion: “Violence against boys is in particular against the boys 
who committed offences that are disapproved of by the 
police officers, such as for example abuse of girls”. Another 
reason why police officers use so much violence in detenti-
on, according to J1, is because they often have to do a shift 
alone and have to keep the entire section under control on 
their own. 

The types of violence known by J2 are physical and men-
tal violence. In detention, J2 experienced ‘calling names’ 
and ‘threats’. According to J2, both the detainees mutually 
and the penitentiary officials, can inflict violence against 
detainees. J2 said during the interview: “for example, when 
the officers find out that the detainees are smoking in the 
cells. They then sometimes beat us but if there’s a ‘snitch’ 
amongst the detainees, he is beaten up by the detainees 
themselves”. When asked about the reason of the violence 
in Opa Doelie, J2 said that this depends on how many times 
a boy has been ‘inside’ (the more times, the more violence), 
and whether the child acts badly against other children.
The self-completion questionnaires show that 74% of the 
children in Opa Doelie, and 87% of the children in JOG, 
registered physical violence. The FGS also show that there 
is a difference between the situation in pre-trial detention 
and detention and that this difference also manifests itself 
in the types of violence. JOG is more brutal compared to 
Opa Doelie, as reported by the ex-detainee children. “Opa 
Doelie moro flexi” (Freely translated: In Opa Doelie they are 
more flexible). This also became clear from the interviews 
with the ex-detainee children. They said: “The chance that 
you get beaten on the first day, is greater in JOG. When 
your parents or other people bring you food and you’re in 
JOG, the inmates take your food and all that you get from 
your people (toothbrushes, toilet paper, cigarettes, etc.). In 
JOG, drugs also gets smuggled in.”

  

Table 29 Statements block IIb perpetrators observation of violence inflicted on other children

1. Destroyed things from other 
children in the institution
2. Harshly hit, slapped and/
or kicked other children in the 
institution 

0

2

11

30

0

2
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23

NActivity/Perpetrator in % Male 
teacher
(%) 

Police
officer 
(%)

P.a.
(%)

Other 
child 
(%)

Female 
teacher 
(%)

37

53

38

61
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The respondents believe that Opa Doelie is safer than JOG 
and they see Opa Doeli as a care center and shelter. But in 
Opa Doelie, lock up in the isolation room and getting a be-
ating from the police officers, are also used as punishment. 
The officers beat you for the smallest things in Opa Doelie, 
as was reported by one ex-detainee child. 

“One of the boys was kicked and slapped because he 
complained that he didn’t eat butter. And if you complain 
about one officer to another officer, and he finds out, he 
will be on the look-out for you. Yes, the officers hit the boys 
with their gun.” 

“Yes, you are harassed in Opa Doelie by the officers be-
cause they put you in a cell where they beat you. But that’s 
not half as bad as in JOG because there, they transform you 
completely. Everything you get from outside, is taken from 
you. Opa Doelie is really a care center and shelter, compa-
red to JOG”

Types of punishment
In addition to physical violence as punishment, other types 
of punishment are also used in (pre-trial) detention. The 
service providers reported that the punishments some-
times overlap each other: “First, they put you in the (isola-
tion) cell to cool down and then you have to stay in your 
room, followed by community service”. According to the 
service providers, the choice is made as much as possible 
for community service. The end responsibility for the pu-
nishment to be applied is determined by the management.  

The punishments mentioned by the service providers are:
1. Cell (in a separate room for up to a maximum of 7 days).
2. “KB” (room treatment) or isolation (having to stay in your 
room alone).
3. Community service (“working in the sun”: raking, etc., 
write essays, for example on how to treat women). 
4. Suspension of visits, participation in sports activities, 
making calls, etc. 

The ex-detainee children were asked which punishments 
they experienced during their period in (pre-trial) deten-
tion. Their descriptions are largely similar to those from the 
service providers, with the exception that the descriptions 
of the children of the isolation was reported more exten-
sively. Isolation makes a great impression on the children. 
They had a lot to say about this: “drape ye sribie tap isrie” 
(Freely translated: in there, you have to sleep on a bed with 
iron springs (with no matrass). The children further said 
that if you complain too much in isolation, you are chained 
to the bed or they throw a bucket of cold water on you. This 
while it is already cold in the cell and you have no blanket, 
and you have to lie there in your underwear. “It’s pitch 

dark and you can’t see anything in front of you, in isolation 
there’s no sunlight.”

In Opa Doelie, J7 was sometimes put in isolation, together 
with other boys. According to the J7, the isolation cell is 
about 2 meters in width and 4 meters long. J7 said: “In 
there, you have a bed, without a matrass and no toilet. 
So you were put in there. And you have to stay there the 
whole night.[…] And you don’t sleep, you just sit there…”. 
As stated by J7, he thinks is “really bad”.

The children also said that a combination of punishments 
is sometimes also used. Likewise, one child reported: “First, 
they hit you and then they put you in isolation”. M1 was 
placed in the isolation cell 3 times, during her three-year 
detention period; this punishment was given in combina-
tion with the ‘room treatment’. For the girls, this treatment 
means that you can only leave the room to bath. The remai-
ning time, you have to stay in the room the whole day. M1 
was in the isolation room 1 day as the shortest time, and 4 
days as the longest time. M1 reports: 

“It’s a dark cell. […] you’re only allowed to go outside two 
times per day, to bath. […] Inside, you can only were your 
underwear. […] They only put a cardboard on the floor.
[…]”. “But this dark cell, well,…it’s no good…there are so 
many bats in there, you can get a disease. The first time I 
was there (in the isolation cell), a bat bit me on my toe, it’s 
really nasty in there.” 

3.4.3 Sexual violence

During the introduction of the subject ‘sex’ in the FGS, the 
ex-detainee children became giddy and all started talking 
at once, loudly. It was striking that all of them reported not 
to have been a victim of sexual violence themselves, whilst 
all of them said they witnessed sexual violence with other 
children. They indicate that sexual violence does occur in 
(pre-trial) detention, both between the boys mutually and 
between the service providers and the children. But they 
also reported that no one talks about this openly. They ex-
plained this further: “If the officers see or hear about sexual 
abuse amongst the children mutually, they usually don’t 
interfere. Only if this becomes to ‘cruel’, only then do they 
take action”. 

The service providers reported during the interviews that 
a few children in (pre-trial) detention, were arrested or 
sentenced for sexual offences. These perpetrators of sexual 
violence have often been victims of a sexual offence them-
selves. The boys are often unable to talk about it because 
it is a painful and sensitive subject. Even with mediation of 
the JKB (Youth Child Protection), the psychologist or a male 
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person, the boys do not want to share everything. Boys 
detained for sexual offences, are often harassed, threa-
tened and sometimes even sexually abused, by the other 
children.
 
The results of the FGS are consistent with this. According to 
the ex-detainee children, sexual abuse between the boys 
mutually, takes place in the bathroom/toilet room, and in 
the cells. Below are a few quotes on this:
“Boys are sometimes put in the room with a physically 
stronger boy, by the officers, and they know that he (the 
stronger boy), will abuse the weaker one.” “Based on the of-
fence a boy has committed, he’s place in a specific cell. Boys 
who were sentenced for article 300 and article 299, have 
committed a sexual offence. These boys are being punish-
ment by the other children, ‘den man dat mus srib ondro a 
bedi’.” (Freely translated: they have to sleep under the bed). 
“A man no wasi want a mang o kies fonfon” (Freely trans-
lated: the boy didn’t go to the bathroom to bathe because 
he was afraid to get a beating).“De mang e bonk baby olie 
gi yu in a badkamer: begien olie yu srefie” (Freely transla-
ted: they throw baby oil on you in the bathroom and they 
tell you: start to put baby oil on you (for later). In particular 
boys who have just come in, are extra vulnerable and they 
are tested. You have to prove yourself, show your bounda-
ries and fight for yourself at your arrival. “verkrachting e psa 
te yu na wan vriendje”. (Freely translated: they rape you if 
you are a ‘vriendje’).
During the FGS and the interviews, the ex-detainee 
children shared memories about sexual experiences they 
witnessed from other children. However, when they had to 

fill in their own sexual experiences during their (pre-trial) 
detention period, in the self-completion questionnaires, 
the (anonymous) check showed that the children did not 
do so.  As a result, the number of cases of sexual violence 
reported by the children in (pre-trial) detention in the self-
completion questionnaires, is relatively low. Even so, every 
case is one case to many and therefore worth mentioning. 
For a realistic overview, we zoomed in on and represented 
the cases in absolute numbers.

In the self-completion questionnaires, 33% of the detained 
children reported that they know of ‘other children who 
have had sex within the institution’. In absolute cases, this 
comes down to 28 cases in a population of 86 children. 
When asked whether the children in (pre-trial) detention 
once had sex ‘themselves’ with a person older than 18 
years, 97% ticked that they have never done this. In abso-
lute cases, this comes to 3 cases of children who had sex 
within the institution. When asked if they used a condom 
when they had sex in the institution for the first time, 3 
children reported that they did so (3 other children left this 
question blank).

Table 30 ‘statements block III sexual violence’ gives a 
representation of sexual violence experienced by children 
in (pre-trial) detention. The results show that with regard to 
sexual acts against children, ‘looking at a sex video and/or 
sex photos’, occurs most: 23% (20) of the 86 children, ticked 
this type of sexual violence in their self-completion form. 
In second place, it is clear that the children who ticked ‘loo-
king at a sex video and/or sex photos’’, is most common: 

  

Table 30 Statements block II sexual violence (represented in absolute numbers)

1. Made me look at a sex video and/or sex photos
2. Made a sex video or took photos of me alone and with other people
3. Forced me to look at his/her genitals or touch them, or wanted to 
do this with my genitals
4. Forced me to look at his/her genitals or touch them or did this with 
my genitals
5. Did sexual things with me which I did not like
6. Had sex with me

20
5
5

9

4
3

4
2
2

3

1
0

8
0
0

2

0
1

Activity/frequency (N=86)

Occurred 
1 time in 
the past 
year

More 
than 12 
times in 
the past 
year

Total 
number 
in the 
past 
year
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in 8 of the 20 cases, this was ‘more than 12 times in the past 
year’. In third place,  ‘forced me to look at his/her genitals 
or touch them, or he/she did this with my genitals’ is most 
common with 9 of the 86 children. This act appears to have 
occurred only one time with 3 of the 9 children. The other 
sexual acts occur in total ‘5 or less times’.

Remarkably, the children in (pre-trial) detention have ac-
cess to sex videos and photos whilst in (pre-trial) detention, 
according to the service providers, there is a strict control 
on the children and on the means they have access to. As-
sumedly, there are ways to smuggle this material inside and 
or they get them from others in the institution. During the 
FGS with the ex-detainee children, they reported multiple 
times that mobile phones were brought in the institution 
secretly. The interviews with the ex-detainee children made 
it clear that drugs were also smuggled into the institution. 
Also, they reported in the FGS, that children who are addic-
ted to drugs become a victim of sexual abuse more easily 
because they do everything to get drugs. 

Now that it is known which types of violence occur and the 
frequency of this, the next step in the study is to look at 
the perpetrators. Table 31 gives an overview of this (in this 

table, also, the cases are represented in absolute numbers). 
The most frequent sexual acts appear to occur amongst the 
children mutually. In the last column (with as perpetrator, 
‘another child’), the highest numbers are registered. The ty-
pes ‘did sexual things with me which I did not like’ and ‘had 
sex with me’ occur only between the children mutually.

During the FGS, the boys indicated that the ‘commandan-
ten’ (police officers), look at sex films in their guard room 
and that the boys can hear the sounds in their cell. This is 
consistent with the result of the self-completion question-
naires with regard to the sexual acts by adults/service pro-
viders against children. Likewise, ‘looking at a sex video and 
or sex photos’, with the service providers as perpetrator, 
appears to occur most frequently. However, there are also 
cases of this between the children mutually; for example, 
‘looking at sex videos’ is shown to occur amongst the child-
ren mutually, in 9 of the 18 cases, and in 9 cases with the 
service providers. The type of sexual violence ‘forced me 
to look at his/her genitals or touch them or he/she did this 
with my genitals’, also occurs in most cases between the 
children mutually, but to a lesser degree also amongst the 
service providers.

  

Table 31 Statements block IIIa perpetrators of sexual violence (represented in absolute numbers)

1. Made me look at a sex video 
and or sex photos
2. Made a sex video or took pho-
tos of me alone and with other 
people
3. Forced me to look at his/
her genitals or to touch them 
or wanted to do this with my 
genitals
4. Forced me to look at his/her 
genitals or to touch them, or he/
she did this with my genitals
5. Did sexual things with me 
which I did not like
6. Had seks with me 

0

0

0

0

1

0

3

0

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

9

3

5

5

0

2

N34Activity/Perpetrator Male
teacher
 

Police
officer

P.a. Other 
child

Female
teacher

6

1

1

2

0

0

18

4

7

8

2

2
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The type of sexual violence that occurs most frequently 
amongst the children ‘forced me to look at his/her genitals 
or to touch them, or did this with my genitals’ (with 9 of 
the 86 children) in (pre-trial) detention can be related to 
inserting ‘boegroes’  (small pellets made of plastic), in the 
genitals of the boys. The children do this mutually for each 
other when they are in the cell. Both the ex-detainee child-
ren and the service providers, indicated that this occurs 
very frequently, with all risks involved therein. 
Putting ‘boegroes’ for each other, can be interpreted as 
sexual violence. This because it is done under a specific 
peer pressure and not always voluntarily, as it seems. Ac-
cording to a few service providers, inserting ‘boegroes’ 
does not occur often in Opa Doelie, but more frequently in 
JOG because the required instruments are not allowed in 
the cells. The FGS with the ex-detainee children show that 
the children in detention make the ‘instruments’ them-
selves, to insert the ‘boegroes’. Likewise, the other service 
providers reported:

“Boegroe’s are inserted daily amongst the pupils. But 
the boys don’t see this as a sexual act because that’s not 
the case. The boys in JOG are tough and they behave in 
a macho way. Sex between men is ‘not-done’. Everyone 
here is ‘boy’ and they are ‘boys from the street’. What they 
do outside, is another story, the boys know this between 
themselves, for example if one of them is a homo (gay).” 

The service providers reported that sexual feelings play a 
dominant role at the age of the boys in (pre-trial) detention. 
The service providers tell the children how to deal with this. 
And that if they have certain needs, they should withdraw 
themselves from the others and disturb no one else, when 
they ‘use Johanna de hand’ (masturbate). “Despite the fact 
that some pupils were sexually active outside detention, 
they are really still childish. They’re often shy and do not 
want to talk about it.” With regard to the information, one 
or the other is also still lacking because sometimes things 
are said like “The first time, you have to use a condom and 
after that, you don’t have to do this anymore, because you 
already went there, one of the service providers reported.

According to a few service providers, account must be 
taken of the boys who are sexually active. “The boys don’t 
know how to deal with feelings, let alone sexual feelings. 
Once they have been (sexually) active (before the detention 
period), and now they can’t do it, they get frustrated and 
they can show aggressive behavior.” A few service provi-
ders talk about sexuality with the boys because the typical 
behavior can then be explained and it can help prevent 
problems. 

According to some of the service providers, mutual sexual 

violence also occurs between the boys. In the past one and 
a half months, 4 complaints were already reported to a 
service provider about mutual sexual acts. Sometimes, this 
regards the homosexual boys but it is not always clear. The 
management does not always interfere, despite the fact 
that they are aware of these acts. The service providers are 
not able to deal with this.

Other service providers, on the contrary, report that there 
are no sexual acts between the boys. They masturbate a 
lot but, according to them, homosexuality does not really 
occur: “The boys in there are tough, if you approach them 
with a sissy attitude, they put you on the ‘black list’. They 
will talk to you but they will keep you at a distance. If this 
occurs, the boys get the advice how to deal with such 
feelings.” 

The service providers indicated that the girls have specific 
relations with each other, at which they also do sexual acts 
such as kissing and fingering. “In the women’s section, 
there are also adult lesbian women, and some girls already 
know if they are bi-sexual, and they don’t easily say no to 
relations, even with adults. Sometimes, these sexual relati-
ons are created in exchange for protection”. In spite of this, 
the service providers teach the girls that they should have 
respect for their bodies.

The FGS with the ex-detainee children showed that the 
children in (pre-trial) detention know that sexual acts 
with service providers (adults) is prohibited. They repor-
ted themselves that the service providers also know this 
because they do not touch you if they know that you have 
a good lawyer. The children regard this as bothersome 
because they disapprove of sex with adults but not eve-
ryone has money for a good lawyer. It is clear from the self-
completion questionnaires that the opinion of the children 
in (pre-trial) detention on the age at which a child can have 
sex with an adult, is divided. Table 32 shows that 43% of the 
children reported that it is ‘never’ allowed and 39% puts 
the bar at ‘children aged 18 years’. Looking at the response 
to a previous question in the self-completion form, 61% of 
the children in (pre-trial) detention has the opinion that ‘if 
a person is a child, if he/she has not yet reached the age of 
18 years’. 

The opinion of the children on sexual abuse in (pre-trial) 
detention was also discussed during the FGS. One respon-
dent reported that it should be at your own free will: “no 
wan mang moes fas yu bille” (Freely translated: Nobody 
should touch your behind). Another respondent reported 
that “Nanga moni yu e vrij” (Freely translated: If you have 
enough money, nobody will bother you, both the boys and 
the penitentiary officials). 
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In one of the interviews with the service providers, it is 
reported that sexual acts by service providers with children 
do not occur. Another service provider, on the contrary, 
indicates that sexuality between adults and children in 
(pre-trial) detention is a lot more diverse. He reported that 
it is sometimes (a bit) difficult to get behind the ‘truth’. 
There is indeed talk of protection towards the service pro-
viders: if they act in violation with the rights of the children, 
the service providers in question are removed from the 
section and are transferred to another section, but there 
are no further sanctions. “What it really is (what happened 
exactly), we don’t know and we don’t want to harm the re-
putation of others”, according to another service provider.

The ex-detainee children reported during the FGS, that 
sexual relations between adults and children in (pre-trial) 
detention indeed occurs. They said: “You are being ob-
served by a police officer in Opa Doelie, to see if he can 
abuse you. This happens in the areas where the boys can-
not come, such as the isolation rooms or in front, where 
the officers are, so in their office”. “During the household 
chores, there is no control and then they grab the boys”. 
The ex-detainee children further reported that in JOG, a 
penitentiary official was removed from the youth section 
because he was having sex with one of the detainees with 
whom he or she had a relation. This corresponds with the 
experience of the service providers. It is just one story, but 
one story too many. In addition, the problem was only shif-
ted because of the transfer, instead of being resolved.

3.5 Child’s perspective on prevention and appro-
ach of violence

The scope and experiences on violence against children in 
(pre-trial) detention are described in the previous para-
graphs. In this paragraph, an outline is given of the child-

ren’s opinion on the prevention and approach of violence 
by and against children in (pre-trial) detention.
During the FGS, it became clear that the ex-detainees 
believe that juvenile crime which is often related with 
violence, is not being resolved with detention. According to 
them, detention, contrarily has an adverse effect and does 
not lead to better behavior by the  children.

“Straf oso nom besta, want drape moro kap heights” (Freely 
translated: prisons should not exist, because you think of 
more bad things in there that you’ll do once you are free). 
Other reactions from children on prison sentence (im-
prisonment), are in general: “Na wan les”. (Freely translated: 
it’s a lesson); “It’s just life”; “Mi fin ing wel erg fu den tra 
man. Te yu e doro lik nieuweling de man o wiepie, ‘for the 
fun’ de mang e wiepie a man alla dey. Fonfon no de terecht, 
behalve te ye e de schuldig” (Freely translated: I feel bad for 
the others. If you come in as a new-comer, they beat you 
just for fun, every day. The beating is unjust, except if you’re 
guilty. “A systeem drape no boeng” (Freely translated: the 
system in there (in detention), is not good). 

About the violence experienced by the ex-detainee child-
ren during their detention period, the children expressed 
themselves rather negatively. The FGS show that the child-
ren would like the service providers to use less violence. 
They gave the following examples: 

“If they come to pick you up, they should treat you as a hu-
man being and not as an animal because they beat you up 
bad” (when they arrest you). “The officers must have more 
patience with the detainees because they beat you for all 
kinds of small reasons.”

The ex-detainee children indicated how they do not want 
to be treated. And in addition, they also gave a few soluti-

  

Table 32 Age at which a child can have sex with an adult

• Adults can never have sex with a child        43
• Adults can have sex with a child if the child is 18 years or older     39
• Adults can have sex with a child if the child is 16 years or older     16
• Adults can have sex with a child if the child wants this him/herself    2

Total             100

Age at which a child can have sex with an adult (n=86)                %
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ons during the FGS. Likewise, they indicated that more acti-
vities should be added in the afternoon, to prevent violen-
ce in (pre-trial) detention and so that the children are kept 
busy with ‘good’ things. The service providers also reported 
during the interviews, that they believe that a positive pas-
time could prevent violence in (pre-trial) detention.

The children in (pre-trial) detention were also asked how 
‘misbehavior’ of children can best be dealt with. With this 
question, the children could circle three answers. The way 
children who show problematic behavior can best be 
handled, according to the children in (pre-trial) detention, 
is represented in table 33. 

It is clear that when asked what adults can best do if child-
ren misbehave or are disobedient, most children (85%) 
gave ‘talking’ as an answer. The children prefer to be talked 
to, instead of being immediately physically punished. This 
is in line with the children’s opinion during the FGS, where 
they also advocated the use of less violence. 

Also, the children in the FGS, made a distinction between 
the various types of violence: they believe talking aggres-
sively is also an unsuitable approach. The children com-
plained about the daily communication of the service pro-
viders. Similarly, not all service providers know how things 
should be. Not only contextually, their words, but also their 

intonation and voice volume. In this study, this is placed 
under the type ‘physical violence’. One of the children told 
about the unpleasant way in which she experienced the 
communication with the service provider. M1 says about 
the women’s section:

“Some of the ‘nurses’ (female penitentiary officials)…, if you 
did something, they want to punish you immediately, so... 
they tell you certain things that are unpleasant. They say: 
‘If ie no ben wan, if ie no wan sma tak so, dan ie no beng 
kon dja’ (Freely translated: If you don’t want people to talk 
to you this way, you shouldn’t have come here). But that’s 
not how it should be. Because nobody’s perfect, everyone 
can make a mistake’. ‘If you talk back, they send you to the 
room and they come and beat you.”

So, if the service provider ‘talks’ with the children as punish-
ment, the children want this to be done in a responsible 
way. In second place, the children mentioned as approach 
for violence: taking away their phone (50%) (or forbidding 
their weekly calls), and in third place, ‘forbidding them to 
go out’ (48%) (or denying them privileges in detention, 
such as participation in sports activities and getting visits). 
Further it is clear that 1 to 4 children (26%), believe that 
‘giving a slap’ or ‘hitting’, are the best actions an adult can 
tale if a child misbehaves. 

  

Table 33 Best action by an adult when dealing with misbehaving children, 
according to the children in (pre-trial) detention

 • Talk to them           85
 • Take away their phone (deny their weekly time of making calls)     50
 • Forbid them to go out (deny them privileges)       48
 • Take them to the juvenile police (report to management)     31
 • Beat them           26
 • Give them a slap          26
• Forbid them to use the internet          12
• Curse at them           2
 • Other           1

Best action by an adult when dealing with misbehaving children, according 
to the children in (pre-trial) detention N=86

               %
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When asked in which situations, adults are allowed to hit 
children, two (contradictory) answers were chosen most by 
the children in (pre-trial) detention: “If they are impudent 
or talk back” (44%) and “Never” (43%). Multiple response 
options were possible when answering these questions. 
Strikingly, a further study of the given answers shows that 
11% of the children circled both the answer option “Never”, 
as another answer option. The opinion of the children in 
(pre-trial) detention is 57% for: an adult is allowed to hit a 
child for the right reason. Table 34 gives an overview of the 
frequency of the ‘allowed’ reasons for adults to hit children.

Other answers mentioned for the option ‘others’ are: ‘if the 
adult is harassed by a child’; ‘if they are your own children’ 
and ‘if children steal’.

The children in (pre-trial) detention were also asked which 
advice they would give an inmate, if he or she would tell 
them that they are being treated badly in the institution by 
a person who takes care of him/her. With this question also, 
the children could circle multiple answers. The study shows 
that the advice the children would give to other children, is 
to talk to the social worker (69%). In second place, talking 
to the penitentiary official (47%), is recommended, and in 
third place, talking to the psychologist (37%). 

‘Other advice’ that the children in (pre-trial) detention 
would give to others in case of poor care, are: talk with the 
female teacher (n=7), go to the management (n=2), talk 
with family members (n=2), solve it myself (n=1) or talk 
to God (n=1). It is striking that it was reported in the FGS, 
that a few children no longer want to talk with their social 
worker because they do not trust them. Regardless, these 
children do give this advice to other children.

The qualitative data further showed that the boys com-
pulsory talk to the social worker, at least 1 time, upon their 
arrival in the institution. Afterwards, these service provi-
ders are not available every minute. The boys then talk to 
their peers but this does not always go without problems 
because sometimes, instead of protection, there is on the 
contrary, rivalry amongst the children: “If you tell your 
problems to someone, they pass this on and you get a 
beating”. For example, you tell an inmate that you raped 
someone (the offence for which you are in detention), you 
are then punished afterwards by your peers with a beating. 
Another example regards talking with the ‘oso pa’ (father fi-
gure), if you tell him about a fight that broke out, the other 
children call you a ‘snitch’ or ‘konkroemang’, and you also 
get beaten by them. 
It was clear from both the quantitative and the qualitative 
data, that no single ‘resource’ is always 100% reliable and 
that another actor is the best option to ask for help, in any 
situation.

Table 34 Adults are allowed to hit children if ...

Table 35 Advice from the children in 
(pre-trial) detention to others on poor care

Condition for hitting according to the children 
in (pre-trial) detention (n=86)   %

• They are impudent or talk back  44
• Never     43
• They fight     35
• They do not listen    31
• They lie     28
• They do poorly in school   9
• Other      4

Advice of children in (pre-trial) detention 
to others in case of poor care (n=86)  %

• Talk to a social worker    69
• Talk to another penitentiary official  47
• Talk to the psychologist   37
• Talk to another child    34
• Talk to the lawyer    22
• Other advice, namely    22
• Talk to someone from your church   21
• Talk to the doctor                             13
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Giving advice is one thing but taking action is another. 
When asked what the child in (pre-trial) detention would 
do him/herself if another child in the institution is hit or 
bullied, the most common answer (41%) was ‘Nothing, it’s 
not my business, I would not interfere’. A large group (28%), 
would act differently compared to what they indicated 
in the proposed answer options. In most of the cases, 
this implied that they would tell the police officers (n=8), 
penitentiary officials (n=2), social workers (n=2) or the head 
of the section (n=1). In a shared third place, the answer was 
that the children would help the child themselves (26%) or 
would tell the female teacher (26%).

A few explanations of the option to ‘take action’ are: ‘fear 
for a beating’, ‘expect no counter-service’ or the belief that 
the service providers should solve it themselves’. Some in-
dicated that they ‘would mediate themselves’. The answer 
option ‘help the child myself’, can be related to the ‘gangs’. 
As previously mentioned in the paragraph on protection 
and safety, the children mutually help each other. Some-
times this is in the form of ‘gangs’ and sometimes an indivi-
dual friend-service. The answer option ‘nothing because I’m 
afraid’, also returns in the qualitative part. 

A few of the boys said during the interviews and the FGS, 
that it is better not to interfere or talk with anyone because 
you will then have the least problems.
The service providers indicated that the reason why the 
children are afraid to report complaints (for example if ano-
ther child is hit or bullied), is related to the consequences of 
this. The complaint procedure is officially in place but the 
person filing the complaint is afterwards often disadvan-
taged, whether by an adult service provider or by another 
child. For this reason, complaints are often not reported.

Sometimes the children indeed make a complaint to a 
service provider. He or she listens to the complaint on hit-
ting etc., but does not know where to go to without this 
having consequences for his or her own job. In addition, 
complaints on children mutually is often related to the fact 
that the children do not want to be regarded as a ‘snitch’. 
Within the institution, the children have their own world 
and they do not want to be known as a ‘dallaman’ (traitor/
snitch) because this has consequences. The service provi-
ders try to solve last-mentioned by talking to both parties 
and giving them the advice to stay away from each other. 
Also, appointments are made between the child and the 
head of the section, on what is expected of them so that 
they know how they must behave.

The fact that the children in (pre-trial) detention initially 
prefer to ask help from someone outside the system (to 
prevent problems), is reflected in the response table on 
the question as to who the children in (pre-trial) detention 
would ask help from themselves, if they have a problem. 
It clear namely that the largest group (66%) would in first 
instance go to their family for advice. Table 37 gives an 
overview of the persons to whom the children in (pre-trial) 
detention would turn to if they had a problem. The social 
workers are in second place. These first two groups of 
actors are often not immediately available/accessible but in 
spite of this, they are the first choice of many children. 

Apart from the question on ‘help’, the question was asked 
in the self-completion form, what the children in (pre-trial) 
detention would do if other children would hit or bully 
them. The largest group of children (44%) reported that 
they would hit or bully back. In second and third place is 
‘asking for help from service providers: from penitentiary 
officials (38%) or from social workers (29%). All answer opti-
ons are processed in table 37.

Table 36 Action if another child is hot or bullied

Action if another child is hit or bullied (n=86) %

• Nothing, it’s my business, I would not interfere  41
• Other      28
• Help the child myself    26
• Tell the female/male teacher   26
• Nothing, because I am afraid   9
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Hitting or bullying back also appeared to occur frequently 
during the FGS, as a reaction to physical violence against 
children. The reason for this, as reported by the children, 
is that the service providers are not always at the location 
on time. And sometimes this regards dangerous situations 
whereby waiting for a service provider may lead to physical 
injuries. A few quotes on this:

“A bescherming de, ma a no de toemsie gegarandeerd, 
omdat a kang escaleer. Te yu e baarie de man djoekie keba” 
(Freely translated: There is protection, but it’s not absolu-
tely guaranteed because things can escalate. If you scream 
(for help), they’ve already stabbed you).
“If wang san miet joe ie nab no wang sej e go. Naf ie bar kar 
deng kill en deng mang ne kong direct dus i kang dede” 
(Freely translated: If something happens to you, you have 
nowhere to go.

(You can only scream for the officers but they don’t come in 
time... so you can die.).
The social workers are in second place as a resource, in the 
previous table 37, and in table 38, they are in third place. 
The qualitative data showed that there are two sides of 
asking help from this group of service providers. M2 did not 
want to talk to the social worker at first, “because she had 
made up lies and told these to the judge”. During the inter-
view, she indicated that her ‘social official’, as she calls the 
social worker, only wanted to visit her again for a talk if she 
behaved well. M2 reports that she indeed talked brashly 
to the ‘social official’ because, in fact, she was still angry 
because of the lies she told about her and also because she 
could not do anything for her. They ultimately made up 
and had a positive talk minimally 1 time per week:

“My social official was very serious with us, so she had me 
and another girl with whom I could communicated well. 
She came to us, two or three times per week’. […] And if I 
called for her, she came. And if she was here, she said: I’m 
here, what’s wrong? I told her, I’m a bit sad and so on… and 
then she talked to me.”

The role the service providers play in the lives of the 
children in (pre-trial) detention is great. The children are 
completely dependent on the service providers within the 
judicial detention system, for a humane treatment. The 
children need help in their process of re-socialization and 
they want to service providers to use less violence and that 
they talk correctly with the children, if they do something 
they are not allowed to do.

Table 38 Reaction if I was hit or bullied by other children

Reaction if I was hit or bullied by 
other children (n=86)    %

•  Hit or bully back    44
•  Ask the penitentiary officials for help  38
•  Ask the social workers for help   29
•  Other      20
• Ask the female/male teacher for help  15
• Nothing because I’m afraid   8
• Ask other children for help   6
• Tell nobody     6

Table 37 If they have a problem, children in 
(pre-trial) detention ask help from

If they have a problem, the child in
(pre-trial) detention asks help from (n=86) %

• Family (if I’m talking to them)   66
• Social workers    47
• Penitentiary officials    38
• Female or male teacher   36
• Other children    27
• Lawyer     26
• Other options     22
• Physician     11
• Nobody     9
• Psychologist     8
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Amendment of law Juvenile Criminal Code, article 105 and 106

Juvenile detention

Article 105g

1.  The duration of the juvenile detention for youth who, at the time of committing the offence,   
 have not yet reached the age of sixteen years, is a minimum of one day and a maximum of   
 twelve months.

2.  The duration of the juvenile detention for youth who, at the time of committing the offence,   
 have reached the age of sixteen years, is:
 a.  a maximum of two years, or
 b.  a maximum of four years for offences that are punishable by a sentence of 
  imprisonment of  fifteen or more years, and 
 c.    a maximum of six years for offences that are punishable by a sentence of lifelong 
  imprisonment.

3.  The duration of the juvenile detention is determined by judicial sentence, in days, weeks,   
 months or years.

4.  Articles 42 and 44 correspondingly apply at a sentence to juvenile detention.

Article 105h

1.  In case a sentence to juvenile detention is imposed, the Minister shall charge the execution   
 thereof to an institution as referred to in de Juvenile Care Act. 

2.  The judge who imposed the sentence of juvenile detention on the youth, may, by virtue of his/  
 her office, grant the youth a conditional release. In case of a conditional release, a probation   
 period is established of a maximum of two years.

3.  Where sub-section 2 of this article applies, articles 106d till 106i shall as much as possible apply   
 correspondingly.

4.  The youth on whom a juvenile detention is imposed shall be granted unconditional release if he  
 or she has served two-thirds of the detention. In case of a conditional release, a probation period  
 shall be determined of a maximum of two years.
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 CONCLUSIONS

The central question for this sub-study is: 
‘Which types of violence against children occur in (pre-
trial) detention in Suriname, in the period 2013-2016, how 
do these types of violence manifest themselves and which 
risks and protective factors can be observed within the cur-
rent detention system?’ 

Prevalence of violence against children in 
(pre-trial) detention
Both the qualitative and quantitative research have shown 
that children were confronted, to a greater or lesser degree, 
with mental, physical and sexual violence, during their (pre-
trial) detention period (2013-2016) in juvenile transit home 
Opa Doelie and or during their detention period in Juvenile 
Reform Institution (JOG). 

In relation to the negative mental influencing, it is shown 
that ‘shouting’ (24%) occurs most frequently, followed by 
‘calling names’ (23%) and ‘insulting remarks’ (23%). The 
actors most involved in ‘shouting’, appear to be in particu-
lar the penitentiary officials (49%), and the police officers 
(40%). Furthermore, the children in the FGS and interviews 
reported that they were humiliated by the police officers 
and the penitentiary officials; were threatened by inmates 
and became frustrated and afraid because of the isolation 
cell.

Physical violence was experienced by the children in 
(pre-trial) detention particularly in the form of a beating 
with the ‘kwimmie’ (baton) of the police officers and the 
penitentiary officials, and fights between the children. The 
self-completion questionnaires show that:
• 57% of the children in (pre-trial) detention has hit,  
 pushed, kicked or spit at other children;
• 58% of the children in (pre-trial) detention were  
 once kicked, hit or shook harshly;
• 49% of the children in (pre-trial) detention was  
 beaten with an object; 
• 71% of the children in (pre-trial) detention experi 
 enced that other children in the institution were  
 hit, slapped or kicked;
• 77% of the children in (pre-trial) detention expe- 
 rienced violent behavior, of which 45% regards  
 violence between children.

Sexual violence has presented itself in various forms. 
During the FGS and interviews, this is shown in the form of 
exposure to the sounds of sex films that are being watched 
by the penitentiary officials, threats to do sexual acts, and 

sexual abuse by other children in (pre-trial) detention. The 
results of the self-completion questionnaires are consistent 
to this. These results show that:
• 23% of the children experienced ‘looking at a sex  
 video and/or sex photos’, with a frequency of more  
 than 12 times, in the past year.
• 10% of the children experienced ‘forced me to  
 look  at his/her genitals or to touch them, or did  
 so with my genitals’. With respect to frequency,  
 this type of violence occurs equally dispersed; in  
 some cases, this is often, and in other cases, this is  
 1 time per year.
• 6% of the children ticked ‘made a sex video or took  
 photos of me alone and with other people’. With  
 respect to frequency, this type of violence does  
 not occur frequently on a yearly basis and in most  
 cases, it is incidental.

• 6% of the children ticked ‘forced me to look at  
 his/her genitals or to touch them, or did so with  
 my genitals’. With respect to frequency, this type  
 of violence also does not occur frequently and in  
 most cases, it is incidental.

With regard to the perpetrators of sexual violence, it is 
clear that ‘looking at a sex video and/or sex photos’, occurs 
equally frequent amongst the service providers (police 
officers and penitentiary officials), as amongst the children 
(9 of the 18 cases). The type of sexual violence ‘forced me 
to look at his/her genitals or to touch them, or did so with 
my genitals’, occurs two times with service providers and 5 
times between the children mutually. 

In the interviews, the service providers confirmed all abo-
vementioned types of violence, with the exception of sexu-
al violence against children, by the service providers. The 
remark was herewith made that this is a very difficult fact to 
observe and that the reality is very nuanced in nature.

Based on the theoretical framework, the risk factors were 
studied on the level of interpersonal relations, and on a 
micro and meso level. The risk and protective factors were 
identified based on the various observed types of violence 
within the current Surinamese juvenile detention system.

Risk factors based on the nature and frequency of the con-
tact with penitentiary officials and age peers, is put central 
in this study because the children in (pre-trial) detention 
spend most time with these groups of service providers. 
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The analysis of the risk factors is therefore also made 
around these two actors.

Risk factors 
The identified risk factors that may play a role in causing 
psychological harm amongst children in (pre-trial) deten-
tion in Suriname, are:
• Shouting, bullying and insulting by both peers and  
 adult service providers;
• Isolated lock-up as a form of punishment for ‘mis 
 behaving’ children, by the service providers;
• Experiencing an unsafe feeling and having fear for  
 violence by peers;
• Understaffing in the (pre-trial) detention 
 institutions (so that there is insufficient control);
• Insufficient constructive pastime so that the 
 children feel stressed and show aggressive 
 behavior;
• No suitable education options so that the 
 children cannot develop themselves optimally or  
 re-socialize;
• Contact with detained adults because the children  
 come in contact with them during the detention  
 period.

The identified risk factors that play a role in causing 
physical injury amongst children in (pre-trial) detention in 
Suriname, are:
• Use of violence by service providers;
• Use of violence by peers (with self-made 
 weapons);
• Poor and monotonous food;
• Lack of an optimal health control upon arrival 
 in the institution.

The identified risk factors that may play a role in the deve-
lopment of sexual violence amongst children in (pre-trial) 
detention in Suriname, are:
• Inserting ‘boegroes’ in the male genitals and the  
 infections this may cause;
• Mutual sexual acts between the children.
• Exposure to sex films and or other sexually 
 oriented video or photo material.

Protective factors
Contrary to the list of risks the children in (pre-trial) de-
tention are exposed to, there are a few protective factors, 
namely:
• The possibility to talk to a psychologist for psycho 
 logical counselling (although only upon request);
• The possibility to call on the ‘father figure’ (the 
 ‘oso pa’), for physical protection against other  
 children (even so, the fear for an unguarded 
 moment remains);
• Take on a privately paid lawyer for judicial 
 protection and who also serves as a deterrent  
 against police officers and penitentiary officials  
 (protection does not seem to be guaranteed with a  
 pro-bono lawyer);
• The possibility to file a complaint via the social  
 workers of JKB and to stay in contact with the  
 family;
• The protection of ‘gangs’ (other children in 
 detention) for physical protection against other  
 children.

These protective factors are not all equally correct and 
accountable but in practice, they often offer an outcome 
for the children who are exposed to certain risks. A few 
factors can be described as both a risk factor and a protec-
tive factor, for example the role of the (female) penitentiary 
officials and the social workers. On the one hand, they build 
up a bound of trust with the service providers but this is 
simultaneously of an unhealthy nature due to the power 
relations. With regard to the image of the service providers, 
the children are not unambiguous. On the one hand, that 
report that are protected by some service providers, whilst 
on the other hand, they have the opinion that the service 
providers use physical violence against them, in both Opa 
Doelie and JOG. No service provider is alike; so a distinc-
tion must be made between the service providers who use 
violence and those that do not. 
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Causes of violence against children in (pre-trial) detention
According to the ex-detainee children, the causes of vio-
lence amongst children in
(pre-trial) detention can be ascribed to:
• The limited possibilities for constructive pastime:  
 the children have nothing to do and as a result  
 they tend to pester or harass other children.
• Certain types of punishment such as ‘having to  
 stay in the room’ and ‘not allowed to participate in  
 sports’, create frustration and stress because the  
 children cannot vent their feelings.
• Too few service providers in the institution, both  
 penitentiary officials and police officers, so that the  
 children always have to be alert and as a result of  
 this, they get anxious. 
• No person, place or system where they can go to  
 if they feel that that they have been treated 
 unjustly and or rudely; make a complaint at the  
 management sometimes has an adverse effect,  
 so the children refrain from doing so and take 
 matters into their own hands.

On the causes of violence against children by the service 
providers, the ex-detainee children did not have a clear 
insight. They did, however, indicate that due to understaf-
fing, both the penitentiary officials and the police officers 
tend to hit them more easily because they cannot maintain 
control on their own.
 
According to the service providers, the cause of violence 
between children mutually lies in their background. The 
children in (pre-trial) detention often come from the streets 
and were treating people violently, even before their 
detention period; this is the norm for them. Additionally, 
some children are aggressive by themselves and their vio-
lent behavior is in their nature.

According to the service providers, the cause of violence 
against children by their colleagues, lies in the fact that 
not every service provider is skilled to work with this target 
group. Apart from the fact that the service providers are 
not specifically trained to work with this target group, not 
all of them also have the right character to handle youth. 
This target group requires more patience than dealing with 
adults.

Minimizing of violence against children in (pre-trial) 
detention
According to the service providers, the use of physical 
violence is sometimes inevitable, but after studying the 
research results, the following suggestions were made to 
minimize violence against children in detention:
• Personnel trained to deal with children and their  
 associated problems. 
• Deploy sufficient personnel, both police officers  
 and penitentiary officials, so that the children do  
 not have the feeling (and do not get the 
 opportunity), to fight for themselves.
• Ensure that there are sufficient opportunities for  
 the children for a constructive pastime, so that  
 they can channel their energy and develop 
 themselves in a positive way.
• Establish a neutral, safe and fair system to process  
 and solve complaints of children and service 
 providers in an impartial manner.
• Offer the opportunity to both the children and 
 service providers, to talk about their problems with  
 a neutral expert. 
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Following, a few points of attention are outlined for 
improvement of the protective system within the juvenile 
detention system in Suriname 2016. These recommendati-
ons are based on interviews with children who spend time 
in (pre-trial) detention, and service providers who are cur-
rently employed within the juvenile detention system.

Perspective of the children
When asked what the ex-detainee children would like to 
see change in detention related to the child protection 
system, they mentioned the following points:

Food
Better food: it is now like “dagoe njang” (dog food). J7 never 
tasted it but noticed that the meat was sometimes under-
cooked and the rice was hard. “You don’t even want to look 
at it […] if you (interviewer) would have to eat it, I don’t 
know if you would survive.” In addition, the children want 
more time to eat their food. They now get only 15 minutes 
after which they have to go back to the cell.

Hygiene
The detainees have to clean the cells themselves, but if 
there are people in the cells, they cannot clean them. If they 
tell them to leave the cell, this causes a problem. This sys-
tem should change. Also, the children think that a toilet in 
the cell is unhygienic (situation in Opa Doelie). And in JOG, 
there are only 2 toilets for 40 children, so they should place 
more functional toilets. In addition, the children would like 
to see the cockroaches removed. They believe that the cells 
should be cleaned chemically.

Communication
If the officers pick you up at your home or they meet you 
in the street, they beat you: “If they pick you up (arrest 
you), they should treat you as a human being and not as 
an animal, because they really beat you up”. The children 
want the service providers to use less violence. The police 
officers should have more patience with the detainees 
because they beat them for all kinds of stupid reasons. Also, 
the boys in detention want more freedom, just like what 
the girls have, and be able to walk around inside.

RECOMMENDATIONS  

The children want a change in the way the police officers 
and the penitentiary officials communicate with them. The 
respondents said that they are already in detention for 
“reflection”, so they do not have to be treated like “dogs”; 
“we’ve already learned a lesson”. A few quotes to illustrate 
this:

“Skotu moes tak moro netjes nanga yu. Now de mang e tak: 
‘mi o bepaal te yu e njang, wasi, schijt, piesje…want na yu ben 
soekoe fu kon djaso” (Freely translated: the police should talk 
in a better way to us. They say to us now: ‘I determine when 
you eat, bathe, take a shit, urinate…because you’ve made 
yourself come here). “The ‘nurses’ should be politer, maybe by 
talking to them (the children), they can change.” “These p.a.’s 
(penitentiary officials)…they should…they should change 
their manners…some of them cannot communicate well with 
people. […] If you do something, they shout at you, instead 
of talking calmly with you, because they just want to make 
noise. And sometimes…some of them, if they have nothing 
to do, they just come to pester you. For example, if something 
happened at their home and they are stressed, they take it out 
on you.”

Provision of care
The children reported that with respect to the provision of 
care, the following points should also be considered:
• The medicine for the children should be given on time. 
• The clothes must be washed (separately).
• Cutlery and plates must be washed properly.
• Additionally, the matrasses must be replaced.

Staffing
If a fight breaks out, the police officers must be present to 
stop the fight.

Pastime
According to the children, activities should be made availa-
ble in the afternoon: “We want to do sports and less sitting 
around. During the holidays, there’s nothing to do. If you 
ask them to do sports, they say each time ‘next week’.” 

Separation of adults and children
When asked what the cause was for a violent incident, M1 
reported that she had talked with an adult detainee. M1 
said that it is prohibited to talk to adult detainees, but that 
it is difficult not to talk to them because you live with them 
together in one building. M1 sometimes did talk to the 
adult women but she indicated that if the ‘nurses’ (female 
penitentiary officials) saw you, you had to stop immediately 
or else you would get a beating. M1 reports:
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“It would be better if they made a separate place for these pu-
pils, so for the girls separately. Because you’re not allowed to 
talk to the adults, but how can you be with others around you, 
if you can’t talk to them? Sometimes you forget that you’re not 
allowed to talk to them. […] I also told them that the women 
in here will not teach us bad things, because they are in here 
themselves for correction, so I really don’t think that they will 
teach us such things. They never taught me such things.” 
“The detainee children must be separated from the adults”. 
M1, for that matter, believes that the ‘nurses’ should treat the 
pupils differently if there are only minors in there, because 
they are now accustomed to being with the adults and that is 
why they treat the pupils this way. It’s a bit difficult for them 
to adjust.” M2 adds: “If they don’t want us to interfere with the 
adults (women), they should not put us here. 
 
Education 
In detention, the children want to continue the education 
level they were in, before they were locked up.
“I mean re-socialization, so education. It would be better 
if they have VOJ education here, because you get behind 
(since we don’t have it now). I could’ve had a MULO di-
ploma by now.”

Perspective of the service providers
When asked what the service providers would like to see 
change in (pre-trial) detention, with regard to the child 
protection system, the following points were listed:

Personnel
• Recruitment of more personnel, skilled in youth counsel-
ling.
• Establishment of specific criteria for the service providers 
who will work with the children, including a psychological 
test. “At the selection of service providers, they should 
recruit/select people who do not only have a basic training 
level, but they should also have a heart for these boys and 
be willing to follow further training.”
• Offer psychological counselling for the service providers.
• Recruit a qualified sports teacher, provide sports material, 
and actually do sports with the children weekly, in both 
institutions.

Promotion of expertise
• Doing research on the causes of violent treatment against 
children by service providers: is this a matter of incapacity, 
incompetence or unwillingness? Based on this analyses, it 
can be determined which measures can best be taken.
• Offer structural training (for example, every 6 months, a 
short training (whereby the applicability of the adjusted 
rules is evaluated) for all service providers (police officers, 
penitentiary officials, social workers, nurses, physicians, 
teachers, etc.), primarily in dealing with children (training in 

non-violent communication techniques, the adolescence 
phase, deviant behavior, etc.). 
• Re-adjustment of the basic training for all service provi-
ders: social subjects and developmental psychology must 
form an integrated part of the curriculum (for both children 
and adults).
• Working on the work ethics of service providers, for 
example by drawing up a clear protocol on how to deal 
with the privacy of children.

Agreements
• Establish agreements with partners. Momentarily, every-
thing is regulated verbally and in an unstructured manner. 
For example, an agreement with the Ministry of Defense. 
Depending on the committed offence, some boys are 
considered to follow military training. This agreement is yet 
to be formalized.
• Structurally conducting of information sessions in the 
institution. For example, make a year calendar with therein, 
a monthly theme with fixed partners. The children must be 
informed on the diverse matters on their own level (both 
school and occupation choice, dealing with emotions, 
communication with others, taking responsibility, sexuality, 
drugs, budgeting, etc.). 
• Involving multiple partners, so that more capacity is 
created for shelter and counselling of children in (pre-trial) 
detention and ex-detainee children (post-care partners).

Education in detention
• Modify the school building for the children in JOG, in such 
a way that this meets the international standards. 
• Adaptation of the available education in (pre-trial) deten-
tion; conduct tailored education. Similarly, the detainees 
who want to follow higher level education, should have the 
opportunity to do so. For this purpose, a teacher must be 
recruited and/or facilities must be made available. 
• Making mandatory of the administration of a test to de-
termine the education level of the detainee children upon 
arrival in the institution.
• Making available of a multimedia center and books; books 
must be available at all times for the children. They should 
also get computer lessons. All ‘normal’ things that are done 
outside detention, in schools, should also be offered in the 
institutions.

Post-care, prevention of recidivism (repeat offences)
• Ensuring of post-care by offering ‘intermediate shelter’ so 
that the children live in a transition phase ‘under supervi-
sion and counselling’, (with more freedom compared to 
detention), after their release from JOG. In this way, they 
can learn how to live independently. A type of boarding 
school (internaat), to bridge/prevent the ‘high-risk age’ 
(18-25 years) for recidivism. During the intermediate shelter, 
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they can learn lots of things such as keeping to a fixed day/
night rhythm, household chores (cooking, washing clothes, 
etc.), basic ‘survival tools’ so that the children are made 
more resilient and are better able to support themselves in 
society. Also, the children must look for a job, in this phase, 
or follow a training. The children can stay for one year in 
the shelter home, after which they have to make room for 
others. This shelter home is in particular for children whose 
home situation is the cause of their problems. The stay in 
the shelter should not be mandatory but must be offered 
as an option so that the children get room to make their 
own decision. 
• Setting up an alternative for the ‘juvenile prison’: a shelter 
home for ‘semi-criminal’ youth where the juvenile judge 
can sentence them to. This option can be used for child-
ren who committed an offence that is less severe (by law) 
compared to offences of other children. This to prevent 
them from becoming ‘more criminal-minded’ by coming in 
contact with tough criminal boys. 
• Setting up a separate section for family counselling. It is 
important to already start counselling of the family during 
the period of the child’s detention so that a ‘mind shift’ is 
already created in the home environment whilst the child is 
being groomed in the institution.

Health care
• Cooperation for adequate health care for children, with 
amongst others, the professionals, such as the social wor-
kers, the psychologist, the psychiatrist, etc. For example, 
by holding work discussions on a regular basis; important 
cases can be discussed and correlations can be made with 
various aspects.
• Making mandatory of a profound medical screening upon 
arrival in (pre-trial) detention, to detect (medical) disorders 
among the children. This must occur in collaboration with 
the parents so that they can report specific hereditary 
diseases and family disorders.
• Active staffing of the outpatient clinic in the institutions 
(24/7: similar to prior to the government cutbacks, when a 
physician was present daily).
• Ensure qualitatively good food which is varied and hygie-
nically prepared. 
• Buy new matrasses and put plastic covers around them, 
and sufficient disinfectants to prevent transmission of skin 
diseases.
• Buy skin care products such as soap, deodorant for the 
children who cannot afford this. If need be, the children can 
do chores or do extra school assignments, to ‘earn’ these 
necessary products. 
• At the moment, children with a psychiatric disorder have 
to be transported to PCS in the city, for treatment. It would 
be more convenient if all medical services, including psy-
chiatric counselling, are offered within the institution itself.

Protective system 
• Introduction of a control system, so that not one person 
has all authority to determine what happens and has a 
certain position of power towards a group of children and/
or a child.
• Establish a (social) control mechanism which makes it 
impossible to violate children’s rights. To prevent mutual 
‘snitching’ amongst the penitentiary officials, the system 
(amongst others, filing a complaint), must be anonymous. 
• Set up cameras for registration of the daily affairs and 
detection of violence. Minister Belfort already made a pro-
posal in 2013, to install cameras in the Central Penitentiary 
Institution (CPI). The camera equipment had even already 
been purchased but part of them was never set up or the 
installed components were destroyed by the detainees and 
or personnel.
• Place a complaint box in which the children can put their 
complaints. A neutral person should empty the box weekly, 
the complaints must be processed and further examined to 
decide which measures can be taken. A complaint box is, 
for that matter, also a requirement according to the Beijing 
Rules, a treaty ratified by Suriname.
• Create a ‘we-thinking’ amongst the service providers in 
order to develop a better system for the children. The com-
munication of all actors involved in youth policy should 
also be optimal.
• Maintain a holistic approach for the problematic nature 
of juvenile crime. In consultation with the penitentiary 
officials (who spend most time with the children), work 
out a method focused on the specific challenges of the 
Surinamese culture (for example, the general acceptance of 
corporal punishment in Suriname).
• Testing and adaptation of the Dutch methodology to the 
Surinamese culture before they are adopted. 
 
Location
• Re-locate JOG to a child-friendly building in a child-friend-
ly environment, and according to the Convention on the 
Rights of the Child (CRC) guidelines.

Working conditions of the social workers
• Provide a pleasant work area: a cool room in JOG whereby 
privacy is guaranteed (until the re-location).
• Making available of transportation for the service provi-
ders; a car and driver for the JKB section so that providing 
of the services can be optimal.
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Legislation
• Development of a participative body so that the service 
providers who are in contact with the children daily, have 
a say-so in the development of the policy for this target 
group.
• Introduction of a ‘legislative re-classification’ for making 
post-care mandatory.
• Review of the amendment of law of March 30, 2015, be-
cause due to this statutory change, the detention period 
has become too short for re-socialization. In particular with 
severe offences, this forms a problem. 
• Finalizing of the ‘legislation regarding community service’; 
currently already included in the Code (law book), but the 
implementing orders have not yet been passed. In other 
words, there is no implementing framework as yet. At the 
moment, the public prosecutor must be inventive when 
implementing the indictment of community service.

Amendment of the Juvenile Detention Act of March 30, 
2015
Various service providers mentioned the amendment of the 
Juvenile Detention Act of March 30, 2015. For this reason, a 
short explanation is given on the importance of this statu-
tory amendment.

The new law (article 105g, sub-section 1 Criminal Code ) 
states, amongst other things, that children up to the age 
of 16 years (at the time of committing the offence), can get 
a maximum sentence of 1 year in detention, regardless of 
the committed offence. A youth in the age category 16 - 
18 years, can be sentenced to a maximum of 2 to 4 years 
detention, once again regardless of the committed offence. 
With an offence punishable by death penalty, the punish-
ment for a juvenile is a maximum of 6 years.

The service providers reported that the law assumedly has 
the intention to improve the juvenile detention system, 
but that this is not always the case. In often occurs that 
the children have to protected against themselves or their 
environment; short(er) punishment is therefore not always 
the best solution. Apart from the effects on the children, 
the statutory amendment also has consequences for the 
service providers on different levels. They made no critical 
comments in this regard.

Firstly, the juvenile judge currently has a lot less opportu-
nities to give a suitable punishment. For example, a 14 year 
old, who committed a serious crime, can get a maximum 
punishment of 1 year. Also, the period of custody is deduc-
ted from this term. In the past, when the TBS-rule was still 
maintained, this youth would get a punishment of up to 
maximum 7 years, namely through enforcement of TBS up 
to the age of 21, and an early release based on good beha-
vior. With the amendment of the law, this option no longer 
applies.

Secondly, the (re-socialization) program/policy in detention 
has not been adapted to the law. A fixed program is fol-
lowed. All children have to follow the same system, whilst 
the system in JOG was developed based on a TBS-rule (a 
lengthy punishment). The service providers who have to 
work with the children, also face new challenges: the treat-
ment plan now has to be completed within a few months. 
This whilst some children need this time to open themsel-
ves up for counselling. Based on the law amendment, some 
of the children therefore served a sentence without getting 
re-socialization. This increases the risk of recidivism.

Thirdly, this change within JOG, resulted in tension 
between the boys on whom TBS was enforced, and the 
boys who were sentenced with 1 year juvenile detention 
(JD). “These JD’s (boys who are sentenced based on the 
new Juvenile Detention Act), can indicated exactly when 
they will go home. These boys don’t understand that they 
are here for correction. He believes that they should just 
serve their time and then they should leave. The TBS-boys 
complain because they compare offences and see it as un-
fair that JD-boys get shorter punishments for more severe 
offences. And they tell us that it is because of the new law.”

Finally, a comparison is made between the former and the 
new law. “The benefit for TBS-boys is that because they 
have to stay here longer, they can work on them longer 
so that their behavior can be improved. To calm down, 
to reflect on things. The behavior of the TBS-boys is more 
adult-like, compared to the JD-boys. But not all TBS-boys 
want to change. But for those whose parents visit them 
regularly etc., TBS is better.” The response of the children 
on this is “Mi ne spang, de kan pot mi pe de wani, want mi 
sab oting me e gwe.”  (Freely translated: I don’t care, they 
can lock me up wherever they want because I already know 
when I’m getting out.) The service providers indicated that 
the JD-boys formed a ‘gang’ at one point but this was taken 
apart. The JD-boys have a different attitude in comparison 
to the TBS-boys because they are not dependent on good 
behavior to get free.
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ANNEXES

Annex I: Discussion guide for the focus group sessions

Discussion guide study  ‘Health, Safety and Protection 
of Children in Suriname in 2016’

Sub-study ‘Children in (Pre-trial) Detention’ 
Commissioned by the National Assembly/IGSR/UNICEF 

and implemented by the IMWO 

Date   : period July 11-29, 2016
Time    : 16:00 - 18:00 (tentative)
Duration   : 120 minutes
Location : Further to be determined (depending  
  on the origin of the selected children)
Facilitator : Sabine de Vries (SV)
Assistants   : Nurtanio Naarden (NN)
   Shaquille van Throo (ST)
Number   : 2 sessions with 8 juvenile ex-detainees 

Objective  
Mapping of the prevalence of violation of children’s rights 
in relation to violence, how violence against and among 
children in (pre-trial) detention manifests itself, what the 
experiences and perceptions of the children themselves 
are, and which risks and protective factors could be of 
influence herewith.

General design:
Part 1 (qualitative): Mapping of the experiences and per-
ceptions of ex-detainee children on physical, mental and 
sexual violence against and between children in detention 
through a group discussion.
Part 2 (quantitative): Mapping which children’s rights 
related to violence are violated and how violence against 
children in detention manifests itself, by collectively filling 
in the self-completion questionnaire.

What to bring along: 
- Discussion guide, checklist designs, evaluation form, 
attendance/signing up and payment lists, name tags, cool-

box, ice, cups and napkins, drinks and snacks, large sheets 
of paper, felt-tip pens, post-its, note board, pens, voice 
recorder (plus extra batteries), compensation and cases, 
stopwatch. 

Preparation on location:
- Put the forms ready, hang up the sheets, arrange chairs in 
a half circle, make a snack corner, put a table ready for part 
2 (plus completion forms, pens).
 
Study ‘Health, Safety and Protection of Children in 
Suriname in 2016’

1 Welcome and introduction
 
Bookmark: All paragraphs in italics, preceded by a number, 
are action points (to do). The non-italics parts give back-
ground information. The coordinator/note-taker writes 
down the key words of the group on the 6 different posters.

Sub-goal: introductions, explaining of rules, putting the 
children at ease and bounding.
 
1. Upon arrival: sign up and give a name tag (SV). SV also 
checks whether the data is correct: name, age, how long 
ago released, where was the child detained? Use the at-
tendance lists.
2. While the boys come in, the facilitators (NN and ST) chat 
with the boys about football, etc. 
If everyone is in and has taken a seat:
3. The facilitator(s) and note-taker introduce themselves. 
The assistants tell the cover story.

Cover story: We are here for a study on the health, safety 
and protection of children in Suriname. An important 
group, people sometimes forget are the children in JOG, 
Opa Doelie or a prison. How safe and protected are you in 
there really?

Today, we like to know from you how healthy, safe and pro-
tected you feel in these institutions. The information will 
be processed in a report and will be given to people who 
can improve the situation in the institutions. Before we can 
do that, we must first know what should be improved. So 
we you’re your help and this is what we will be discussing 
today. Start with bounding exercise. 

Poster 1: hopes and fears.
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4. Who thinks that it is exciting that we will do this? How do 
you think we will do this? What do you expect from this ses-
sion? And what would really be bad if it happens? So, what 
actually makes it so interesting? (example from facilitator)

Apply the technique of ‘hopes and fears’: by using the key 
questions: ‘What do you expect from this session?’ And 
‘What are your fears for this session?’, the bounding in the 
group can be stimulated. The goal of this technique is to 
identify all things that can hinder the session’s progress by 
writing them down (on post-its), paste them on a poster, 
read them out loud (by another person), and in so doing, 
putting them aside. 

5. Can each of you write for themselves on a post-it, what 
you expect from this session? You have 1 minute to do this.
6. Can each of you paste your own post-it on the poster 
‘hopes and fears’?
7. Okay, and can each of you now write down what would 
be most bad if this would happen during the session 
(example from facilitator)?  
You have 1 minute to do this.
8. Can each of you paste your own post-it on the ‘hopes 
and fears’?
9. Does anyone want to come in front to read out all post-
it’s for the group? 

Next, make the transition from the expectations to the 
norm setting. Let the children themselves determine the 
rules on how we interact with each other in the following 
session (‘ownership’). This is done through the contract 
method. The children are split up in two groups and discuss 
what they think is important when interacting with each 
other, and then read this out loud per group. Write the 
result on a poster and let the children sign their own self-
made rules.

Poster 2: Norms

- Okay, now that we have heard what we would not like, 
what it is that we would like?
10. Form 2 groups of 4 persons per group.
11. Discuss within the group what you think is important in 
interacting with each other in this session. Think up 5 words 
together (example from facilitator). You have 2 minutes to 
do this.
12. Per group, read the decision of the group out loud.
13. The note-taker writes it on the poster.
14. Do you agree with this list? Zullen we deze afspraken 
maken?
15. Shall we make this official and sign it? 
16. Ask the children to come in front, one by one, to sign 
(not all together so you can see who signs and who does 

not. You have 5 minutes to do this.
17. Discuss safety/anonymity. Discuss the use of a voice 
recorder.

Everything we discussed here, stays here, we have just 
put our signature under this. For our report, it is better if 
we record this session so that we do not forget anything 
you have said. Remember, it is ultimately to improve the 
situation of children in detention. Who objects to a voice 
recorder?

2 Part 1: Who? What? How? Why? When? 
 
Sub-goal: Mapping of the experiences and perceptions of 
ex-detainee youth on physical, mental and sexual violence 
against and between children in detention, through a 
group discussion.

Design part 1: ‘Funnel’ approach. From general to specific. 
Per theme, the possible violation of children’s rights are 
discussed.

Introduction
Great, we have come to know each other now a little. Let’s 
start now with what we really came here for: to talk about 
the health, safety and protection of children in detention. 
We will begin with the subject ‘health in detention’.

What does ‘health in detention’ mean to you? 
1. Complete the sentence: ‘For me, health in detention 
means….’

Health (Poster 3: health)
2. Probe this subject. Name first what they think is impor-
tant, followed by things they find important that were 
actually present.

3. Sub question: What do you need to be and to stay heal-
thy in (pre-trial) detention? How was the food? Could you 
go to the doctor if you were sick? What about the sleep-
ing facilities? Was water available? Were the surroundings 
clean? Etc.

4. 
5.Bridge: Was it pleasant to live like this? What did you find 
pleasant or unpleasant? 
6. 
7. Safety (Poster 4: identifying safety/risk factors)
18. And what about safety in detention?

Sub questions: When, where and with whom did you 
feel safe (not safe) in  (pre-trial) detention? 
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Bridge: What do you need to feel safe in (pre-trial) deten-
tion?

Protection (Poster 5: identifying protection/protective 
factors)

19. And what about protection? Do you have to protect 
yourself or are you being protected? Which (disciplinary) 
punishments in detention for violation of rules, what is/is 
not acceptable? Opinions on alternative punishments.

Sub questions: first telling about others: are children/
youth sufficiently protected in detention against violence? 
Against what/whom did you protect yourself in (pre-trial) 
detention (types of violence: being bullied, being hit, being 
sexually abused)? And how did you protect yourself? Who 
helped you with this? Where or to whom could you go if 
you had a question or complaint? 

Sexual abuse (Poster 6: sexuality)
Generalization helps to create a safer communicational 
environment. For example, using a case to introduce the 
subject of sexual abuse. Next, ask general questions. Also, 
through ‘negative brainstorming’, more can be revealed 
because in this way, the example is made fictive (and is 
more   ‘something that does not concern me). 

Bridge: transition from protection to sexual abuse. There 
are people who are concerned about the protection of 
youth in detention. They even had a fitness run.

20. Who remembers the fitness run of Opa Doelie in 2013? 
It was called: “OPO YU AI, NO TAP YU MOFO”. [‘OPEN YOUR 
EYES, SPEAK OUT’]

Background information case: 
‘Sexual abuse and drug use amongst youth increases’
The Juvenile Affairs department of the Police Force Surina-
me organized a 5 km walking and fitness run on Saturday, 
September 28, 2013, at 16.30 hrs, with the theme “OPO YU 
AI, NO TAP YU MOFO”. Raising awareness for this critical 
development is urgently required. It is time to massively 
sound the alarm. By bringing the issue more amongst 
the public, the police of the Juvenile Affairs department 
wants to let people in society know, through this walking 
and fitness run, that an increased number of children are 
becoming a victim of this phenomenon. All efforts must be 
made to call a halt to this, or to minimize it. 

21. Was the fitness run really necessary? Does sex with and 
between children indeed occur a lot in detention? How can 
we prevent that youth in detention have (forced) sex with 
adults or other children?

BREAK (snack and drinks)

3 Part 2: self-completion questionnaire (compulsory part 
UNICEF quantitative study)

Sub-goal: collective filling of the self-completion question-
naire to map out which children’s rights related to violence 
are violated and how violence against children in detention 
manifests itself.

Design part 2:
1. Introduction of next part/explanation use of the form.
2. Emphasis on anonymity and discrete processing.
3. Complete the self-completion questionnaire (according 
to the UNICEF guidelines).
4. Check on completeness.
 
Assignment for conclusion of FGS ex-detainees 
SV15072016

Assignment 1a: 
personification of violence (poster 7a)
Key question: Ask the question: What does violence mean 
to you? 
Choose a card on the table that illustrates ‘violence’ for you.
Explain your choice to the group, in one sentence.

Assignment 1b: 
personification of freedom (poster 7b)
Key question: What does freedom mean to you? 
Choose a card on the table that illustrates ‘freedom’ for you.
Explain your choice to the group, in one sentence.

4 Part 3: conclusion and word of thanks

1. Thank the participants.
2. Evaluation of participation: How did you experience 
doing this? 

Do you still have any questions/tips? 
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Respondent number: …......................
Target group: Children in (pre-trial) detention

Name of institution:  
1. ‘Opa Doelie’  2. J.O.G 

Type of institution:    
1. Pre-trial detention 2. Detention   

1. District/Area:  2. Name facilitator:
3. Name supervisor: 4. Name data entry assistant:

This questionnaire which you will fill in yourself, is anony-
mous. This means that your name is not placed on it. In 
this way, you can honestly answer all questions without us 
knowing that it is from you. Read each question carefully 
and circle the answer that fits you. We want to know more 
about you and the people you are with every day.

1. Are you a boy or a girl?    
1. Boy  2. Girl

2. Which training/school are you in at the moment? 
1. Primary school (GLO) 
2. Module carpentry
3. Module painting 
4. Module laying bricks
5. Other, namely: ………..……………..

3. What is your age at the moment?  ........... years

4. What ethnic group do you think you belong to?
1 Hindustani
2 Creole
3 Maroon
4 Javanese
5 Mixed
6 Amerindian
7 Chinese
8  Other, namely .........................................
  

5. What is your religious belief?
1 Christian    
2 Hindu 
3 Islam  
4 No religion   
5 Does not know    
6 Other, ................
6. With how many children are you staying in this   
institution, including yourself? ..... (number of   
persons)

7. With how many children are you sleeping in a room? 
……………

8. With whom did you have contact in the past month? 
(you can circle more than one answer)
1 Penitentiary officials
2 Social worker(s)
3 My lawyer
4 The doctor/physician
5 The psychologist
6 The head of the department 
7 My family
8 Other, namely: .....................................................

We have a few more questions about the people who 
take care of you.

9.Do you think that the people in the institution take 
good care of you?
1. They take very good care of me 
2. They take good care of me
3. They do not take good care of me
4. They take poor care of me
5. I am being neglected

10. When is a person a child?
1. A child is someone with age 0 – 12 years
2. A child is someone with age 6 – 16 years
3. A child is someone with age 0 – 17 years
4. A child is someone with age 0 – 18 years
5. A child is someone with age 0 – 20 years
6. I do not know 

Annex II:  
Self-completion questionnaire for children in (pre-trial) detention

STUDY ‘HEALTH, SAFETY AND PROTECTION OF CHILDREN’
GSR/UNICEF 2016
SELF-COMPLETION QUESTIONNAIRE CHILDREN AND YOUTH IN (PRE-TRIAL) DETENTION 11-18 
YEARS
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It is important that children feel good, even if they do 
not live in their own home but temporarily in an insti-
tution. We want to do our best to achieve this together. 
This is why we want to know how you feel and if you 
sometimes experience unpleasant or dangerous things. 
Being safe in the institution means that dangerous 
things do not or will not happen to you there.

11. Do you feel safe in the institution?
1 Yes, always
2 Yes, but sometimes not because ………
3 I do not feel safe because ……………….

12. Are you afraid to leave your room and what is the 
reason? (you can circle more than one answer)
1 I am never afraid to leave my room 
2 I am sometimes afraid that children will bully me
3 I am sometimes afraid that children will hit me
4 I am afraid to walk inside the institution (in the  
 yard/innercourt)
5 I am afraid of the female or male teacher
6 I am afraid of a penitentiary official/male or female  
 police officer
7 I am afraid of adult detainees
8 I am afraid that fighting or bullying will take place
9.   I am afraid of ………………………..............................

13. In the past 12 months, how often did you have a 
weapon with you, for example a knife, a screw-driver, a 
taser or other dangerous object, to protect yourself?
1 Never
2 1 day
3 2 or 3 days
4 4 or 5 days
5 6 or 7 days
6 8 or 9 days
7 9 or ten days
8 More than 10 days

14. In the past 12 months, how often were you injured 
because of a fight with another child or youth? 
1 Never
2 1 time
3 2 or 3 times
4 4 or 5 time
5 6 or 7 times
6 8 or 9 times
7 10 or 11 times
8 More than 11 times

15. In the past 12 months, how often did someone in the 
institution steal something from you? 
1 Never
2 1 time
3 2 or 3 times
4 4 or 5 times
5 More than 5 times

16. a. Did something happen between you and a peni-
tentiary official/police officer or adult detainee, in the 
past 12 months, which you did not like? (you can circle 
more than one answer; also circle with WHOM this hap-
pened) 
1. No, nothing ever happened
2. Yes, I was hit
3. Yes, I was slapped
4. Yes, I was called names
5. Yes, I was shouted at
6. Yes, objects were thrown at me

b.  If yes, how often did this happen in the past 12 
months?
1 Never
2 1 time
3 2 or 3 times
4 4 or 5 times
5 More than 5 times

17.  a. Did something happen between you and a female 
or male teacher, in the past 12 months, which you did 
not like? (you can circle more than one answer) 
1. No, nothing ever happened
2. Yes, I was hit
3. Yes, I was slapped 
4. Yes, I was called names
5. Yes, I was shouted at
6. Yes, I was bullied
7. Yes, objects were thrown at me

b.  If yes, how often did this happen in the past 12 
months?
1. Never
2. 1 time
3. 2 or 3 times
4. 4 or 5 times
5. More than 5 times

We also want to know what the situation is with bullying in 
the institution. The following questions are about this.
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18.  In the past 12 months, on how many days were you 
bullied in the institution by other children?
1 Never
2 1 day
3 2 or 3 days
4 4 or 5 days
5 6 or 7 days
6 8 or 9 days
7 9 or 10 days
8 More than 10 days

19.  In the past 12 months, in what ways were you bul-
lied? (you can circle more than one answer)
1 I was not bullied 
2 I was hit 
3 I was made to look ridiculous, insulted
4 They do not want to talk to me
5 They say bad things about me
6 They call me names

20. In the past 12 months, what was the reason why 
other children bullied you? (you can circle more than 
one answer)
1 I was not bullied 
2 Because they think that I am a homo or lesbian
3 Because I am poor
4 Because I do poorly in school
5 Because they think that I am ugly
6 Because …………..................................................
7 I do not know

21. Do the children who bully you belong to a group 
(gang)?
1. No, I was not bullied 
2. No, there is only 1 child who bullies me
3. Yes, they form a group against me
4. Yes, children from different groups (gangs)

22.  How often do children in the institution treat you 
friendly, for example by helping you if you need it?
1 Never
2 Seldom
3 Sometimes
4 Often

23. How often did you hit, shove, kick or spit at children 
in the institution?
1 Never happened
2 1 time
3 2 or 3 times
4 4 or 5 times
5 More than 5 times

24. How often did you call other children in the institu-
tion names?
1 Never happened
2 1 time
3 2 or 3 times
4 4 or 5 times
5 More than 5 times

We also want to know a few other things about the in-
stitution and if you feel pleasant and at your ease there. 
The next questions are about this.

25. Do you feel safe where you sleep?
1 Yes, always
2 Yes, but sometimes not because ……........................... 
3 I do not feel safe because ……………..........................

26. Are there children or adults in the institution who 
drink alcohol so that you sometimes get afraid?
1 Yes, children and adults 3    Ja, children
2 No, none of both  4    Ja, adults

27. Are there children or adults in the institution who 
use drugs so that you get afraid?
1    Yes, children and adults 3    Yes, children
2    No, none of both  4    Yes, adults

28. Are there children or adults in the institution who 
make you afraid because they shout at you or call you 
names?
1    Yes, children and adult s 3    Yes, children
2    No, none of both  4    Yes, adults

29. Are there children or adults in the institution who 
fight with each other, so harshly hit, kick and/or slap 
each other?
1    Yes, children and adults 3    Yes, children
2    No, none of both  4    Yes, adults

30.  Do you think that you are treated badly by other 
children in the institution?
1 Yes, because ..................  2  No
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STATEMENTS I

We like to know if certain things once happened in your life or in the previous school year (2014- 2015) or in this school year 
(2015-2016). If you experienced these things IN THIS SCHOOL YEAR OR IN THE PREVIOUS SCHOOL YEAR, you must also in-
dicate how many times this occurred. So you put an X at ‘1 time’, or ‘2 to 3 times’, etc. It may be that you once experienced 
it but a longer time ago, if so, put an X at ‘LONGER AGO’. If you have never experienced the things we mention, put an X at 
NEVER.
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STATEMENTS II
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STATEMENTS III

This part is about experiences that you may have had with regard to sex.
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31. Did you ever have sex in the institution with some-
one older than 18 years?
1 Yes
2 No 

32. Do you know of other children that they had sex in 
the institution?
1 Yes
2 No (go to question 35)

33. The first time you had sex in the institution, did you 
use a condom?
1 I never had sex
2 Yes, I used a condom
3 No, I did not use a condom
 
34. Have you ever been pregnant or made someone 
pregnant in the institution?
1 No
2 Yes

What is your opinion on the following:

35. If a classmate tells you that he/she is being treated 
badly in the institution by a person who takes care of 
him/her, what advice would you give him/her? (you can 
circle more than one answer)
1 Talk to another penitentiary official
2 Talk to another child
3 Talk to the social worker
4 Talk to someone from your church 
5 Talk to the doctor
6 Talk to the lawyer
7 Talk to the psychologist
8 Other ……………………………

36. When are adults allowed to hit children? (you can 
circle more than one answer)
1 Never
2 If they lie
3 If they are impudent or talk back
4 If they fight 
5 If they do not listen
6 If they do poorly in school
7 If ..................................................

37. Name three things that adults can best do if children 
misbehave or are disobedient.
1 Give them an beating
2 Give them a slap
3 Talk to them
4 Forbid them to go out
5 Curse at them
6 Take away their phone
7 Forbid them to use the internet
8 Take them to the juvenile police
9 Other, namely: ………….................

38. From which age of a child can an adult have sex with 
the child?
1 Adults can never have sex with a child
2 Adults can have sex with a child if the child wants  
 it him/herself
3 Adults can have sex with a child if the child is 16  
 years or older
4 Adults can have sex with a child if the child is 18  
 years or older
 
39 Who would you ask for help if you had a problem? 
(you can circle more than one answer)
1 Penitentiary officials   
2 Social workers
3 Other children    
4 Doctor
5 Psychologist
6 Lawyer
7 Family (if I talk to them)
8 Female or male teacher   
9 Nobody
10 I will ask help from 

40.  If another child in the institution is hit or bullied, 
what would you do? (you can circle more than one 
answer)
1. Nothing, it is not my business, I would not interfere 
2. Nothing because I am afraid
3. I would help the child
4. I would tell the female/male teacher
5. I would ......................................................................
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41. If other children in the institution would hit or bully 
you, what would you do? (you can circle more than one 
answer)
1 Nothing because I am afraid
2 I would hit or bully back
3 I would ask other children for help
4 I would ask the penitentiary officials for help
5 I would ask the social worker for help
6 I would ask the female/male teacher for help
7 I would tell nobody
8 I would .....................................................................

42.  If an adult in the institution would hit you or ano-
ther child, what would you do?
1 Nothing
2 I would tell my parents at home
3 I would tell the school principal
4 I would ……………………….......

You are in fact already finished now with answering the 
questions. But we would still like to ask you a few more 
questions about how you experienced taking part in 
this study.

43. Did other unpleasant or bad things happen to you 
that we did not ask you? 
If yes, what? …………………

44.  Do you think that the questionnaire was difficult to 
answer?
1 Yes
2 No

If answering the questions made you sad or angry, or if 
you still have questions, you can go to the social worker 
or the psychologist. Once you are free again, you can 
also call or contact organizations that help children. 
The corresponding telephone numbers are on the card 
that you received.

Thank you for your cooperation!
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Annex III: Association cards

‘For children freedom means…’

“If ie no ab a sroto ie no mang go a ie oso”

“Wanneer de man rustig met zijn vrouw ligt…
alles gaat rustig”

“Te mi kan pley bal, mi e firie vrijheid”

“Handen bij elkaar is voor mij vrede, 
ala sma e libi na wan”



74

SUB-STUDY ‘CHILDREN IN (PRE-TRIAL) DETENTION’

“Vrijheid na wan waterval, na ontspanning

“Te winti e naki yu fesie, yu sabi taki yu abi vrij-
heid”

“Te watra no de ie no mang wasi dus ie no
 mang lib vrij”

“If ie no abi famirie, ie no vrij”
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“Vrijheid na alla mang tap stratie, no wan mang 
in strafu”

“Vrijheid na presirie, te alla mang e firie switie”

“If y no ab wan boengboeng opleiding ie no mang 
de vrij ien a kondre dja”

“Vrijheid na te yu e sidong rustig”

 “Vrijheid n ate yu de nanga yu famirie”




