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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Child Justice Bill H.B. 11, 2021 (hereinafter referred to as the Bill) was gazetted on 3 

December 2021.  

1.2 The Bill was developed with the aim to establish a separate justice system for children who 

get into conflict with the law. 

1.3 In line with the values and principles underpinning the Constitution and international 

obligations, this child justice system will be largely premised on principles of restoration and 

rehabilitation of juvenile offenders, as opposed to a punitive justice system. 

1.4 In compliance with Constitutional provisions and as part of public consultations meant to 

enhance participatory democracy, the Joint Portfolio Committee on Justice, Legal and 

Parliamentary Affairs; and Thematic Committee on Human Rights, conducted nationwide 

public hearings on the Bill. The consultations were held from 3 to 8 April, 2022. 

1.5 The public consultations were attended by the general members of the public, school children 

and Civic Society Organizations like Children Youth Volunteers Association, Educational 

Trust, Justice for Children, Young Women Christian Association and Matebeleland 

Development Trust. 

1.6 Prior to holding the public consultations, the Joint Portfolio Committees underwent a 

workshop on unpacking of the Bill hosted by the Southern African Parliamentary Support 

Trust (SAPST), with a view to enhance their understanding of the provisions of the Bill. 

1.7 The Committee on Justice, Legal and Parliamentary Affairs also undertook a second round 

of consultations from 9 to 13 May 2022 under the spotlight initiative sponsored by Centre for 

Applied Legal Research in partnership with UNICEF. 

1.8 These consultations were targeting children in high schools, primary schools and Junior 

Parliamentarians.  

 

2.0 BACKGROUND 

2.1 In Zimbabwe, there has been no specific legislation on how cases of juvenile offenders are to 

be handled. As such, handling of matters of children who come into conflict with the law was 

left to the existing legislation and child-specific policies developed over time. 

2.2 For many years, the question of child justice in Zimbabwe’s jurisdiction has been a vexing 

question. 

2.3 Like everyone else, people under the age of 18 years, do come into contact and conflict with 

the law. 

2.4 The Convention on the Rights of the Child and the African Charter on the Rights and Welfare 

of the Child, provide for child justice. 

2.5 Section 19(1) of the Constitution provides that the State must adopt policies and measures to 

ensure that in matters relating to children, the best interests of the children concerned are 

paramount. 



2.6 Section 19(2)(c) further gives a critical mandate to the State to adopt policies and measures, 

within the limit of the resources available to it, to ensure that children are protected from 

maltreatment, neglect or any form of abuse. 

2.7 It is against this backdrop that this Bill seek to establish a criminal justice delivery mechanism 

that is designed specifically for child offenders who are currently treated in the same way as 

adults when facing arrests and pre-trial detention in conventional prisons like adults.  

 

3.0 METHODOLOGY  

3.1 As part of its law-making function, Parliament through the Portfolio Committee on Justice, 

Legal and Parliamentary Affairs and the Thematic Committee on Human Rights, embarked 

on public hearings on the Bill for the general public to make an input. 

3.2 This is a legal requirement set out in section 141 of the Constitution which stipulates that 

Parliament should create an environment that enables the public to participate in the law-

making process. 

3.3 The public hearings were attended by persons from all walks of life that included: men, 

women, the youth, the disabled, children and civic society organizations with some even 

sending written submissions to Parliament. 

 

Public Hearings 

Team A 

DATE PROVINCE PUBLIC HEARING 

VENUE 

04 April 2022 Manicaland Mutare Civic Centre, 

Mutare 

 

05 April 2022 Masvingo 

 

Midlands 

Chitsanga Hall, Chiredzi 

 

Chiedza Hall, Zvishavane 

06 April 2022 Midlands 

 

Mashonaland West 

Gweru Theatre, Gweru 

 

Bosbury Primary School 

Chegutu 

07 April 2022 Mashonaland Central Chipadze Hall 



 Bindura 

08 April 2022 Harare New Ambassador Hotel 

Harare 

 

Team B 

DATE PROVINCE PUBLIC HEARING 

VENUE 

04 April 2022 Matabeleland North  Freedom Square 

Binga 

05 April 2022 Matebeleland North Lwendulu Hall 

Hwange 

06 April 2022 Matabeleland South Gwanda Hotel 

Gwanda 

07 April 2022 Bulawayo Selbourne Hotel, Bulawayo 

Beit Hall, Luveve 

 

Consultations targeting school children and Junior Parliamentarians 

Team A 

DATE PROVINCE PUBLIC HEARING 

VENUE 

09 May 2022 Masvingo Victoria High School, 

Masvingo 

 

Gokomere High School, 

Masvingo 

10 May 2022 Masvingo 

 

Gutu High School, Gutu 

 



11 May 2022 Manicaland 

 

 

St Dominics High School, 

Mutare 

 

Bemhiwa Primary School, 

Marange 

12 May 2022 Manicaland 

 

Gombakomba High School, 

Vumba 

13 May 2022 Harare Deaf Zimbabwe Trust 

Academy, Harare 

 

Team B 

DATE PROVINCE PUBLIC HEARING 

VENUE 

09 May 2022 Matabeleland South Gwanda Government High 

School, Gwanda 

 

Sabiwa High School, Gwanda 

10 May 2022 Matebeleland North Fatima High School, Lupane 

 

Mabhiwa High School, 

Lupane 

11 May 2022 Bulawayo Mbuyazwe Secondary School, 

Bulawayo 

12 May 2022 Midlands St Daniels Rehabilitation and 

Vocational Training Centre, 

Gweru 

13 May 2022 Mashonaland West Rimuka High School, Kadoma 

 

 



4.0 SUBMISSIONS ON SPECIFIC CLAUSES OF THE BILL 

4.1 Centre for Applied Legal Research highlighted that, from the onset, this Bill seeks to change 

the minimum age of criminal capacity. However, it was their submission that, this position is 

difficult to find as it only fully emerges in later clauses of the Bill that seeks to amend sections 

6 and 7 of the Criminal Law Code.  

4.2 As such, a suggestion was made that there be a clear substantive provision towards the 

beginning of the Bill, that sets out this new position on the age of criminal capacity. An 

insertion of Clause 3A was proposed which provide as follows: 

3A Age and Criminal Capacity 

For purposes of this Act 

(a) A child below the age of 12 years is irrebutably presumed to lack the criminal capacity to 

commit a crime and cannot be prosecuted for that offence, but must be dealt with in terms 

of section 94(1) of this Act 

(b) A child over 12 years has criminal capacity to commit a crime unless the evidence 

establishes that the child lacked criminal capacity. 

4.3 Clause 5: Sets out principles of child justice. These include among others ‘‘…adherence to 

the rights and obligations of children as contained in international and regional instruments, 

with particular reference to the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child and the 

African Charter on the Rights and Welfare of the Child’’, and that a child may not be deprived 

of their liberty before or after conviction save where detention is necessary. 

4.4 Majority of the general public welcomed this Clause with much enthusiasm. It was 

highlighted that child offenders between the ages of 12 years to16 years are being treated in 

the same manner as adult offenders, arrested and detained in same prisons as adults. 

4.5 Parents and organizations representing rights and interests of children raised concerns over 

the trauma that a child is likely to face upon getting arrested, brought before the court of law 

and eventually given a custodial sentence. As such, the general public was in support of the 

principles of child justice as contained in the Bill. 

4.6 In the same vein, Law Society of Zimbabwe submitted that, the principle as provided for by 

Clause 5(j) must be holistic enough to also include reformation and rehabilitation (not just 

reintegration) as per article 17(3) of the African Charter on the Rights and Welfare of the 

Child.  

4.7 It was further submitted that, the use of the phrase “a child may not be deprived of liberty for 

an offence”, in Clause 5(m), waters down section 81(1)(i) of the Constitutional provision that 

says every child has a right “not to be detained except as a measure of last resort”. 

4.8 Clauses 8 to 11: Touches on the procedure in which police officers, child protection or 

diversion officer, and the courts may estimate the age of a child whenever there is doubt about 

the age of a person alleged to have committed an offence. 

4.9 According to the Law Society of Zimbabwe, the procedures for age determination set out in 

the Bill are too broad.  



4.10 It was therefore suggested that, in coming up with the procedures for age determination, 

the drafters of the Bill must take guidance from paragraph 34 of the Committee on the Rights 

of the Child’s General Comment 24 of 2019 (CRC/C/GC/24)1 which provides for assessment 

of the child’s physical and psychological development by professionals skilled in evaluating 

different aspects of development. 

4.11 It was also submitted that age estimation should be done by medical professionals like 

dentists who are well trained in that field, rather than having police officers do age estimation. 

4.12 During public hearings in Matebeleland North Province, different organizations 

representing children’s rights pointed out that, often times many children are being treated 

unfairly by the police and the courts because they do not have birth certificates. 

4.13 As such a call was made for the law to make it mandatory for parents to ensure that their 

children have birth certificates. Moreover, it was advocated that, in line with paragraph 33 of 

the Committee on the Rights of the Child’s General Comment 24 of 2019, whenever it is 

required to determine age of a child, the State must provide a birth certificate promptly and 

free of charge. 

4.14 Clause 12: stipulates, that a child under the age of 12 years shall not be arrested and lays 

out the processes for dealing with such, which include handing the child over to his or her 

parents. The aim of this clause is to increase the minimum age of criminal responsibility from 

7 years to 12 years.  

4.15 The general public welcomed this provision as a positive initiative by the government. 

However, the majority pointed out that a 12-year-old child is still too young to be considered 

mature enough to knowingly commit a crime. 

4.16 It was submitted that, evidence in the field of child development indicates that maturity 

and reasoning capacity of children aged 12 to 13 years is still evolving. Therefore, children 

under the age of 13, are less likely to knowingly participate in criminal activities or let alone 

understand the impact of their actions. 

4.17 During consultations in schools, school children and their Junior Parliamentarians had 

conflicting opinions on the criminal age of criminal responsibility. 

4.18 Some children where suggesting that the Bill should maintain the definition of a child in 

the Constitution and set the minimum age of criminal liability at 18, whilst majority children 

population proposed that children below the age of 16 years must be protected by the law. 

4.19 While these children appreciated the increase of the age of criminal responsibility to 12 

years, it was clear from their submissions that they are acknowledging that children as young 

                                                           
1 [A]ssessment of the child’s physical and psychological development, conducted by specialist pediatricians or 
other professionals skilled in evaluating different aspects of development. Such assessments should be carried out 
in a prompt, child- and gender-sensitive and culturally appropriate manner, including interviews of children and 
parents or caregivers in a language the child understands. States should refrain from using only medical methods 
based on, inter alia, bone and dental analysis, which is often inaccurate, due to wide margins of error, and can also 
be traumatic. The least invasive method of assessment should be applied. In the case of inconclusive evidence, the 
child or young person is to have the benefit of the doubt. 



as 7 years are also engaging in crimes either intentionally or unintentionally. 

4.20 A call was made by children that, those below the age of 12 if they find themselves in 

conflict with the law, efforts should be made to correct and rehabilitate them in juvenile 

rehabilitation centers that cater for their health, education and mental needs. 

4.21 Lawyers advocated for the Bill to take into consideration provisions of Part O of the 

African Commission’s Principles and Guidelines on the Right to a Fair Trial and Legal 

Assistance in Africa, which set the minimum age of criminal responsibility at 15. 

4.22 Clauses 13 - 21: Speaks on Police powers and duties together with the procedure and 

manner in which cases of child offenders are to be handled by the police from the time of 

their arrest to the time they are brought before the child justice court. 

4.23 The general public called upon the police to be sensitized on the Bill and laws that provide 

for children’s rights to ensure that they handle cases of child suspects as prescribed by the 

law. 

4.24 It was suggested that Clause 17 be revised and replaced with a provision that provides 

that detention of child suspects should not last longer than 24 hours. This is in tandem with 

the recommendation from the United Nations Global Study on Children Deprived of Liberty 

published in 2019. 

4.25 A high school student from Gokomere High School in Masvingo, submitted that 

government should ensure that the police officers are well trained in handling children’s 

cases. He referred to the manner in which the police brutally attacked school children who 

were demonstrating over their welfare on 8 November 2021. 

4.26 Clause 33: It was submitted that, payment of monetary bail should not be a requirement 

as it is discriminatory against those who are not able to pay monetary bail. Also, the 

expectation of either parents, guardians or others to be drawn into an inquiry relating to their 

ability to pay is not justifiable in principle. The whole requirement to pay monetary bail was 

said to be defeated by clause 33 (3) because it appears that there is still a discretion by the 

courts to release a child without having to pay monetary bail.  

4.27 Clause 41: This clause provides for purposes and general principles of diversion. 

Professor Geoff Feltoe, a Retired Law Lecturer at the Faculty of Law at University of 

Zimbabwe, submitted that, a scheme of pre-trial diversion has been in operation for a number 

of years. However, this has lacked legislative framework. 

4.28 The rights of a child, like any other accused person, must be protected. He submitted that, 

the child must be informed of his or her rights and an acceptance of responsibility must always 

be made on a free and well-informed basis. 

4.29 Consequently, he proposed for the insertion of additional provisions he strongly believes 

are fundamentally important in ensuring that a child is not unnecessarily pressured into 

accepting responsibility for a crime when in fact that child is still asserting his or her 

innocence or rather has a defence to the charge.   

4.30 The proposed insertion was therefore captured as follows: 



41A Conditions under which diversion applies 

(1) A child will only be admitted to a diversion programme if the following conditions 

are met –  

(a) The child voluntarily accepts responsibility for the act or omission that forms the basis of 

the offence that the child is alleged to have committed; 

(b) The child understands his or her right to remain silent and has not been unduly influenced 

or pressured into acknowledging responsibility; 

(c) The child has been advised of his or her right to be represented by a legal practitioner, if 

he or she wishes to exercise such right; 

(d) The child and a parent or guardian of the child or an appropriate adult have been informed 

of the diversion options and the child fully and freely consents to participate therein; 

(e) The Prosecutor-General or designated prosecutor is of the opinion that there is sufficient 

evidence to proceed with the prosecution of the offence if the child is not diverted 

(2) Where circumstances as referred to in subsection (1) exist, diversion must be 

considered by a child protection officer, a diversion committee, the Prosecutor-

General or designated prosecutor, as the case may be, or in the circumstances 

provided for in section 80, a child justice court. 

(3) Diversion must not be used to deal with a child alleged to have committed an offence 

if the child- 

(a) Denies that he or she committed the offence or was involved in or participated in the 

commission of the offence; or 

(b) Expresses his or her wish to have any charge against him or her dealt with by the child 

justice court. 

(4) No admission, confession or statement accepting responsibility for any act or 

omission made by a child alleged to have committed an offence as a condition of his 

or her being dealt with by diversion is admissible in evidence against the child in any 

subsequent criminal or civil proceedings.   

 

4.31 Clause 45: It was suggested that Clause 45 should be deleted. It was submitted that, 

diversion should be available to all the children in conflict with the law. As such, Clause 41(5) 

is sufficient without the further qualification of the inclusion of Clause 45.  

4.32 Clauses 57 – 60: Provides that a child has the right to legal representation and that where 

a child cannot afford legal representation one may be provided for at the State’s expense. 

4.33 However, it was proposed that, Clause 59(2) must be removed. Submissions were made 

that, the use of “a child protection officer” as an alternative will create a scenario where the 

State can avoid accountability when it fails to provide a child in conflict with the law with a 

legal practitioner. 

4.34 It was further submitted that, Clause 60 wholly defeats the principle that legal 

representation must be provided speedily and at the State’s expense. A fair alternative is to 

have a process that is wholly set out by this Bill not to leave it to the mercy of the Legal Aid 



Act.  

4.35 Moreover, it was recommended that government should capacitate the Legal Aid 

Directorate to ensure that legal assistance will always be made available for children 

whenever and wherever required. 

4.36 Clause 69: Provides for privacy and confidentiality when dealing with cases of child 

offenders. Members of the legal profession submitted that, provision under clause 69(1) must 

be made without any qualification. To this end an amendment to clause 69(1) was made to 

read as;  

“no person shall publish the name of a child, or any other information related to a child if it 

would identify the child as a child dealt with under this Act”. 

4.37 It was highlighted that exceptions set out unwittingly throw children into a complex 

litigation process. As such, clauses 69(3), 69(4) and 69(5) should, therefore, be deleted.  

4.38 Clause 77: It was proposed that, if the minimum age of criminal responsibility is not set 

at 15 as suggested earlier, it is just and fair to consider that no child under the age of 15 should 

be sentenced to imprisonment. 

4.39 It was further highlighted that Clause 77(5) is contrary to section 81(1)(i) of the 

Constitution which provides that detention of a child must be “for the shortest appropriate 

period”. Setting a maximum custodial sentence at 12 years for a child is still excessively long 

considering that a child would have been in conflict with the law while in their formative 

years.   

4.40 The maximum sentence that should be imposed on a child should therefore be reduced in 

line with the Constitutional requirement that the detention of children should be for the 

shortest appropriate period. 

4.41 Clause 79: Participants were against the idea of payment of a fine by parent /guardian, 

which they said seem to encourage children from rich backgrounds to commit crimes. They 

suggested that the Bill should consider other methods to deter children from committing 

crimes. Some participants even suggested the re-introduction of corporal punishment as an 

effective way of deterring delinquent behaviour among children. 

4.42 Clause 94: Provides for Amendment of the Criminal Law (Codification and Reform) Act 

[Chapter 9:23]. 

4.43 Law Society of Zimbabwe submitted that, setting of two ages, although devised as a 

protective measure, has proved inefficient in practice. Thus, Clause 94 should rather aim to 

amend sections 6, 7 and 8 of the Criminal Law (Codification and Reform) Act to read as 

follows:  

“A child below the age of fifteen years shall be deemed to lack criminal capacity and shall 

not be tried for or convicted of any crime which he or she is alleged to have committed before 

attaining that age.”   

 Or Alternatively, “No child below the age of 15 shall be arrested or detained on allegations 

of having committed a crime.” 



4.44 Organizations representing the rights of people living with disabilities acknowledged and 

commended the commitment of the drafters of this Bill towards inclusion of disability 

provisions in Clauses 2, 5 and 64 of the Bill. 

4.45 However, during unpacking of the Bill, one of the legal experts and drafters of the Bill 

acknowledged with great concern that the Bill is not adequately providing for the rights and 

interests of children living with disabilities who may come in conflict with the law. 

4.46 During consultations, it was submitted that, it is equally important to remember that 

children with disabilities are also capable of committing crimes. In that regard it is crucial to 

ensure that when they do come before law enforcement agencies and the judiciary, reasonable 

accommodations are put in place to safeguard their rights to be treated equally before the law. 

4.47 A call was made that, in every provision that requires a child to be provided with 

information, that said information or communication must be in accessible format, that is, 

sign language interpretation must also be provided for the benefit of children with hearing 

impairments and braille for the visually impaired. 

4.48 Deaf Zimbabwe Trust suggested some amendments to the Bill to ensure that children who 

require reasonable accommodation are adequately catered for to reduce any chances of undue 

prejudice.  

4.49 It was proposed that in provisions of Clauses 16, 20, 22, 26, 35 and 39 there be insertion 

of sign language interpreter or that a stand-alone section that provides for the presence of a 

sign language interpreter could be adopted.  

4.50 A potential conflict of interest in Clause 64(8) was also brought out during the 

consultations by presenters representing deaf children. 

4.51 It was highlighted that, some parents or guardians of children with hearing impairments 

may not been truthful and are biased when called upon to be intermediaries. In some cases, 

they are abusive towards the child, instrumental in the commission of crimes and they further 

abuse their role as intermediaries and use it to conceal crucial information that the child might 

wish to convey. 

4.52 With this in mind it was proposed that, the Bill should provide for the use of a Relay 

System where a deaf intermediary as well as a Court sign language interpreter are both 

employed at police stations and Courts in support of the Victim Friendly Unit.                             

 

 

5.0 GENERAL SUBMISSIONS  

5.1 The general public submitted that the Bill should put specific time limits in relation to 

conclusion of trials for children. It was proposed that all trials should be concluded within 

one month. 

5.2 The public was in support with the principles of child justice as they promote rehabilitation 

of juvenile offenders instead of punishing them. However, concerns were also raised over 

lack of adequate juvenile correctional and rehabilitation facilities in Zimbabwe. 



5.3 It was highlighted that the country only has one juvenile correctional facility, Whawha Young 

Offenders prison. Concerns were also raised over how government is going to fully capacitate 

all the structures being introduced by the Bill since the already existing structures are 

currently underfunded. 

5.4 It was therefore, recommended that government should ensure that this piece of legislation 

be adequately supported by infrastructural development of rehabilitation centres for its 

implementation to be a success. 

5.5 It was also submitted that the Bill should also cater for children born and living in prisons by 

virtue of their mothers saving prison sentences. 

5.6 Organizations representing interests of children and youths recommended that, in line with 

Clause 22, support groups should be created and healthcare givers within correctional services 

should be well trained in youth friendly services. Moreover, there is need for viral load 

monitoring for children detained and on Anti-Retroviral Treatment. 

5.7 It was further submitted that, children in correctional facilities and detention centres should 

have access to Comprehensive Sexuality Education so that they acquire accurate information 

about sexuality, sexual and reproductive health and human rights.  

 

6.0 COMMITTEE OBSERVATIONS 

6.1 Despite the Bill setting the minimum age of criminal responsibility at 12, concerns 

were being raised that 12 years is still low. Calls were being made to increase the age 

of criminal responsibility to meet international and regional standards. 

 

6.2 Concerns were raised over Clause 17 which sets the maximum time limit for children 

to remain in police custody at 48 hours. 

 

6.3 The public was advocating for a provision that clearly prohibits the media from 

covering and publishing cases of children. 

 

6.4 It was noted that different organizations were advocating for inclusion of members of 

Civic Society Organizations in Child Justice Committees at all levels. 

 

6.5 There was generally low turnout at the public hearings with Mutare recording 3 

attendees. 

 

6.6 Concerns were raised over the maximum custodial sentence set at 12 years. This was 

said to be too harsh for children. 

 

6.7 The Committee also noted that the Bill is not addressing 3rd degree crimes like 

treason, rape and murder. 



6.8 The Committee also took note of the concerns that the public made in terms of the 

financial resources that Government needs to inject in-order to implement fully the 

Child Justice System. 

 

7.0 COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Committee therefore recommends the following: 

 

7.1 The minimum age of criminal responsibility be set at 12 years as proposed in the Bill. 

 

7.2 The Criminal Law (Codification and Reform) Act be amended so that it is in line with 

the Child Justice Act on the age of criminal responsibility. 

 

7.3 Government should ensure construction of more correctional and rehabilitation 

centers for juvenile offenders with health and education facilities in place. 

 

7.4 Members of the Civic Society Organizations and other interested stakeholders in child 

rights and child welfare be included in Child Justice Committees at all levels. 

 

7.5 The Bill should have a provision that covers serious crimes like rape, murder and 

treason. 

 

7.6 The maximum custodial sentence for juvenile offender be increased to 18 years 

especially for more serious crimes like murder, rape and treason. 

 

7.7 Members of Parliament to take part mobilizing participants in their respective 

Constituencies to attend and participant in public hearings. 

 

7.8 Government should capacitate the structures being created by this Child Justice Bill 

to ensure effective operation on the child justice system. 

 

7.9  There be insertion of Clause 3A to read as follows: 

3A Age and Criminal Capacity 

For purposes of this Act 

(a) A child below the age of 12 years is irrebutably presumed to lack the criminal 

capacity to commit a crime and cannot be prosecuted for that offence, but must be 

dealt with in terms of section 94(1) of this Act. 

(b) A child over 12 years has criminal capacity to commit a crime unless the evidence 

establishes that the child lacked criminal capacity. 

 



7.10 There be an additional insertion of Clause 41A which provides for process of 

diversion as follows: 

41A Conditions under which diversion applies 

(1) A child will only be admitted to a diversion programme if the following conditions 

are met –  

(a) The child voluntarily accepts responsibility for the act or omission that forms the 

basis of the offence that the child is alleged to have committed; 

(b) The child understands his or her right to remain silent and has not been unduly 

influenced or pressured into acknowledging responsibility; 

(c) The child has been advised of his or her right to be represented by a legal 

practitioner, if he or she wishes to exercise such right; 

(d) The child and a parent or guardian of the child or an appropriate adult have been 

informed of the diversion options and the child fully and freely consents to participate 

therein; 

(e) The Prosecutor-General or designated prosecutor is of the opinion that there is 

sufficient evidence to proceed with the prosecution of the offence if the child is not 

diverted 

(2) Where circumstances as referred to in subsection (1) exist, diversion must be 

considered by a child protection officer, a diversion committee, the Prosecutor-

General or designated prosecutor, as the case may be, or in the circumstances provided 

for in section 80, a child justice court. 

(3) Diversion must not be used to deal with a child alleged to have committed an 

offence if the child- 

(a) Denies that he or she committed the offence or was involved in or participated in 

the commission of the offence; or 

(b) Expresses his or her wish to have any charge against him or her dealt with by the 

child justice court. 

(4) No admission, confession or statement accepting responsibility for any act or 

omission made by a child alleged to have committed an offence as a condition of his 

or her being dealt with by diversion is admissible in evidence against the child in any 

subsequent criminal or civil proceedings.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



8.0 CONCLUSION 

This Bill is a long-standing legal project that marks significant progress in the treatment of 

children in conflict with the law in our jurisdiction. However, the Bill needs to fully meet 

international law stipulations and standards in child justice as provided for in the United Nations 

Convention on the Rights of the Child and the African Charter on the Rights and Welfare of the 

Child. In addition, there is need to raise community level awareness in order to prevent children 

from falling into a life of crime, as well as to protect children from exploitation and abuse. It is 

therefore imperative to combine institutional and community approaches to improve the 

administration of child justice in Zimbabwe. 

 




