
JUDGE CHRIS GREENLAND INTERVIEW WITH JUROR13 – TRANSCRIPT PART 2 

 

NOTE:  Part 1 solely dealt with questions and opinions regarding the trial.  Part 2 also deals with questions and opinions, 

but digs further in to social issues. 

J13:  I've been working with Nick van der Leek who has written 5 books (Reeva in her own Words, Recidivist Acts, 

Resurrection, Revelations and Restitutio) not only about the trial, but about other topics surrounding the trial, and also 

society in general.  Both he and I feel very strongly that when a verdict like this takes place, it's not ok to just say "well, 

ok, that's what happened, let's move on and let's go on with our lives".  You know, a life was lost.  And it just doesn't feel 

right to us, so we've been kind of searching for meaning in all of this and what can we do beyond this, and so that's where 

the whole idea of Transcendence came up.  (NOTE:  The book Transcendence is the concept of Nick van der Leek, and 

will be co-authored by Juror 13.  It is scheduled for release in October).   And so I think there are two things as far as 

transcendence is concerned - there's personal transcendence, you know, what can we do in our lives just to be better 

people?  Sometimes these stories inspire you to want to be better.  But then secondly, from a legal perspective - how 

does it work in South Africa... if the citizens feel like the laws are not working properly, how can citizens become 

involved in affecting change? 

JG:  That's a tough question.  In this region there is a huge concern about the laws and about justice.  And I've made it 

the theme of my book that you referenced earlier on.  You have to read the book, you will see that I'm concerned that 

we can't say in this region that issues of justice are in their proper place or space.  And certainly social injustice is 

pandemic in this region.  So, what do citizens do in the region?  As far as I can see, and I see frustratingly, there's very 

very little.  In South Africa, like most countries, they've got law reform commission which ? considers, reviews and then 

comes out with recommendations and there's one recommendation that was made 14 years ago that states should have 

the right to appeal also on questions of fact, which has not been implemented for no good reason whatsoever.  And had it 

been implemented, it would have affected this trial.  And there would have been an opportunity for the Superior Courts 

to correct the verdict and sentence in this trial.  So I don't think South African society, and society generally in this 

region, does very much about issues of justice.  In my view, and I say this quite bluntly, we have wonderful institutions 

like the human rights commission, uh generally does not have a sterling record on correcting or being an advocate, an 

effective advocate, for change as regards to issues of justice.  So what we're seeing in social media, when people post 

their complaints, moans, whines, groans, winches, day and night... why do I think this is happening, I don't know.  If we 

have to think of political issues as a barometer, not very much. I think you know the scandalous situation South Africa has 

with regards to our own President.  The wrong there could not be more blatant and the public outcry could not be more, 

shall I say loud and clear, and yet nothing happens thereafter.  The South African public overwhelmingly stated that the 

Scorpions unit, which was a crime fighting unit, not be dis-banned.  Because it affects their rights, it affects their safety, 

it affects issues of law and justice.  And government just banned the Scorpions against this popular outcry.  So I don't 

know whether you are happy with my answer.  But it's honest.   

J13:  I'm happy that it's honest and that's all that we can ask for.  I wish there were more people like you that were in 

practice right now that could you know speak up and get to the right people and do something.  That's so frustrating to 

know that so many people want that change and yet it doesn't seem like it's going to happen anytime soon.  So, maybe 

the answer then is to just focus on ourselves as people and what we can do.  I know that with your backstory, you've had 

your own transcendence from your childhood to where you went with your career and I'm just curious what that word 

transcendence means to you.  And just what your general thoughts are about transcendence as a society... is there any 

hope for us? 

JG:  Well, I'm not really, I'm not at all familiar with your concept of transcendence, I can only imagine what it is.  When I 

apply it to myself, I think it relates to a proper concern with issues of justice and issues of what is right and what is 

wrong.  I wrote a book about this, in terms of my own experiences.  It's a very very real issue.  It's a concept... when I 

was a judge, one of the things I did was to administer new members to the profession, in other words there is a 

procedure in terms of which they have passed their exam and they are entitled to be admitted as lawyers and advocates, 



and they come before a judge and the judge then admits them.  And I gave them a speech that they should use their 

youthful energies to reexamine and review the laws of the country that I routinely applied and assumed correct, in order 

to see if they accord with the test of justice.  To see whether they support justice.  Because law and justice are not 

necessarily the same thing.  For instance we know apartheid laws had absolutely nothing to do with justice.  They were a 

betrayal of justice.  They were a trampling of justice.  So I encouraged these young, new members of the profession to 

do that, examine our laws in order to see whether they were serving justice.  So I should imagine that transcendence has 

something to do with that.  On a personal level, I asked each of them to use their minds, hearts to be concerned with the 

precious commodity of justice and to see how it can be improved.   

J13:  It's really, what I think both Nick and I intend with that concept is where taking something that is in inauthentic 

state, or broken state, and then taking it above and beyond, and repairing and going on to doing something better.  Being 

full and authentic.  Kind of that whole process.  And so here in America, where I"m based, we as citizens do have the 

ability to protest and whether that be over a bad verdict or whatever it is in our own society that we're not happy about, 

we can protest and sometimes if you do it in the right way and you get enough people, you can reach the lawmakers and 

they can write bills and put them up for approval.  Sometimes laws do change.  That's a very tangible way of having 

transcendence.  But sometimes it's a much bigger meaning too.  How we as people demand better, how we don't just sit 

back and say ok, somebody was killed and there's not much we can do about it.  No, let's all get together and figure out 

as a society how we can have more value for human life.  And maybe you can't do something directly about a law, but 

maybe there's a cause that you can become involved in and maybe that plants the seed for making your society a little bit 

better.  I know that you are very invested in social justice and I'd be curious to know what you're working on right now.  it 

sounds like there's some great things that you've done to help society where you see that maybe there's a gap, that 

people need some extra help.  What is it right now, are there any causes that you are working on that you want to talk 

about? 

JG:  I just want to go back to what you just said.  In my ?, there is a statement that I make: 

"An ordinary life becomes extraordinary if you are concerned with truth" 

JG:  Find it and embrace it.  And in that way, you will make a difference.  So that's an idea that I would say accords with 

your concept of transcendence.   

J13:  It does. 

JG:  It all starts and ends with truth.  And you've already picked up that one of the statements or themes of the book is 

that I contend that all injustice starts with the perversion of truth.  It starts with the lies.  And it's all of the lies that 

then turns to injustice.  So yes, I strongly support what one might call consciousness about why does injustice occur. 

 Also, the theme of the book is that societies locally and internationally are riddled with inconvenient truths being 

suppressed.  And convenient lies being propagated.  That's another theme of the book.  So I would then again imagine 

that transcendence has got everything to do with that.  So I will just say in regards to every individual, we need to 

understand that we cannot be meek.  We cannot be facile.  We cannot be cowards and just ignore injustice that is 

embedded, that is systemic around us.  If each of us just made a commitment to supporting truth and taking a stand 

against lies and deception, then there will be a chance for justice on the planet.  Because justice, especially social 

injustice, is out pandemic. 

J13:  It is.  We absolutely share that concept and that's exactly why we're having this conversation.  At some point we 

want to move beyond all the doom and gloom of what we've experienced these last several months and come up with 

something much better and more positive to focus on.  So both Nick and I, as well as the readers on my blog and a lot of 

other really good people I know out there who care about human beings and care about society are going to continue to 

fight the cause.  You have been a really great contributor throughout all of this and I can tell you, everybody that I've 

spoken with, they greatly respect you, we respect your opinions.  I know it's hard to come out within your community and 

share some of these opinions that aren't always popular but you've done that and you obviously speak from your heart, 

and we appreciate that.   



JG:  I like to think that I speak from my mind. 

J13:  And your mind, yes, your mind, absolutely. 

JG:  (laughter) I keep banging on about this business about people being influenced by their hearts.  In other words, it's a 

? of mine when I say that... beliefs, is a problem.  People need... we are members of a species called homosapiens.  We 

need to think more and believe less.  There's too much concern with belief.  And you know, logically what's happening 

with atrocities, depravity of ISIS at the moment, is founded on my proposition.  It's this commitment to belief rather than 

to thinking that leads to that situation.   

J13:  That is an excellent point.  Very good point.  You're right. 

JG:  I'm religious, if I might use that term, because I was brainwashed from the age of 4 1/2 years by Roman Catholic 

nuns, but they also taught me to think.  And I'm the first one to say that religion has done so much damage on this planet. 

 Regrettably.  Because religion doesn't actually preach that you should do evil.  But much evil is done in the name of 

religion.  And it's because people don't think.  And they use their beliefs to prove their beliefs.  And to submerge their 

power of reason.  So that's another something that I contend, almost on a daily basis.   

J13:  That is a really really excellent point.  I couldn't agree with you more.  I think people are, kind of in today's day and 

age with all of this media buzzing in their ears, they just tend to believe whatever is handed to them without doing their 

own interrogation.  That's actually one of the things that drove me to start a blog was I was kind of sick and tired of 

listening to all of this noise coming from all over the place.  I wanted to actually see myself as a juror, an anonymous 

person sitting in a courtroom, listening to the information and interrogating it for myself and using my own mind and 

seeing where that takes me.  And so that's kind of how that whole blog began.  So I greatly support people thinking for 

themselves, not forming opinions because somebody has told them to, but actually seeking out the truth themselves. 

 And I really support your ideas in seeking out truth.  

JG:  If you also go to my blog and you repeat what I have posted, you'll see that there is a preoccupation with just that. 

 With tackling convenient untruths...  We are propagating convenient untruths.  We see this all the time with South 

Africa.  It's a huge problem.  The whole of the South African society at the moment for instance has bought in to the 

notion, the concept, that black good, white bad, colored/asian/chinese not too good, not too bad.  They've done so 

unwittingly.  They've done so in good faith.  But they've done it.  They bought and saw it hook line and sinker, the 

apartheid culture. In terms of our transformational modeling in South Africa.  They don't realize it because nobody's 

saying it.  But that's the situation.  So the effect of that for instance has been to put mixed race groupings in to a terrible 

position.  Because under apartheid, in order to be accepted as an equal, you had to, to use a euphemism, play white. 

 But now by law, you have to play black.  Otherwise, you will be discriminated against, by law.  That's how obscene, 

that's how vomited the situation has become in South Africa but nobody seems to realize it.  There's a naivety on this 

issue that is really really astounding.   

J13:  And it seems like people are afraid to talk about it in public domain because they don't want to be... they don't 

want to look like the bad guy and they don't want to be criticized and stir up all this trouble but that's what it takes.  It 

takes people with some back bone to get out there and speak and get more people on the cause and then hopefully 

someday somebody will listen. 

JG:  Yes, and in South Africa, if you do stand up, you will be hurt.  If you are still a career functionary, you stand to be 

victimized.  So it's dangerous for people that are passionate about truth to stand up and actually support it.  I'm retired, 

so I'm at less risk.  But in my case, if you read my book, you'll see that it almost cost me my life.  When I ended up in a 

situation where I was also facing a threat but unlike Oscar, it was a real threat.  These two intruders had weapons and 

were there to kill me.   



J13:  And I would imagine, so being in that, having that circumstance happen to you, don't you find it incredibly insulting 

that Oscar would actually stand there in front of the world and tell the story that he told.  I just think that is such a slap 

in the face of everybody who has actually been in that situation.   

JG:  Lisa, yes, to that extent I have to confess what initially we would call a bias, because I have been in that situation. 

 And therefore my intuitive reaction when he made certain statements in court is to say that this is bulldust.  This is 

nonsense.  This is utter rubbish.  I was trained as a soldier.  And trained in tactical situations.  And I can tell you right 

now, you will not advance towards the threat in that situation.  

J13:  And you most certainly won't do it when you don't have legs. 

JG:  Exactly.  That is just nonsense in the extreme.  You know, and the evidence that was lead about fight or flight was 

utter nonsense.  Starting with the fact that it ignored the other option which is freeze.  And the very fact that the freeze 

option was simply ignored and treated as irrelevant, shows that the evidence on that issue was fundamentally flawed. 

The approach was biased in the extreme.  Because you don't give expert evidence about the phenomena and leave out an 

important component of it unless you are being biased.  As regards to that issue, it's flight, fight or freeze.  All 3 might 

occur in that situation.  And an expert should deal with each of them.  So that alone told me that this expert is 

completely biased and is not deserving of credibility.   

J13:  Wow, yea.  Do you have.. have you sat back and thought about what actually happened that night.  Do you believe 

it was a domestic situation, and do you have any theories on it? 

JG:  Yes, my supposition on it, and I put it no higher than that, is that this was the terrible culmination of a domestic 

fight that they had, emotive fight.  It fits entirely with Oscar's profile.  He comes across to me as a hothead that is 

inclined to lose it.  And my experience at 70 years of age, over my lifetime, I've met people like him... I've seen them 

behave and my educated guess is that it was what's called roid.  It's simply rage.   

J13:  I was actually a bit surprised that in his psychological evaluation that they stated that there were no signs of him 

having an unusual amount of rage.  I'm kind of paraphrasing a bit there, but that surprised me.  There seems to be a lot 

of evidence to say otherwise in his back story about ways that he's behaved before. 

JG:  I have to make two comments.  Dr. Meryl Vorster did say that he suffers from a general anxiety disorder.  I think 

that's consistent with a person that at a certain point, cannot control themselves.  The anxiety can get to very dangerous 

levels.  So that's one point I want to make.  The other one is that on the panel of experts that I was on I met a wonderful 

lady, professional psychologist, who was referred to me as Dr. D, and she brought my attention to a phenomena called 

Amygdala Hijacking.  And her theory on it absolutely fits what happened to Oscar.  In other words, there's a portion of 

the brain that can trigger that type of reaction.  And this does not seem to have been considered at all.  You need to 

google it in order to get a better understanding of what I am saying. 

J13:  OK.  I will do that.  I will definitely look in to that.  It does seem like something was missed there.  I feel like there's 

got to be something else.  Who knows, maybe he hoodwinked the doctors as well.  Maybe he's more powerful than we 

give him credit for. 

JG:  There are people that just lose it for very little reason.  I'm sure you've come across them. 

J13:  Sure, absolutely. 

JG:  And what emerged in this trial, you know, they were asked to confirm that him firing the weapon through the roof 

and him firing the weapon in the restaurant, and there was other evidence of his aggression when he was confronted. 

 And we also know that his ex-girlfriend absolutely supports that that's his personality type. And I was not at all happy 



with the very, I will say with respect, flippant way the judge just dismissed the evidence that emerged as regards to 

communications... was it the Whatsapp communications? 

J13:  Yes 

JG:  Reeva is on record as having put in a communication that "I am afraid of you" 

J13:  Yes 

JG:  I am afraid of you.  I think you cannot be flippant in your response to that.  When a woman says to a man, I am 

afraid of you, you must take notice. 

J13:  Yes 

JG:  If you've got a background, if you've got an understanding as a judicial officer, you will know that that is something 

you must take notice of because that is not part of ordinary communication between loving human beings.  It is a sure 

indicator of something being seriously seriously wrong.  My wife and I have been married for 37 years.  Not once has she 

been afraid of me.  So I'm giving you another example of why I was not happy with Judge Masipa. 

J13:  Yea, I thought she disregarded very very quickly.  Surely that's not a coincidence that somebody expresses that 

they're afraid and that they're afraid of how their boyfriend can snap, and then here they are two weeks later she's dead 

from 4 bullets through a door.  And that's insignificant?  That to me, just blew me away.  A lot of people that I converse 

with online felt very strongly that there were signs of emotional abuse in the way that he talked to her, in the way that 

they fought... 

JG:  Lisa, exactly.  So if the judge had made that observation.  Weighed it up in that way, and said, yes, but there's just 

not enough.  And then said because there's just not enough, I'm unable as a court to make that finding in favor of the 

state, I would have given her full marks.  Because at least she has properly applied her mind to it, and she has lulled it in 

a sentient way.  But this out of hand dismissal of things that was sure and strong indicators of violent tendencies on the 

part of Oscar Pistorius, which would fit with an intention to kill that night, albeit a spur of the moment intention to kill, 

albeit an impulsive intention to kill, albeit a non-premeditated intention to kill, she should still have resolved it in that 

way.  And she should have then said, I'm tempted but I just can't find that in favor of the state.  It's just not enough. I 

would have said that's the proper judicial resolution of the issue.  But I will quote, this flippant out of hand rejection, and 

saying that we will never know, I'm sorry... it is so bad.  It just doesn't accord with the standards that I would expect at 

that level. 

J13:  No, not at all.  And quite frankly, it doesn't make sense.  I feel like you know there's... just, isn't common sense a 

portion of being good at what you do. It just feels like it lacks every level of common sense to me. 

JG:  Lisa, its common sense and understanding.  That is why you must appoint good judges.  And that is why I've always 

said that judges should not be appointed from the Patrician class. Unless you've been in a shebeen, you should not be 

appointed as a judge.  Because a judge should have an understanding of human nature and of human conduct, human 

behavior.  So you should lure judges from the Plebeian class and then you wouldn't have this type of misunderstanding of 

human conduct.   

J13:  I think that's a great point.  Real quickly too, just to kind of wrap up the conversation about a domestic situation... 

one thing I found troubling too was, I thought Nel was very effective in his argument about the mosaic, and all of the 

circumstantial evidence that ties together.  And in her judgement, Judge Masipa seemed to kind of harp a little bit on 

saying, well, it's circumstantial evidence.  As if like circumstantial evidence is subpar.  And obviously I completely 

disagree with that.  I've seen a lot of difficult cases be won on circumstantial evidence.  Obviously, I'm sure you have as 

well.  There was so much circumstantial evidence there and a couple of things I wanted to ask you about too... there was 



some evidence that wasn't talked about but it was submitted via photos and that were the jeans outside of the bathroom 

window, the gunshot holes in the bedroom door, as well as the other damage to the door, and the dented in bathtub 

plate in the bathroom.  All of those things to me certainly look like a domestic situation that night.  I can't really 

comfortably say those are coincidence.  What do you think about that? 

JG:  You know, Lisa, as an observation as a judicial officer, I will tell you circumstantial evidence is the best evidence 

because it can't be changed.  It can't be changed.  It’s all very well saying that they want direct evidence meaning 

evidence of humans. Humans are prone to mendacity. Humans are prone to having bad memories. Humans are especially 

prone to having seen a situation in a way that didn’t actually occur quite genuinely. So circumstantial evidence is the 

best evidence you can have, and in this case the circumstantial evidence could not have been stronger. As I said, we 

can’t improve the State case by producing a video of the shooting.   

J13:  Yea, isn't that crazy. 

JG:  And what I'll say about what I'll call the expert testimony of the path of the bullets and the positions... is that it was 

completely consistent with these shots being grouped. In other words, purposeful firing as opposed to, let’s say, a gun 

going off in the hands of a man who has lost control completely and doesn’t even know he’s firing. When you fire that 

weapon, each time you pull the trigger it kicks up and it requires real control to group those shots in that way. So 

everything, the circumstantial evidence, the hard facts of the matter, the undeniable evidence, all is consistent only 

with purposeful firing of the weapon, only consistent with purposeful firing of the weapon, and the judge in her judgment 

actually is discounting purposeful firing, and we still don’t know what her finding is. We still don’t know what the court’s 

finding was on the issue of what was it in Oscar’s mind, what was in his mind when he was firing. We don’t know. We 

know she has said what was not in his mind. She says it's not that he intended to kill… But she hasn’t told us what was his 

intention. 

J13:  That's a really good point.  

JG:  She hasn't even told us why he fired.   

J13:  Well, of course, he would tell you that he didn't have time to think. 

JG:  Yea, but the court didn't resolve that issue.   

J13:  Exactly. 

JG:  As I said earlier on our conversation, because she failed in her duty to resolve the facts at every stage, we actually 

don't know what the court's findings are about every component of the sequence of events as Oscar deposed to them, and 

he stated his mind at each stage.  And that is why she could glibbly and meekly at the end simply say, well I can accept 

that you didn't intend to kill. 

J13:  Well, even like rejecting the ballistics evidence, you know, Capt Mangena, I thought was an incredible witness for 

the state.  He was very reliable and very thorough.  His evidence corroborated a lot of other evidence.  That was 

surprising to me too.  When you have multiple pieces of evidence that corroborate each other and bolster each other, 

how do you throw that away?  That's so surprising to me. 

JG:  Yes, Mangena.  Everybody agrees.  And even in the defense case arguments, he was not attacked at all by advocate 

Barry Roux.  But the real point to be made about that is that Mangena's evidence confirms that the firing was grouped, 

and therefore it was purposeful.  

J13:  It also supported that there was a pause because of where those bullets landed and using the trajectories, that 

there had to have been a pause and then the screaming was supported by the medical examiner, who basically made the 



statement that it would be incredibly unlikely that she didn't scream. You know, all of these things pieced together were 

just totally rejected. 

JG:  They were totally rejected out of hand because the judge simply accepted the defense timeline.  It woudl appear 

that she was in error in doing that.  And an error compounded by the fact that Gerrie Nel didn't fault the timeline.   

J13:  Do you think Nel was like unbelievably shocked at this verdict? 

JG:  I have no doubt... well, he's a human being.  He's as shocked as all other human beings.  I don't know if you saw 

the... what was it called again, this media house that showed the world's reaction to this verdict in terms of the colors 

red and green.  Red being dissatisfaction and green being satisfaction across the planet.  And, Lisa, you could not spot 

any green on there... that level of dissatisfaction.  So I suppose Nel must also be absolutely shocked at this decision.  I 

can tell you that members of the legal panel that I have been in association with during the course of this coverage by 

Carte Blanche were shocked.  I was unfortunately on the panel when the verdict was being read out.  So I was there on 

camera, it was so difficult for me to conceal my shock and horror.  I still haven't watched the tape.  I brought the tape 

home and I haven't dare look at it because I'm terrified that my shocked reaction might actually come across as disgust. 

 I'm not supposed to be that negative about the Superior Court's decision.   

J13:  Well I think that speaks volumes about how bad it was then.   

JG:  It was that bad.  But I should say on a more serious note, that having thought about it, and thought about it, and 

thought about it... I am absolutely, utterly distressed at this decision, having thought about it.  Very calmly and 

carefully, and I think that I must be credited with the fact that I've got tremendous experience.  I've spent over 35 years 

in the courts, I've seen it all, and there is no decision that has mortified me, saddened me, more than this decision. 

J13:  Wow 

JG:  I can tell you, Lisa, now that as I've said, I've been in the courts, it's not the habit, culture, practice of the courts to 

let accused persons off like Oscar when they perform that badly in the witness box.  When they are mendacious, when 

they are evasive, when they are argumentative.  I have seen people hanged for far less, for making one mistake in the 

witness box on far less strong cases presented by the state.  In other words, I've seen the state come to court with a case 

file weaker than that presented against Oscar, and the accused is a far better witness than Oscar, but makes one or two 

mistakes, and he's found guilty of murder.  And in some cases in Zimbabwe, hanged.  So, this is extraordinary, this is 

mind-boggling.  I just don't... I'm riddled with cognitive dissonance here.   

J13:  Yea, well then unfortunately what people are left with is when something is so grossly wrong and grossly unjust, 

then the only thing you're kind of left with is... is it really that bad of an error, or did something else occur?  And you 

hate to say those words out loud, but it makes you wonder is there something else going on behind the scenes that all of 

this happened the way that it did.  You hate to think that way but it's just very disheartening. 

JG:  It's unavoidable that that degree of skepticism is going to present itself.  It's unavoidable.  Because the decision is 

that irrational.  And I'm going to go back to what I said right at the beginning... the terrible harsh reality is that it would 

appear that the court would have acquitted him at the end of the state's case because Oscar did nothing whatsoever to 

improve his denial of murder.  He's such a bad witness.  So, we have to logically conclude that the defense case was 

actually irrelevant.  They might as well have said we're sticking with his behavior at the scene, we're sticking with what 

he said at the bail application and the court would have acquitted him.  Because there's nothing that he presented that 

improves that whatsoever.   

J13:  Their entire case, they had all of these witnesses that they seemingly hired within weeks prior to the trial.  Some of 

them had reports, some didn't.  Some of them were experts, some weren't.  It was like incredibly embarrassing.  Like, I 

don't think I've ever seen anything like that before. 



JG:  Lisa, I had no... I couldn't control myself live on television on the Carte Blanche channel in expressing my views at 

the shambolic way that defense was presented to the court.  And the fact that the court did not react.  Because I thought 

that the stage had long passed when the court should have said to the defense, what's going on here?  What is the 

defense?  I mean, it's just unbelievable.  The whole legal panel of experts over a trial that took what, 46 days or 

something... 90 days, I can't remember.  But the whole time, could never work out what the defense was until the very 

very last moment.   

J13:  I know 

JG:  And in effect, the court still hasn't told us what the defense was.  All the court said was I unconditionally accept that 

he didn't intend to kill so he's found not guilty.  But we don't know the basis.  Except that it was said his story might 

reasonably be possibly true.  But which part of the story?  As I said, was it the hook, line and the sinker?  You know, we 

don't know.   I was totally unimpressed with the defense.  But they pulled it off and they must be commended for that. 

 And as some people have observed, it would appear that what happened is that the strategy was to confuse the court 

and they succeeded spectacularly. 

J13:  And isn't that an unbelievable statement about our system that, and I'm not saying that you feel this way, in some 

ways it's like hey, congratulations for deceiving the world - you're going to win this case.  It's like there's a prize for being 

deceitful.  And that comes at the expense of justice for a dead person and for their family.  That is unbelievable to me, 

you know.  It's very sad. 

JG:  I think that you must be careful here.  Counsel for the defense has a duty to simply present the version of the 

accused as best they can.  He has no duty to believe in it or disbelieve in it.  So, that's the one hand.  But of course, it is 

very very frustrating when at the end of the process nobody can be satisfied.  And I repeat, nobody can be satisfied that 

justice was done or seen to be done.  I think that's what we always are bound to. 

J13:  I've got one last question for you and then I'm going to let you go.  You've been very gracious in talking to me so 

long.  Did the judge also get it wrong on count 4 with the illegal possession of ammunition. 

JG:  Maybe.  My answer has to be maybe.  The law is a little bit iffy on this.  But I... if I have to put a bet on it, I would 

say probably.  I find it very difficult to accept that in those circumstances, the judge was right in finding that the 

intention to possess was absent.  Because the fact of the matter is that he had the ammunition in his possession for an 

appreciable length of time, unconditionally it will appear.  It's not like there was an arrangement that this ammunition 

was going to be collected that afternoon or the day after or whatever.  And he had reconciled himself, to use that term, 

reconciled himself to that state of affairs.  In those circumstances, I cannot see how it can be said jurisprudencia that 

you don't have animus, or intention to possess.  And the implications are that, you know Lisa, I can now go buy a firearm 

on the street illegally, have it in my car.  The police catch me, I've just got to say you know, Lisa visited me from the 

states and she left it here, and I'm off the hook.  

J13:  Yes, unfortunately it opens that door.  You're right. 

JG:  So I think my answer has to be I think she's probably got it wrong.  But I have to say that it might just be a legal 

loophole.  I'm not inclined to agree that that's correct.  But without researching it myself properly I can't take a 

substantive stance on it. 

J13:  Personally for me the two pieces where I felt like it was incorrect were, you know... he, Oscar himself, testified 

that he and his father were estranged and hadn't talked for years and yet then he turns around and says that this 

ammunition was his dad's and that his dad placed it there himself, and of course, that begs the question, well if you don't 

talk to him, how did he get in your house?  But then secondly, there was also evidence presented via Sean Rens that he 

had purchased a .38 Special and this was .38 Special ammunition.  So, would that not be animus to use ammunition if you 



actually just purchased a gun that could use that ammunition.  So for me, I just was blown away that she actually gave 

him a pass on that one. 

JG:  I'll take your first point first.  If you don't have intention to possess, why are you keeping ammunition of a person 

whom you don't have a relationship with? 

J13:  Yes 

JG:  Because if you did not have an intention to possess it, you would return the ammunition.  You would at least have a 

record of having demanded that he come and collect his ammunition.  So I think that is where the reasoning of the judge 

was fallacious.   

J13:  Yea, it's another mystery. 

JG:  If you come and leave your rotten old car in my yard and I don't intend to possess it, I'd have a record of having 

demanded of you to come and collect it. 

J13:  Yea, I don't know... very puzzling.   

J13:  Well, I want to thank you so much for taking all of this time to talk to me tonight.  It was really helpful and I really 

appreciate your insights.   

JG:  Lisa, it was nice meeting you, nice having the chat.  And I'm just pleased that there is at least one other person on 

this planet that seems to be imbued with my culture in terms of your transcendence philosophy or concept.  We need to 

be concerned about fundamental issues that impact on justice because it's something that I have written about, 

something that concerns me... the only reason I'm on Facebook is because of that.  I bang on about this issue about truth. 

 About getting to the real issue... about people using their minds and being concerned with truth.  As I've said, and you 

picked this up, all injustice starts with a lie, with a perversion of the truth.  And if every citizen were to look at their 

own situation and look at their environment, they probably could find aspects that they could tackle in their own way, in 

their own small way, and it would make a difference on this issue.  We need more consciousness.  You know, during the 

apartheid years, it was necessary and right to have black consciousness because at that time it was an issue.  We need a 

truth consciousness now on this planet.  It's not happening.  If we take the Muslims for instance as a group, they need to 

be concerned with truth consciousness because their religion is being perverted just on one or two fundamental aspects. 

 And the result is evil.   

J13:  And it's massive, and it's growing.  It's like a disease.   

JG:  And it's all very well, and I've got Muslim friends, for them to say to me oh but this is not us, this is not how we are, 

but because you have acquiesced, because you are complacent, then in the name of your own beliefs and religion, evil 

eventually becomes validated.  As human beings, we need to be concerned with truth.  And this case, the Oscar Pistorius 

case, dubbed the trial of the century, yes, throws this issue up because has asked themself, did this young lady die in 

vain?  Has justice been served here?  Has she and her family been visited with injustice?  And if it can happen to her, then 

it will happen to others. 

J13:  It will. 

JG:  Was the trial conducted properly?  Was the necessary degree of competence in place?  Was the verdict rational?  Was 

it right?  Was the test for justice satisified?  Because if it was not in this case with such high-powered, qualified, skilled 

people, what will happen in other cases?  You know.  So we do need to be concerned.  So I like your concept of 

transcendence. 



J13:  Thank you.  We most definitely are going to continue the fight, both myself and Nick, and I certainly invite you to 

communicate with us anytime.  We'll make sure that you get a copy of the book once it's done.  And we'd love to hear 

your thoughts at any time.  It is an important cause to us too.  Not just for South Africa, but for the whole world.  It 

seems to be out of hand at this point.  So, hopefully together we can make a difference.   

JG:  Lisa, can I ask you a favor.   

J13:  Yes 

JG:  Can you do what you can to encourage people to buy my book.   

J13:  I absolutely will do that. 

JG:  It's an excellent Christmas present because it has universal appeal.  It's a very enjoyable, marvelous story in itself.  A 

human story with important themes of justice and social justice and other issues. It's not a boring preach. It's not a 

thesis. It's not dictatorial.  It just encourages people to enjoy a very good story, and at the same time, provokes them in 

to thinking. 

J13:  I would be happy and proud to do that for you. 

JG:  Thank you, Lisa.  Nice talking to you, nice meeting you. 

J13:  Thank you so much, it was great to meet you.  Enjoy the rest of your day and hopefully we'll talk again soon. 

 


