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COMMISSIONER:   I'm sure we're going to have a SAPS representative shortly.  Welcome 
again, Prof Artz and thank you very much for bearing with us. 
PROF ARTZ:   Pleasure. 
COMMISSIONER:   With our rather busy time table.  Who is going to be leading Prof Artz?  Ms 
Myosi? 
MS MYOSI:   Yes, I am, Commissioner.  
COMMISSIONER:   We had more than opportunity to read her report.  Would it be possible, do 
you think, to limit your examination in chief to 15 minutes or is that too short? 
MS MYOSI:   Prof Artz has preferred a PowerPoint presentation. 
COMMISSIONER:   Oh, excellent.   
MS MYOSI:   She prefers to deliver her testimony in that way.  So if… 
COMMISSIONER:   What is your estimated time? 
PROF ARTZ:   I will do my best to get through this in 15 to 20 minutes. 
COMMISSIONER:   That would be wonderful, but I'm just a bit worried about what’s happened 
to our SAPS representatives, Mr (Indistinct).  You're the SAPS representative at this stage, are 
you? 
UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER:   He’s coming. 
COMMISSIONER:   He’s coming, okay, alright.  Thank you very much.   
 Perhaps then I should just remind you again, which I'm sure you'll recall, that these 
proceedings are in public.  Your testimony and name may be made public and you don’t have 
any objection to that? 
PROF ARTZ:   I have none. 
COMMISSIONER:   And I can't recall whether you refer to be put under oath or under 
affirmation. 
PROF ARTZ:   Affirmation. 
LILLIAN ARTZ:   (affirmed) 
COMMISSIONER:   And you know, the acoustics in here are quite gruesome, so this does 
help a lot. 
PROF ARTZ:   Okay. 
COMMISSIONER:   And if you could just hold fire while we… the PowerPoint does seem to be 
working.  So we'll just have to give a minute to the – ah, Mr Arendse is on his way.  Prof Artz is 
ready to go, Mr Arendse, can we – she’s got a PowerPoint.  Can we let her proceed? 
MR ARENDSE:   Yes.   
COMMISSIONER:   Thank you, go ahead, Prof Artz or Ms Myosi.   
EXAMINATION BY MS MYOSI: 



 Prof Artz, you submitted a curriculum vitae to the Commission for the purpose of this 
second phase of evidence, do you recall? 
PROF ARTZ:   Yes. 
MS MYOSI:   And do you confirm the correctness of the contents of your CV? 
PROF ARTZ:   I do. 
MS MYOSI:   If you may proceed with your presentation then? 
PROF ARTZ:   Thank you very much.  I'm not going to reiterate the problems and challenges 
that Ms Vetten articulated earlier, but I am pleased to see that her analysis of the source and 
origins of some of the challenges that the police are facing, are similar to what I've picked up in 
my own empirical research, but most importantly the direction of where those 
recommendations should go.  So I think our two submissions will correlate quite nicely here. 
 I did want to point out, however, that we are both – both of our submissions focus 
heavily on the Domestic Violence Act and I want to make it clear that the reason I'm not 
focussing on sexual offences, is because it’s bee notoriously difficult for researchers to get 
access to dockets and information from the SAPS in order for us to do content analysis, to look 
at case disposition and it’s not that sexual offences are not a problem in Khayelitsha.  We’ve 
just managed to secure much better (indistinct) empirical access to information regarding 
domestic violence.   
COMMISSIONER:   Before you move on, on that particular issue, in order to do constructive 
research on sexual violence matters, what would you need to have access to? 
PROF ARTZ:   First and foremost dockets.  You know, we have previously done some 
commissioned work for SAPS where we were granted access to dockets and it does allow you 
to look at large packs of information around the case disposition process.  But over the last few 
years we've increasingly had difficulties in getting permissions to do that. 
COMMISSIONER:   And those would be dockets that had been concluded? 
PROF ARTZ:   Yes, we've never asked permission for pending cases.  So that’s quite 
important to distinguish right now.  We've always asked permission for closed cases.  So the 
first part of the challenge for researchers is that we are not getting access to even closed 
dockets. 
 The second part of the challenge is, is that when we do get access, there are always 
restrictions on information that we can publish on the basis of that content, analysis of those 
dockets.  In my opinion, I think researchers have a lot to offer to the police in terms of tracking 
case disposition, the quality of investigations, the trajectory of victim support services and so 
on.  It’s a tremendous – it’s a tremendous gap and I think the intentions of most researchers 
doing work on sexual offences, is to assist the police in improving the system as opposed to, 
you know, trying to sort of highlight the limitations of the policing process.  So I just wanted to 
highlight to the Commission.  That’s why the focus has been on domestic violence, because 
our information is much more accessible on these cases.   
COMMISSIONER:   Thank you.  
PROF ARTZ:   I'm going to try to do this briefly.  My recommendations on – set out relating to 
three key areas.  The one is in relation to (indistinct) forum and that’s in relation to reviewing 
the Domestic Violence Act and reinforcing existing positive legal duties, as well as a few fault 
lines that we’ve managed to identify during the course of empirical research in the last 15 
years. 
 Amendments to the National Instructions, particularly in relation to investigations in case 
management.  Systemic reforms, provisions of budget to address prevention, intervention and 



support.  The issue of documentation and analysis.  My recommendations around the clarity of 
process.  I think a lot of SAPS members don’t know why they are filling out the forms and I 
think, understanding the purpose of the forms would go a long way in terms of executing those 
procedures properly.  And there are also systematic issues around the fact that these forms 
are filled out, but they're never reported on on a national level. 
 Systemic reforms also include compliance measures and oversight.  I think those were 
adequately addressed in Ms Vetten’s testimony earlier.  Revisiting training methods, deeply 
concerned.  A lot of the reports that are released are about the numbers, how many people are 
trained, yet we don’t really get into the substance of what people are trained on.   
 Lisa also mentioned performance indicators and statistics and the notion that more is 
better is problematic.  Station level reforms, prioritisation of crime against women and children 
and accompanying that needs to be proper budgets in place, systems in place and the people 
in place to do – to perform those particular functions. 
 The monitoring of case disposition by station management and in training and 
supervision.  So that’s a summary of the recommendations that I'm going to go through and 
again I'll go through them as quickly as possible. 
 So it’s quite evidence that compliance with the DVA and the National Instructions is 
problematic and that’s been cited in numerous studies, South African studies since 1999. 
 The purpose of the DVA, especially Section 2, was to impose positive legal duties on 
SAPS so that they would fulfil certain functions in terms of supporting and reporting cases of 
domestic violence.  What we can see, however, is that this sort of positive legal duty 
framework has lost its effect over the years and I believe this is because of the indifferent or 
weak management in place or oversight and management at station commander or 
commissioner level.   
 That case disposition is not monitored or reviewed regularly.  We are so fixated on the 
numbers and how many come in and how many incidences, that we're not looking at the 
quality and the decision making process that goes with case disposition.   
 The law does allow for quite a bit of police discretion.  The instructions, the National 
Instructions are – have not been reviewed.  They're difficult to implement in practice and to 
enforce.  The instructions are complicated for some police to follow and again the compliance 
emphasis, particularly now in the DVA has been about numbers and not service.  So it’s been 
more of a counting exercise rather than an exercise about the qualitative performance 
measures.   
 Just in terms of the testimonies from phase 1, there are a number of issues that were 
identified.  One was that domestic violence is one of the most common crimes in Khayelitsha.  
The other is that people have been trained and the final one is that things like very essential 
documents like J88s are not being completed, although injuries are evident and clear in 
domestic violence and in some sexual offences cases. 
 What does this suggest?  Domestic violence should be a priority crime.  It’s one of the 
top five listed.  There should be measures in place to address it.  There is something very 
problematic with existing training.  If there is evidence to show and there is evidence to show 
that the number of people trained, does not speak to the quality of training or doesn’t suggest 
anything about ongoing supervision and oversight.  The occurrence books, the incident forms 
and the registers are still not completed or being completed properly.   
 There is a continued emphasis on physical violence.  Cases are not being investigated, 
followed through or monitored.  There is little protection of complainants when the emphasis of 



compliance is (indistinct).  And there is still incredibly high levels of repetition rates.  That 
means there are high levels of cases that come to the attention of the police and for systematic 
or personal or structural reasons, these cases are falling out and my suspicion is a lot of these 
reasons are systematic in nature.   
 In terms of positive legal duties, I just want to cite a few considerations for (indistinct) 
reform.  I know this is a national competency, but I think it’s also an appropriate form in which 
to debate the substantive law. 
 In terms of the domestic violence, there are primary functions: 

1.  Police must register complaints and document them.   
2. They must provide information to complainants. 
3. They must follow up with cases.  

These are mandatory functions, but they also allow for discretion.  So if I could just give you an 
example of where this discretionary powers come in.   
 In terms of Section 2(a) which refers to the notice of information that must be given to a 
complainant when she reports an incident of domestic violence, the provision says: 

“If it is reasonably possible to do so, the police must hand in notice containing 
information as prescribed to the complainant in the official language of the 
complainant’s choice.” 

What they should say is the police must hand a notice to the complainant, explaining his or her 
rights under the Act, must explain these rights and if reasonably possible to do so, to do so in 
the language of the complainant’s choice.  So it’s about the positioning of the reasonably 
possible to do so.   
 (Indistinct) to put examples of this within the submission.  This also applies to explaining 
rights and remedies.  I cannot understand why the phrase, if reasonably possible to do so, 
would be incorporated in this provision.  I don’t know what would prohibit explaining rights from 
being possible.  It’s a low resource issue.  It’s critical to police complainant trust and explaining 
the law and the legal system is basic policing.  It’s what police ought to be doing at the front 
level. 
 There are other issues within the law that I won't go into, surrounding arrest and also 
around the alleged (indistinct) protection orders, but I won't go into detail about that now.   
 What’s important is that the law refers to terminology like reasonable grounds and 
eminent harm and seriousness and these aren’t really well defined in the legislation.  So it 
leaves a lot of scope for interpretation.  What might be serious for one police member, will not 
be very serious (indistinct) depending on what the community context of serious violence 
offences are.   
 In terms of the National Instructions, they are much more prescriptive and definitive 
about SAPS duties and I actually do support the kind of intentions of the National Instructions.  
They're quite firm and directive.  They talk about must fully documenting, regardless of whether 
a criminal offence was committed or not.  Reference files must be opened every month.  They 
must be filed, they must be recorded, they must be filled.  It’s very, very directive.  So there’s 
no question about what the intentions are around recording and documentation.   
 Unfortunately the National Instructions have also adopted the phrase, where reasonably 
possible to do so and this does to some extent weaken the effects of the National Instructions 
in terms of positive legal duties.   
 The National Instructions could quite easily be accompanied by a very short compliance 
check list and this check list could come with ensuring that every incident of domestic violence 



is recorded in the prescribed manner.  That each complaint is fully investigated and a few 
points around what full investigation might mean.  That each complainant is provided with 
information about legal remedies under the Act and that each complainant is supported and 
protected as required by the Law. 
 And if you recall Section 2(8) requires the police to render assistance as required by the 
specific circumstances of the case.  Okay, not just in terms of the types of compliance list that 
have been issued so far. 
 In terms of general recommendations, I think the training needs are quite obvious 
around the substantive law and domestic violence, the instructions, recording and 
documentation.   
 Investigation skills, again this is a really soft spot or a fault line for the Domestic 
Violence Act and the instructions is that they give very little guidance around how to invest of 
domestic violence.  Domestic violence cases are unique in the fact that they are cyclical.  
Violence happens between two known people over and over and over again and so the 
dynamics of that victim perpetration relationship are very different than they would be, would 
there be a once off incidence. 
 Training is also required in terms of the service of Protection Order and of course the 
treatment of vulnerable victims, women, children, people with disabilities, the aged and so on. 
 In terms of research findings directly related to Khayelitsha, particular attention needs to 
be paid to minimum standards of information that must be imparted to each complainant.  
Extra judicial interventions, like when a child is affected or at risk of domestic violence.  We 
often tend to see or understand domestic violence  as happening between two adults, but for 
the most part there are children and extended family members that are at risk or that are being 
violated by the same accused person. 
 The service of protection orders, there is an awful lot of confusion about whether it 
should be personal service.  What happens if the respondents are missing and feedback to the 
complainant when service could not be effected. 
 The filing and execution of suspended warrants of arrest, also needs particular 
attention.  Proceeding with the investigation of complaints, where there is prima facie evidence 
of an offence regardless of complainant withdrawal.  Our research over many, many years 
have showed us that complainants will withdraw cases, not because the violence has stopped, 
because they're under threat of further harm or at risk economically or in terms of family 
structures or are under threat of death and I think I've produced some of those findings in my 
last testimony.  But we need to look at conditions where withdrawal is made, but the 
complainant is still at risk. 
 After hours complaints is also a major problem.  We do know that the police tend to 
refer complainants to the Magistrate’s Court as a first port of call, but of course when Courts 
are closed after hours or the bail Magistrate is uncontactable, that complainant is left without 
protection.   
 Another training need is when members of SAPS are implicated in domestic violence 
cases or have a protection order against them.  How are those cases meant to be managed 
and also being fully compliant with the duties imposed in the DVA. 
 In terms of crime statistics, I strongly believe that at a legislative and a policy level, the 
police should be required to record and report the incidence forms and the registers.  The 
number of incidents that come to police stations that are domestic violence related and this 
could shed a lot of light on statistics at a district, provincial and national level and in my opinion 



I think the SAP508A form was actually designed to capture that dark shadow crime figure, 
because it’s not sort of a formally charged offence. 
 Domestic violence in the medium term ought to be considered a separate criminal 
offence and in the mean time, a very short term solution would be that all domestic violence 
criminal dockets should be marked domestic violence somewhere on the docket.  It’s a very 
simple procedure.  It can be done with a sticker or a stamp or what have you. Budgeting, I 
don’t think after 15 years we can use lack of budget as a reason for non-implementation.  
Some of the duties that implicate the police in the Act do not require resources.  They require a 
bit of knowledge, some professionalism and a commitment to service and that’s it. 
 But there’s got to be some evidence of appropriate budgeting in order to put in place 
effective and more meaningful services to victims of domestic violence and sexual offences, 
particularly in terms of victim protection and support.   
 Specific recommendations, the service of protection orders, our researchers found that 
one fifth of protection orders are simply not served.  And we're not sure, we don’t have the 
statistics to identify whether that’s an issue around the sheriff’s office or SAPS, but we do know 
that one fifth of orders are not served.  Again there is no clarity around personal service and 
we need to tighten up the instructions regarding the service of protection orders. 
 In terms of the Fire Arms Control Act, there are three key areas that require attention.  
As you know that the Court has given a discretion to grant an order to seize a fire-arm if the 
Court is satisfied that the safety, health or wellbeing of the applicant is a potential risk.   
 There is a particular urgency to reinforce procedures in relation to dealing with 
complainants of domestic violence by SAPS members and the removal of service issued fire-
arms.  The Fire Arms Control Act is not being strictly applied in domestic violence cases and 
require initiating Section 102 Fire Arms Control Act inquiries.  And we need to look at, on the 
basis of compelling research evidence, afford better legal protection to victims, even in 
instances where cases are withdrawn, because we know that a lot of complainants withdraw 
under duress and those are often victims of domestic homicide. 
 Docket management...(intervention) 
COMMISSIONER:   Sorry, could you just pause there for a minute.  What do you mean by 
better legal protections? 
PROF ARTZ:   So we – we have evidence that women are not appearing on the return date 
and finalising protection order, because they're under a threat of being killed.  In my opinion 
the Courts are to stay those protection orders and just not strike them off the role, because of 
non-attendance.  The police who do – can also apply on behalf of complainants if they have a 
material interest.  So if they're following up on these matters in the way that they should and 
they see a complainant is at risk or hasn’t shown because she is under risk of further harm, 
they can play a role in ensuring that those protection orders are finalised, particularly where a 
Section 102 Fire Arms Control Act application has been made in the interim.  Those are sort of 
high risk cases that we need to just pay a little attention to.  And incidentally, if the dockets and 
case files are managed properly, you would be able to pick up on the SAP (indistinct) any way. 
 Docket management, I have already spoken in detail.  Again very simple low or no 
resource solution.  A copy of the DVA incident form should be put in criminal dockets.  Some 
jurisdictions it is, some it isn’t. 
 The previous history of domestic violence must be detailed in the docket, as there 
should be strict compliance with standing orders on the closing of dockets and in relation to 
withdrawals.   



 And better and more clear policies around complainants that withdraw complaints of 
domestic violence, but where there is prima facie evidence that a criminal offence has 
occurred and again the withdrawal of charges, where children are likely to be endangered and 
there has been a withdrawal of the protection order and not a finalisation of the protection 
order. 
 Recording, reporting and documentation, I think we’ve spoken about this ad nausea.  I 
really believe that members need to be given more detailed instructions, not only about how to 
fill out the forms, but why they're filling them out in the first instance and getting them to 
understand what they're creating is an evidence paper trail rather than just more paper work.   
 You may have five, six, 10 incident forms from any one complainant in a case file and 
there you through your incidents forms starting to build up a scenario that will prove very 
helpful in a court of law, particularly when complainants have a tendency to withdraw charges 
for whatever reason that they're withdrawing, we at least have a history of the incidents over a 
period of time.   
 The revision, there is a need to revise the (Indistinct).  I can understand the confusion 
about filling it out, because it is slightly confusing.  It does one of three things.  It confused 
current and past events.  It assumes police are the first point of contact and I think sometimes 
when we're seeing non-compliance for the (Indistinct), it is because the complainant has 
already gone to the Magistrate’s Court or to medical legal professional whatever it might be 
and it looks like the police are non-compliant in terms of ensuring those services are rendered, 
but those services may have already been rendered.  So it’s just simply asking the wrong 
questions.  And it’s a drafted to the no complaint (indistinct) versus actual services.  And if you 
would just indulge me for another minute here, so I can show you examples.   
 So the (Indistinct) says, did the complainant need or request medical assistance?  That 
tells us nothing.  In terms of compliance in service provision, the question should be, was 
medical assistance rendered, yes or no?   
 Did you enquire from the complainant whether she wants to apply for protection order?  
You ask.  Does the complainant want to apply?  Does the complainant have an existing 
protection order in place?  If yes, do the complainant understand the application process?  Did 
you – the next question is, did you enquire with the complainant whether this was his or her 
first report to the police.  
 The question should be, is this the complainant’s first report to the police pertaining to 
domestic violence where the respondent was involved?  Okay.  So you're starting to connect 
the dots between that – that accused or respondent and that complainant.  She could have 
reported a missing rubbish bin as a report and that would tell you (indistinct), you know very 
little about the context of the relationship. 
 Did you enquire from the complainant whether she wants to lay a criminal charge?  The 
question should be, does the complainant want to lay a criminal charge, and if yes, what are 
those charges that are going to be laid.  So it’s about shifting it away from enquiry to creating a 
list of questions that will assist with compliance and give you some indication of what services 
were provided to that actual complainant.   
 It also deals with the issue of, does the – was medical assistance rendered?  No, 
because she has already seen a medical practitioner.  So it deals with any services that might 
have been rendered prior to reporting the event.   
 These have been advised by various other – in fact member of SAPS that I have 
spoken to and their recommendations I have also included.  That there should be a section 



where the complainant signs the form, in addition to the SAPS member.  So how long have 
these services been rendered, yes or no?  Sign on the dotted line. 
 A section where it can be verified that the complainant has been informed of his or her 
rights under the DVA.  Did the duty officer explain to you what your rights were, yes or no?  
Sign here.   
 A section denoting whether and this is currently missing, which is hugely problematic, 
whether the accused is in possession of a dangerous weapon or a fire-arm and whether that 
complainant would like that fire-arm removed.  Often what complainants report to the police 
and what they request from the Courts can be very different things.  

So if you're a police member and you're in a position to support that applicant during the 
application of a protection order and you believe the fire-arm should be removed, the onus 
should be on you to present that evidence or that statement in court. 

And finally a section to indicate that the complainant is a person with a disability or a 
child in need of care and protection.  Again domestic violence cases often involve incredibly 
vulnerable people, but these aren’t noted in the registries or in our inception and incidence 
forms.  

My last slide, if you're indulge me.  So there is nothing here that SAPS do not already 
know.  Okay.  There are both short term and medium term solutions that can be taking place 
simultaneously.  My experience over the last 20 years has been that SAPS have been both 
receptive and reluctant to engage experts in policy and practice reforms, our ideas on the 
basis of evidence and assisting with restructuring have been well received in theory, but not 
actioned.   

There is ample research evidence to demonstrate the systemic, legislative and in 
service problems and this evidence needs to be used and applied in policy reform.  There is a 
lot of very, very good quantitative, qualitative anecdotal case study evidence that demonstrates 
the areas of the DVA and the Sexual Offences Act that could be fixed. 

We need to move beyond compliance measures that do counting, numbers, so many of 
these, so many of those and we need to drill down into the review of monitoring case 
disposition.  This has to happen at a station level.  On a general level, what’s happening with 
all the domestic violence cases and on a case by case basis.   

Where there are problematic cases, where you have divorce, custody, domestic 
violence, child abuse, sexual assault rolled up into one case, these cases ought to be 
reviewed, because they implicated other judicial responses.   

Referral protocols, Lisa spoke to that, so I won't raise that.  And the whole point of the 
DVA is harm reduction and that has to be the key priority.  It’s not ticking boxes, it’s not – you 
know, filling out forms or registers or opening up dockets.  The whole purpose of the DVA 
response needs to be about harm reduction.  That’s it.  Thank you.   
NO FURTHER QUESTIONS BY MS MYOSI 
COMMISSIONER:   Thank you very much, Professor.  Adv Sidaki, anything you pressingly 
need to ask? 
MR SIDAKI:   No questions. 
COMMISSIONER:   We do have a copy of the PowerPoint, do we?   
MS MYOSI:   It’s here on the – yes, it has been submitted to the Commission. 
COMMISSIONER:   Excellent, thank you.   Mr Arendse? 
MR ARENDSE:   I don’t have any questions.  Again on a personal level, I found the 
recommendations made by Prof Artz very important.  They obviously – you can comment.  I'm 



sorry to disappoint you that I don’t have any questions.   
PROF ARTZ:   (Indistinct). 
MR ARENDSE:   But there are obviously some of the recommendations that could be 
implemented her at station level, especially the short term ones, but there is other legislative 
amendments to the forms and so on.  Those will have to be done at national level.   
 But maybe related to a question I asked of Ms Vetten.  And it may be, and if it was, I 
missed it.  Should the stations also not start with perhaps nominating one or two given that the 
stations must be open 24/7 and given that, I think typically, these kinds of complaints would 
happen sort of after hours at night or early in the morning, because you know, the survivor has 
to run away quietly or quickly.  That you actually nominate two or three officers in that station 
to focus on this, so that the kind of training and so on that you also recommend is not lost with 
other generic training that everyone is recommending quite understandably, that the police 
undergo in Khayelitsha, so that they become more sensitive.  Almost like Col Wiese, who, you 
know, sits in the cluster office and she’s been dedicated to deal with this specific aspect of 
crimes against women and that’s her function and she testified, you know, some of her own 
colleagues doesn’t like what she does, but that is what she focuses. 
PROF ARTZ:   There is always a tension between specialised and general responses and I 
think with a crime like domestic violence that is so common place, I think there is a (indistinct) 
of appointing one or two or three people to look after that.  On practical level that you might get 
complainants or you might be out on patrol or you might go to a scene.  That person is not 
going to be there.  We all know the issues with roster work and shift work and leaves of 
absence and all sorts of things, so dedicating a couple of people needs to happen in 
conjunction with ensuring that every single member of that station knows precisely how to 
respond to that event.   
 I think specialised people can deal with very specialised cases, like when there’s 
children involved, you need to draw on the FSC or what have you.  But I would like to see a 
response that’s professional and competent and at the front lines of any policing duty, whether 
it’s on patrol, at the scene of the crime, at the charge office, that service ought to be made 
available to everybody, by everybody at that stage. 
MR ARENDSE:   Yes.  Or at least one of the senior members at the station, should at least 
sort of be supervising and monitoring, you know, the work done by the officers? 
PROF ARTZ:   Ja, there is some indication in phase 1 that somebody had been appointed to 
oversee the register or the incidence forms.  That is just not enough.  That’s just counting.  
Somebody needs to be responsible for looking at case disposition, what cases have come in, 
how were they handled, were charges laid, you know, just going through the whole process of 
following one or two cases at a time and that provides supervision, mentoring, it builds 
knowledge of other members when you're doing sort of a side by side process of case 
monitoring.  So I do think it’s critical that somebody is there, a particular person to oversee the 
disposition of cases. 
MR ARENDSE:   Thank you.   
NO FURTHER QUESTIONS BY MR ARENDSE 
EXAMINATION BY MS MYOSI:    

Madam Chair, I wonder if I could ask one question? 
COMMISSIONER:   Yes, of course. 
MS MYOSI:   Prof Artz, organisations such as Mosaic that are in the space of providing 
intervention and prevention support to victims of domestic violence, would you support a 



recommendation that they be funded by State agencies, like the department of – like Docs or 
the City of Cape Town? 
PROF ARTZ:   100%.  I think often NGOs are providing essential services that our own State 
departments had to be providing, whether it’s in terms of medical legal care, welfare, social 
welfare services, psycho-social support.  They even get involved in investigations of crime.  
They sit at courts.  They assist complainants with applications and they are effectively doing 
what the State ought to be doing in terms of law and policies.  So I really think we need to 
support these organisations.  If there is insufficient capacity within the State to render the 
service, they must be funded well to do this work.  It’s such essential work in this province. 
MS MYOSI:   Thank you. 
NO FURTHER QUESTIONS BY MS MYOSI 
EXAMINATION BY MR PIKOLI:    
 Prof, on SAPS being both receptive and reluctant, where they’ve been receptive, have 
they actually implemented some of the recommendations? 
PROF ARTZ:   Look, my – I'm going to speak from my personal experience, working with 
SAPS and I have had a good relationship with various divisions so to speak within the national 
office.  And they have been very receptive to working through the Domestic Violence Act and 
listening to the findings of our research.  Having work shops about the work ability of the 
national instructions or what works, what doesn’t.  They’ve given us the opportunity to redraft 
the SAP508As and Bs, so they’ve been really receptive to the idea.  They know that it’s 
evidence based. 
 SAPS has a great research and statistics department.  I don’t know what it’s called.  
You know, there’s some really good research coming out of there, but there are two things that 
are limiting and the one is that we're not seeing these recommendations, which are evidence 
based, agreed on, work shopped, moving.  They just simply get struck in the stratosphere of 
administration or something.   
 And then second is that we could be working very very closely with SAPS to identifying 
methods in which we can record and document and release information to the public in a way 
that is protective and gives us indicators and, you know, keeps people safe.  And because of 
our lack of access to information, we haven’t been able to do that.  The intentions of that 
research is always to support the police in developing methods in which they can better their 
service.  And I'm a little bit confused about the blockages in terms of those recommendations 
as well to access information to help, sort of amplify their existing services. 
 So yes, they’ve been receptive.  The conversation has been open, discussions have 
taken place, good relationships have been (indistinct).  But somewhere something gets stuck 
and it doesn’t manifest in terms of implementation.   
MR PIKOLI:   Any reason on why you can't access a closed docket? 
PROF ARTZ:   I think this is a legacy from probably 10 years ago, when there were embargos 
on police statistics.  And my impression is that this is just sort of an unfortunate fall out from an 
era.  I think a couple of things have happened.  I think that the research capacity within police 
has developed, so they're doing their own thing.  I think there is a reluctance to get people from 
the outside of the organisation, looking for closely and intimately at what happens with those 
dockets.  And understandably they do fear and there have been unscrupulous researchers, 
that have taken research findings from State records and sensationalised those findings.  
Didn’t give a balanced view of what was happening.  And I understand that reservation, but I 
don’t think it should create a sort of an environment of paranoia.  I think there a good 



established institutions and researchers out there that could take something like a case docket 
analysis and give a very good and informed opinion about where things are falling between the 
cracks and where services could be amplified.  
 So I just don’t feel like that conversation has moved from a decade ago when we were 
just blocked out.  Ja.   
COMMISSIONER:   Could I ask, I mean would there be any value or purpose in doing a sort of 
Khayelitsha focussed project, where one looked at disposition and research, it’s clearly an 
issue that has, you know, raised its head in a range of ways in the evidence before this 
Commission, and I'm just wondering, it’s always very difficult in a sense to do a very qualitative 
in depth – particularly when a lot of the problems seem to be actually implementation 
problems.  Not necessarily, there is some policy issues identified in the legislative framework 
and so on, but perhaps a lot of it is institutional culture, attitudes. 
PROF ARTZ:   Ja. 
COMMISSIONER:   And is there room for that sort of a research based in Khayelitsha? 
PROF ARTZ:   I think it would be amazing to take a look at what’s happened in the previous, 
say five years.  Identify certain keys areas that there are concerns over and to do – create sort 
of agreeable indicators between SAPS and researchers about what we're going to monitor 
from here on and post to the Commission and to compare those to periods of time in a one 
year, three year, five year interval.  In a way that, you know, we recognise performance criteria 
that, as Lisa was saying, is realistic.  Where one are not just counting how many cases are 
recorded and reported and so on and so forth.  We're looking at the depths of how the cases 
are being managed, what’s been institutionalised at a station level to monitor and supervise 
and manage cases.  I think there would be – I think there would be tremendous value and I 
think the rest of the country could learn from it, if we did a retrospective review on agreed 
problems and a perspective review I think it would be enormously valuable nationally. 
COMMISSIONER:   And would that – one would be able to deal with confidentiality issues by 
(indistinct) people and so on.   
PROF ARTZ:   Absolutely.  I think any academic institution that would be involved, would be 
bound by ethical protocol, where there are no identifiers, there are very, very strict conditions 
in terms of identification, access, publication, dissemination, you know, we go through 
incredibly rigorous, sometimes time consuming processes to rationalise the import of our 
research.  And again I think between those institutions and the institution of the police, we 
could come up with agreeable terms about, not only access to information, the nature of the 
information that we access and its use afterwards, with some of that information, that research 
remains internal to the police and other information can go beyond.  So National Prosecuting 
Authority or Social Welfare, who ever it is, can also look at some of the challenges and issues 
from another sector. 
COMMISSIONER:   Would it be very laborious to put together a couple of paragraphs or a kind 
of a – as it were, a kind of a project envisaging a kind of document where you’d say – 
envisioning document is actually the word that I'm looking for. 
PROF ARTZ:   Ja. 
COMMISSIONER:   That you could put that out, which would say this is, this is what we think 
we could do.  This is what would be helpful.  This would be (indistinct) helpful in relation to and 
understanding the domestic violence in Khayelitsha with potential – with potential value 
elsewhere as well? 
PROF ARTZ:   Ja, I would do (indistinct) on domestic violence.  I would look at the 



management of complaints.  (Indistinct) victims and we can go victims of violent crime, let’s 
say, just as entry point, as opposed to (indistinct) offences whatever.  My inclination would be 
to do it collaboratively with other organisations that are looking for specific, whether it’s the use 
of weapons or alcohol related or whatever it might be and to collectively come up with a 
feasible neat set of indicators or questions or observation points that we look at retrospectively.  
Based on what’s on the complaints when they were brought to the Commission in the first 
instance and see what’s happened, you know, because we do need to give systems and 
institutions time to reform. 
COMMISSIONER:   Of course.   
PROF ARTZ:   So we need to be realistic about it, you know, when we're going to take a good 
look at it again.  So I think it’s a very manageable thing to do, but I think it needs to be 
something that’s done by a range of researcher interests, but also with SAPS or Department of 
Community Safety with interested members of the community. 
COMMISSIONER:   Thank you, very helpful.  Alright.  Well, thank you very much indeed, Prof 
Artz. 
PROF ARTZ:   Pleasure. 
COMMISSIONER:   For your presentation today and your testimony and of course in the last 
phase it’s been most helpful. 
PROF ARTZ:   Thank you very much. 
COMMISSIONER:   You may stand down, thank you. 
 


