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COMMISSIONER:   We will now adjourn until two o’clock.  Is that sufficient time, Mr Arendse? 
MR ARENDSE:  Yes. 
COMMISSIONER:   And we will then have the evidence from Dr Holtman.  Thank you. 
HEARING ADJOURNS:   (13:15) 
ON RESUMPTION ON 15 MAY 2014:   (at 14:00) 
COMMISSIONER:   Good afternoon.  Afternoon, Dr Holtmann.   
DR HOLTMANN:   Good afternoon. 
COMMISSIONER:   I think your ears must have been burning.  I think, but we're very grateful 
that you're here.  We're very grateful for your very thorough report and you know that these  
proceedings are in public and that your name and the contents of your report may be made 
public.  Do you have any objection to that? 
DR HOLTMANN:   No. 
COMMISSIONER:  Would you prefer to take the oath or an affirmation? 
DR HOLTMANN:   An affirmation. 
BARBARA HOLTMANN:   (affirmed) 
COMMISSIONER:   Thank you.  You know the acoustics are not good in here, particularly if 
the rain starts again.  So it’s often quite helpful to use the earphones if you’ve got them there.  
Mr Arendse? 
EXAMINATION BY MR ARENDSE: 
 Thank you very much.  Opening the batting this afternoon.  Ms Holtmann, thank you 
very much for attending.  You had made available your CV to the Commission and that’s been 
disseminated to all the representatives and so can you just confirm that? 
DR HOLTMANN:   I can. 
MR ARENDSE:   Thank you.  You have a PHD in Management of Technology and Innovation, 
but you have also done a lot of work to facilitate transformative processes with vulnerable 
fragile communities and social systems towards sustainable resilience and safety and I'm just 
reading from your CV under the subheading, Consultant experience, is that correct? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes, it is. 
MR ARENDSE:   The – there is just a few things before we sort of go into the subject matter of 
why you're here today.  Just a few things to highlight on your CV.  You’ve also done a Master 
thesis on Gender bias in service delivery to victims of crime? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes. 
MR ARENDSE:   You – in fact are you still on the Council or a member or a researcher for the 
Council – on the Council for Scientific and Industrial Research, the CSIR? 
DR HOLTMANN:   No, I haven’t, I'm no longer with the CSIR, but I still have a relationship with 



them. 
MR ARENDSE:   Okay.  And at some point you were also chief communications director for 
the Secretariat for Safety and Security? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes, that’s right. 
MR ARENDSE:   So you know something about the inner workings of the police? 
DR HOLTMANN:   A little. 
MR ARENDSE:    A little.  Maybe it’s better that you know a little.  The other, the last 
interesting aspect of your CV I just want you to tell us a little bit, is you also served as a  Board 
member for the International Centre for Prevention of Crime, the ICPC, for quite a long time, 
2003 to 2012.  What is it that that centre does or did during your time and what was your role? 
DR HOLTMANN:   I served on the – on the Board and was vice president for the last few years 
of that term.  The ICPC is an international organisation that brings together both Governments 
and NGOs and academics or brings together all of those role players to explore and 
understand good practice and promising practices in crime prevention.  And also leads 
debates internationally about the role of policing in crime prevention and the South African 
Police Service is a – represents the South African Government on the ICPC Advisory and 
Policy Council.  My role was not related to the police role, but was concurrent with it. 
MR ARENDSE:   So the South African Police Service is a member of the Council? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes. 
MR ARENDSE:   But you were vice chair of the Board? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes, that’s right, yes. 
MR ARENDSE:   Now just to come to the subject matter.  In 2009 you were involved in a 
Western Cape project, which was headed, Facilitation of Crime Prevention Strategies for 24 
police precincts in the Western Cape and that included the Khayelitsha precinct? 
DR HOLTMANN:   That’s correct. 
MR ARENDSE:   So just before we go to that project itself in 2009 and what that entailed, what 
informed the project and how did it come about?  How was it established, who established it? 
DR HOLTMANN:   In 2007 we – the CSIR, with myself representing the CSIR and the 
International Centre for Prevention of Crime and the South African Police Service co-hosted a 
workshop to look at the role of police in social crimes.  This was prompted by the ICPC 
colloquium which was intended and was thereafter hosted in Oslo by the Norwegian police.  
And it was part of a much broader debate about the difference between policing in a safe 
society and policing in an unsafe society and what kinds of demands could be – what was the 
reasonable expectation of police in terms of reducing and preventing the kinds of crimes that 
are related very directly to issues for instance of substance abuse, of interpersonal violence, 
domestic violence, sexual violence, crimes that are traditionally difficult to the police.   
 In developed environment and environment that are inherently safe, clearly the police 
have much greater capacity to involve themselves in crime prevention strategies than in 
environments such as this one, where the demands of daily response to crime take up a much 
greater percentage of police time and effort. 
MR ARENDSE:   And apart from the one, the workshop that was hosted by the Norwegians in 
Oslo, was there another one?  Was it here in Cape Town? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes. 
MR ARENDSE:   Or is that the colloquium of the workshop you're referring to? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Well, we hosted a workshop here in preparation for that colloquium.  
MR ARENDSE:   Ja. 



DR HOLTMANN:   And in the course of that process, the then MEC for community safety felt 
that it would be useful to conduct a study that would – the outcome of which would be safety 
plans or crime prevention plans for 24 precincts here in the Western Cape.  It looked not just at 
the role of the police, but at the broader, whole Government approach.  And therefore put out a 
tender requesting proposals to conduct this study and to develop these plans.  My group at the 
CSIR responded to that tender and we were awarded that tender and then conducted the 
study.   
 However, I must make it very clear that our approach to conducting that study, was to – 
although we played a lead role in it and I was the project coordinator and leader, we involved a 
whole range of experts, many of whom have given evidence here already.  So it was very 
much a collective response. 
MR ARENDSE:   What was the question that experts like yourselves or researchers, 
participants like yourselves, what was that question that was asked in the workshop that is 
different to the one that was ultimately dealt with, you know, by you when you coordinated the 
project that resulted in the planning? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Our question at the original workshop was what is the role of police in 
preventing or reducing these particular crimes, these social crimes as they are known.  Our 
question moved on in the study to how do we develop an integrated response?  What is the 
appropriate integrated response that will transform a community from being inherently unsafe 
to a community that is safe.  So in other words we moved on from saying, what is the policing 
response, to saying what is the whole response that is needed that will improve not just the 
policing response, but the whole circumstance of the community to make it safer. 
MR ARENDSE:   And just – well, just for a moment on the – on your role or the role of the 
CSIR and your role in it?  Is it an independent body, a statutory body?  To whom is it 
accountable and what was your role, so that we can just establish your own credentials in the 
project? 
DR HOLTMANN:   The CSIR, the Council for Scientific and Industrial Research is a statutory 
body that supports Government and it reports directly to the Department of Science and 
Technology, the Minister of Science and Technology and is tasked with assisting the 
Government through applying technologies of one kind or another through independent 
research, to develop better responses to national challenges.   
 And safety and security is one of those challenges.  The CSIR has just concluded a new 
memorandum of agreement with South African Police Service to continue to provide such 
services. 
MR ARENDSE:   So the research that you do and as a researched you're entirely 
independent? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes, the research was entirely independent. 
MR ARENDSE:   Oh, and it conforms with globally accepted protocols that ensure that – or 
rather that provides that research should be credible, liable and free of outside influence? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes, and in this instance we brought an international expert on safety 
planning, Dr Sohail Husain to assist us with our analysis and interpretation of the literature 
studies that we commissioned as part of the process.  And we commissioned literature studies 
in 14 different aspects of risk and vulnerability and the causes of crime, so as to ensure that 
the research was not in any way subjective or, you know, singular in its approach.  
MR ARENDSE:   And you said earlier that you involved quite a few of the researchers, the 
experts who have also given evidence thus far in this inquiry this week? 



DR HOLTMANN:   Yes, Lilly Artz, Julie Berg, Sean Tait, many, many of the experts who – and 
also we ensured that we covered a range of institutional and researches.  So for instance we 
had researches from the Medical Research Council, Dr Sandra Marais, Dr Cathy Ward, Prof 
Cathy Ward and Elryna van der Spuy.  So we really did get a full range of experts from the 
Western Cape to participate in that process.  And we constantly engaged with people who had 
expertise in very specific aspects and then reintegrated those expert views as we went 
forward.  So it was – it was, I think it was a very exciting piece of work, rereading it now for this 
purpose.  I must say I found it very interesting to see the way in which the basic principles that 
were – that emerged from it, have not really changed in their significance in my view.   
MR ARENDSE:   Ja, I want to ask maybe a little bit later on, because this is done in 2009 and 
we're now in 2014 and if it’s still relevant today.  But just before we – just talk to us a little bit 
about which aspects or which areas of research was it determined, did you look at and this 
team look at that you – this impressive array of people that you referred to, was that 
determined by the tender or were you given sort of carte blanche to decide which areas should 
be researched and looked into? 
DR HOLTMANN:   The terms of the tender were related to the cycle of crime and violence that 
was the outcome of an earlier piece of work that was commissioned by the police and funded 
by the European Union in the Central Karoo region, which was a piece of work that I had lead 
several years earlier and if I may just show you that cycle, it might be useful.  
MR ARENDSE:   Ja. 
DR HOLTMANN:   There were – there were a couple of – I'm just going to show you three 
slides if I may, very briefly.  There was – there were a couple of underlying principles and the 
first one was, let me just – was the notion of the way in which – was the principal of why we 
would look at local safety and it was particularly, it was based on this notion of an upside down 
model of governance in which there was – in which governance and government was seen a 
supportive role and where the outcomes of good government and good governance could be 
measured only at local level.  So it was based on the idea that National Government could 
provide visionary political leadership, could provide the policy and strategy framework and then 
also have the function of Treasury.  Whereas Provincial Government needed to see that go 
through to local Government and to communities, that if this didn’t happen properly, then there 
would not be an even kill, that that triangle would fall over.  And so it was aimed to say that the 
really important part about making communities safe, was to provide the kinds of support, the 
kinds of capacities and the identification of good practice that would make it possible for 
people at a local level to provide the appropriate feedback that would give National 
Government the strength to refine its role at local level.   
COMMISSIONER:   Can we just pause there for a moment, because of course we've been – 
we spent quite a few months now looking very much at the local level in Khayelitsha.  And I 
mean two things become very clear for that.  One is that it’s impossible to divorce the local 
level from what’s happening elsewhere, because the local level in some ways is really 
constituted, particularly the policy formulation, by what’s happening in the other spheres of 
Government. 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes. 
COMMISSIONER:   But also that in a sense fixing the problems at a local level so require you 
to look outside, but require constant process of evaluation at local level.  Would you agree with 
that?  Would you agree that if we're looking at Khayelitsha we can't but look elsewhere at all 
the things that are impacting on Khayelitsha, but that also in terms of recommendations going 



forward, one could possibly say that you could do a study in Khayelitsha to monitor the extent 
in which all these other things are fixed along the way? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Absolutely.  I think it’s really essential.  Also I think what’s important about 
that, is that if you look at a model like this, if you look at an upside down model of this kind, 
then the voices of communities become a very important indicator of whether or not things are 
working.  So which I think is something that we haven’t done enough of.  So and I think it’s also 
really, really important that if we see government and governance as a support function, this 
model came out of a workshop in which somebody came from National Government to a 
workshop here in the Western Cape and use the word ‘down’ 32 times after I started counting.  
And it felt very oppressive, you know, the burden of this trickle down going down to 
communities, down to grass roots, felt totally inappropriate.  And so I started to look at what 
would happen if you turned it upside down and you put the people on top, which really 
supports the (indistinct) principle as well, but that does mean that you have to listen to local 
communities and it begins to talk about the responsibilities that local communities have in their 
own destiny and I think that’s something that offers a real opportunity for us in terms of 
transforming what we see at local level. 
MR ARENDSE:   Okay, you want to move on.   
DR HOLTMANN:   Ja, so that was one of the key principles and then this was the cycle of 
crime and violence, which I must say, since then has – I'm constantly working on it and it’s now 
been refined quite extensively and I would now call it actually a cycle of poverty and inequality 
rather than a cycle of violence, but it was based on something that I think we’ve heard a lot 
about.  I know you’ve heard a lot about and even this morning I've heard a lot about, which is 
right at the centre they have the issue of low trust.  And this was something that we have found 
in research in every community that we’ve worked in.  And I think it’s really very closely related 
to our history in South Africa.  We know that before 1994 there was a principle of divide and 
rule that governed this country.  And I think we still suffer from as a result of that.  That people 
are not socialised to trust one another and that the challenges, the level of difficulty in 
delivering against the mandates that Government has in this country today, really contribute to 
perpetuating a low level of trust. 
 This model very simply says that there are – that there are generic issues in 
communities that make it very difficult for policies to be implemented.  That it is complex set of 
problems and the model says that although it would be very convenient to simply those and 
when we for instance take advice from business, very often what we hear is that we should 
simplify our challenges.  That we should have a five point plan or a 10 point strategy.  And 
we've heard this morning how sometimes it may appear that we are over ambitious.  But I 
would argue that this model says to us that you cannot simplify the issues at local level.  It 
would fabulous to be able to make simple assessments and analysis of the kinds of reasons 
that we have such high levels of crime and violence in our communities, but in fact there are – 
there isn’t cause.  There are many causes and we need to – we need to take all of those into 
account.  This model aimed at the time to simplify three years of research done in the Central 
Karoo into the way that people perceived unsafety and vulnerability in a first attempt to look at 
local crime prevention strategies.  And I think one of the lessons that we learned there, was 
that unfortunately many times these plans are accepted quite widely on the ground, but then 
political change comes along and the plans are left behind and so I think one of the things 
we’ve learnt over the years is that we cannot allow the politicisation of research and research 
outcomes and I think that’s something that we really need to take into account, if the outcomes 



of this Commission are to be practical and to be implemented, is that they need to be divorced 
from politics, which is not easy. 
COMMISSIONER:   It’s a very important point.  We heard this morning about the implications 
for peace committees and so on and presumably, well, how do we do that?  How do we – how 
do we say that there are – I mean there’s obviously legitimate contestation over policy.  That’s 
inevitable part of a democracy, but how do we build – how do we ensure that we don’t destroy 
things in the process of democratic – legitimate democratic political change? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Ja, I think one of the issues for me, one of the useful things about the work 
that we did on this model and looking back at it now and the work that are done since then, 
that that contributes to some of the learning and to some of the shortcomings and some of the 
naivety that we had at the time, where I think we were naïve in thinking that if we put a logical 
plan on the table, that would mean that it would get implemented.  And I think one of the issues 
to make very clear, is that in the Khayelitsha Safety Plan and in the safe communities of 
opportunities model, nobody was committed to anything outside of their own mandate.  And so 
I think that the – the mandates of departments don’t change as much as the political 
intervention might make it appear.  And that there needs to be an organic process of 
constantly checking those mandates against outcomes.  What the Safe Communities of 
Opportunity Plan offers, I believe is a way in which individual mandates can be strengthened 
and leveraged through collaborative efforts.  One of the ways in which the political process 
intervenes, is through coordinating mechanisms.  And I think it is very important issue here that 
this plan is not based on a coordinating mechanism.  It’s based on collaborative relationships, 
where there is a natural mutual benefit to people working together.  And I think that Prof 
Cartwright’s comment this morning about community safety forums, where people lose interest 
and the coordinating mechanisms that I've sat on over the years have almost inevitably started 
out with great fanfare, all the right people sitting in the room and then by the second meeting 
there’s lots of delegation.  By the fourth meeting the people sitting at the table don’t even know 
the phone numbers of the people at the first meeting.  And so the coordinating mechanism 
begins to fall down.  
 The work that we’ve done since this plan was not implemented, was to say, how do we 
strengthen the collaboration efforts at local level, so that they can – they will not be 
undermined by changes at the political level.  And so that they can begin to deliver into that 
upside down model that says, what works at local level?  What are we getting a good return 
on?  How are we ensuring that local people are feeling the impacts of policy and of treasury 
allocations, which I think very often people just don’t see or understand.  So I think that local 
interaction, local – local mutual support, people work together, I will work with you if I get, that I 
can't achieve what I need to achieve without you.  And if you get, that you can't achieve what 
you want to without me and I think that’s the basis for the model.  
MR ARENDSE:   You know I like this upside down triangle. 
DR HOLTMANN:   Ja. 
MR PIKOLI:   Where you have the local, provincial and the national, but perhaps what one 
would be interested in looking at is actually the allocation of resources and empowerment, you 
know, that also reflects that upside down triangle? 
DR HOLTMANN:   I agree with you, Adv Pikoli.  I think that one of the issues that is regularly 
mentioned, is that people don’t – that there isn’t a mechanism for Government departments for 
instance to share funding.  I think the very interesting thing that’s happened over the last 
several years, is that for instance in terms of NGO funding there is a much greater emphasis 



by donors today on collaborative work, that NGOs who are prepared to partner and collaborate 
are more likely to survive than NGOs who don’t.  And I believe that there needs to be a much 
stronger culture of that in Government too.  As I said, nothing in the plan that I will demonstrate 
to you, takes anybody outside of their mandate.  The funding that is required is for facilitation 
of integration.  And I've – I think we’ve all understood.  I remember that in 1998 Dr Bernie Van 
de Hof suggested that there needed to be a National Crime Prevention Centre, not because it 
needed to be some kind of super agency, but because they needed it to be a facilitation 
capacity.  And I think that it’s very sad that the White Paper on Safety and Security which as 
you would know better than most, really looked at the way in which that could be achieved, 
was adopted by Cabinet in 1998, but there’s never been any implementation of that, that 
approach.  So I think that it’s – if we look at the upside down triangle and we say what is 
needed for an integrated approach is better support for integration of delivery of services and 
interventions at local level, then that’s very different to saying what we need is a super agency 
that is going to coordinate things to happen down at grassroots level.  And it has very different 
treasury implications too. 
MR ARENDSE:   At this point, or at the point where things had been decided upon and were 
being researched, was there already engagement with the local community? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes, the process that we followed was to firstly commission – to firstly 
workshop with experts and academics, what the implication was of this cycle of crime and 
violence and particularly to look at it in terms of saying that if you intervene on the – in the 
early stages, if you intervene in the early stages of a life cycle, you are engaging in prevention 
and therefore investing.  And if you intervene on the right hand side, you're engaging 
enforcement and you're spending money rather than investing it.  And we looked at it therefore 
from saying if what we're looking at was a crime prevention strategy, then we really needed to 
look at that life cycle.  We needed to acknowledge, as I think Prof Cartwright mentioned this 
morning, that the victim and the offender are very often the same person at a different point in 
the cycle.  The earlier we intervene, the more likely we are to get a return on that investment.  
The model in simple terms says that if you intervene for a teenage pregnant girl and you help 
her have a better pregnancy and a better – and attach with her baby when it’s born, then 
you’ve got a 100% likelihood of return on that investment.  In 15 years time her daughter won't 
be pregnant.  Her son won't be a problem.   
 If you wait to intervene once the victim has become an offender, you begin to spend 
money that you're not going to get any return on.  In our case, I think what’s really significant 
about that is that we have less then 13 000 social workers who might be seen as the 
custodians of the prevention side, whereas we have 202 000 police as the custodians on the 
enforcement side and that I would argue that that makes the job of the police a lot harder.  
That in a way what our budget has told us year after year, in giving us 10 000 more police 
each year, has been we are going to fail these children and we should expect them to come 
back as a problem and therefore we’d better have some more police to protect ourselves from 
them.  And I think that’s a very sad reflection and it’s obviously simplistic, but to some extent 
it’s also true. 
 So we looked at what they told us and we identified 14 focus areas and commissioned – 
we commissioned literature studies into those.  That was support for pregnant women and 
girls, dealing with substance abuse, early childhood development, domestic violence, 
community mobilisation, victim support in dealing with trauma, recreational programmes for 
children and families, feeding and health programmes, schooling, diversion programmes, gun 



violence prevention and gun reduction, child abuse and effective law enforcement.  Those 
subjects were agreed by the experts and academics consulted.  Once we had those in place, 
we then took the process to consultation in the 24 local areas. 
MR ARENDSE:   Just pause there, Ms Holtmann.  You didn’t have – I'm sure all of us can 
identify through the evidence that’s been lead and so on in this Commission, with all of those 
areas that you’ve mentioned.   
DR HOLTMANN:   Hm. 
MR ARENDSE:   Vigilantism, did that issue arise or was it a sub-issue under one of the other 
headings?  Did it arise at all? 
DR HOLTMANN:   It wasn’t one of the issues that we specifically researched.  However, it was 
something that arose during discussions at various points in the process and was seen as an 
outcome.  I think also, I think one of the things that I certainly learned through this process, is 
that crime and violence of all crimes are an outcome of societal issues and of service delivery 
issues and I think that there is no doubt that vigilantism too is a – goes back to the original 
issue of low trust, that when people don’t trust, that they don’t trust in official justice 
mechanisms, they will obviously look to their own remedies.   
MR ARENDSE:   Okay.  I interrupted you. 
DR HOLTMANN:   So we then – we then went about it in having agreed those and 
commissioned the literature studies, we then took the process into the consultative workshop 
phase, where the police invited wide inclusion in workshops in the 24 precincts and made 
considerable efforts to get the right kinds of people into the room.  That meant we – Prof 
Cartwright mentioned this morning that we have a very institutional approach here.  We 
combined a very institutional approach.  We definitely – in terms of the mandate, in terms of 
the terms of reference and I think in terms of the principal of developing local safety plans, we 
were very keen to have –see this is a whole government as well as a whole society 
intervention.  

And so we looked at the role of 29 Government departments in local safety and we tried 
to engage as many of those departments as possible.  We had very varying levels of success 
in engaging those departments.  I must say that for instance the Department of Justice didn’t 
engage with us at all.  We really struggled to get a response from them.  And that was very 
problematic.   

So whereas we had very good levels of engagement with the Department of Community 
Safety, with the Department of Social Development, in some instances we had, in particular 
environments we had for instance very good engagement with the Department of Sports, Arts 
and Culture as it was then.  The Department of Health, in others not so good.  The Department 
of Education was patchy in one place versus another.   

But what we were doing was consulting at a local level, inviting obviously community 
police forums, NGOs to participate in the workshops and across the 24 we probably covered 
most different stakeholders.  We had faith based organisations wherever possible.  We had 
businesses in certain – to a certain degree and we managed to – to – we had the benefit that 
we weren’t reliant on any one particular community to provide us with – to provide us with 
inputs and we could get inputs from different sectors of different communities and institutional 
sectors across the different communities.   

So you know, I think community consultation is always deeply flawed and the idea was 
then and still is that there should be an organic process of being able to continuously engage 
with people and recruit new stakeholders as the need arise and as the opportunity arises.   



So we then – we also developed data questionnaires for the different departments and 
we extended an invitation to all the departments.  Mr Lawrence also facilitated workshops with 
the – and Gen Petros facilitated engagement through the then MADAM Structure.  I think it 
was the only meeting that year of the MADAM Structure, was the meeting at which we 
engaged.  Also with the Mayoral Committee and with the Premier’s office.  

So we offered an opportunity both to engage in workshops, but also to respond to 
questionnaires and we followed up rigorously with those.   

And then we – in the workshops that we hosted, we used the methodology that aimed to 
overcome the hierarchical obstacles to people consulting, where we used on the basis of 
visioning theory, we used our analysis of crime and violence as a brief to people and asked 
them then to respond to the question, if that’s the mess we're in, what does it look like when it’s 
fixed?  And we used drawing as a way of people being able to respond, so that even people 
who were not comfortable in talking in certain circumstances could actually engage.  And also 
provides an opportunity for people to provide a much more emotional response than they 
might, if they were just using words. 

That worked very well and we used the outcomes of the drawing, the feedback from the 
drawing to then provide us with a complex picture of what needs to be in place for a 
community to be safe and we then moved to the draft of what it looks like when it’s fixed, the 
Safe communities of Opportunity, which I can demonstrate if you would like me to do that.   
MR ARENDSE:   You can do that. 
DR HOLTMANN:   I think just to say that, that what we're about to look at, is undoubtedly 
complex.  It’s a systems model and the – and there is – there is always a tendency, there is 
always a wish to say, can't we make it simpler.  I'm sure Adv Pikoli, you will remember well, 
that when business against crime seconded Mayor Khan into the police to turn around the 
police in 1998 or 1999, he was constantly asked, you know, crime is such a huge problem.  
How are you going to fix it?  And his answer was always, crime is like an elephant and the way 
to eat an elephant is one bit at a time. 
 This model argues that that’s not correct.  That if you want to eat an elephant, the last 
thing you should do is try and eat it one bite at a time, because it will rot and you'll die in the 
process and the carcass will become an environment hazard.  If you want to eat an elephant, 
you need to get a hungry animals around the carcass and each will bring a different piece.  
 So the complexity of this model reflects not an idea that anybody should take on all of 
these 48 issues, but rather that you need to acknowledge that there are many things that need 
to be in place if you wish to transform from vulnerability and fragility to safety and that therefore 
you cannot do it alone and you need to do it on a collaborative basis.   
 The elements that make up the model are directly related to the workshops that were 
hosted.  These workshops were hosted in 24 communities in the Western Cape.  They were 
also hosted with different sectoral groups and with the 30 top management in the police at the 
time in the Western Cape and so they reflect a shared vision of a safe place.  They do not 
reflect what we want the police to do, what we want any one other department to do and I'll 
show you the way in which that was linked.   
 The elements that are in place here are – in some case relate to the needs of different 
sectors and in other cases relate to infrastructural issues, in other cases to service delivery 
issues.  The notion of a model like this is that it is about systemic chance and that no one 
element carries any more weight or value than any other.  That it is only through the 
connection of all of them that any one achieves a value. 



 There is an algorithm that runs behind the model, that links the – that links the outcome 
of one model, one element to others in the system.  So it says that for instance you have two 
elements, one of them is the children have good nutrition and another is that you have 
peaceful learning, if you don’t have good nutrition for children, then you can't have peaceful 
learning.  So it’s an algorithm that works on that basis.  

Each of the elements has three indicators that are drawn from research, but are 
translated into intuitive indicators that people at a community level and at a service delivery 
level, at local level can intuitively respond to and tell you whether or not they're working.  
Whether or not it’s in place.   

We used a four point scale opposed to what Andy was talking about this morning, a five 
point scale, because our research showed that if you used a five point scale, people would 
gravitate towards the middle three.  Whereas if you use a four point scale, people are more 
likely to go to the extremes.   

So it’s four out of four, it’s fixed.  Three out of four it’s good.  Two out of four it’s bad.  
One out of four it’s terrible.  This provides an opportunity at a local level to say, that although 
we have a generic model of a Safe Community of Opportunity based on all of that research, 
people’s needs would be very different according to their assessment of current status and 
people could benchmark what their own community looked like at a particular moment against 
that vision of what it looks like when it’s fixed and could also measure the impact of 
interventions going forward, based on rescoring.   

This also provides for share the accountability.  It’s not about the community scoring, 
the police, it’s about everybody scoring according to their own mandates, collectively are we 
getting closer to what it looks like when it’s fixed or are we standing still or going backwards. 

It doesn’t offer accuracy, it offers a consensus view and consensus understanding of 
how close or far we are from things.  So some of the elements would be for instance, old 
people are safe, parents are empowered, people with disabilities are protected.  You might 
have – victim support is one of the outcomes.  Support for teachers, children are busy, I'm just 
running through a few, because I obviously don’t want to take you through all of them.  Well 
managed parks, no dams.   

In terms of the police specifically, very interestingly in terms of what was said before 
lunch, one of the outcomes that came through consistently was friendly police.  People wanted 
to have a relationship and that was then also trustworthy police and we had long debates, I 
remember, and we very often do in communities about why those would be two separate 
things and it was about the way that people were treated, as well as the sense that people 
could trust them.   

And then visible police was very important and the police also in terms of speedy and 
equitable justice, providing that gateway to justice.   

There have been many pieces of research over the years, that have shown that people 
very often don’t know the difference between the mandate of the police and the mandate of the 
prosecution services or the Department of Justice.  And this was very much reflected in people 
feeling that the role of the police was to provide access to speedy and equitable justice in the 
model.   

So there were many outcomes.  I mean some of them are for instance that young 
people make good choices, was one of the outcomes, which I think is very important in terms 
of people saying that – that in many instances people couldn’t access – for instance, couldn’t 
trust processes, for instance such as restorative justice interventions, because they didn’t trust, 



for instance, young people to be able to deal appropriately with alternative mechanisms of 
justice.  

So whereas there were some very good policies that might assist in making 
communities safer, communities themselves would fall back on much more punitive 
mechanisms, because they didn’t feel that they had the way with all to be able to support and 
implement those alternative mechanisms. 

Having developed this model, what we then did was we took the – we went to the 
departmental strategic objectives and we ran through and I'm just going to take you very 
quickly through these, not in any kind of detail, but just to show you, I have just populated four 
or five departments here to show that what then happens is that in case of each of these 
departments we pick the outcomes from what it looks like when it’s fixed process that says 
which does this department support.  So there you have the police and they for instance have 
a role to play in peaceful homes.  So in other words, dealing with domestic violence and victim 
support a very important role to play in peaceful learning, in good role models for youth.  
Interestingly, which is something that I think is a really important aspect of what the police 
need to be doing for us in communities.   

So relating very much to outcomes here.  Second chance for young offenders, diversion 
programmes, no guns, community mediation, reduced alcohol, no illegal shebeens.  This was 
something that was huge, was a feeling that – it’s a really interesting thing.  In South Africa we 
have a very bad record with alcohol and we spend well over R42 billion a year on alcohol.  But 
we have a significantly higher than usual population of people who don’t drink at all and their 
voices are rarely heard in the way that we address the issues of alcohol. 

And the issue of illegal shebeens and the fact that the police were perceived not to be 
able to shut down illegal shebeens, contributed considerably to people’s distrust of the police 
and of policing as a mechanism for access to peace and safety.  These ones we've dealt with.   

And then the issue of drug prevention and support.  If we go to other departments, you 
will see that the Department of Social Development has another range of elements in the 
model that it relates to its outcomes.  And the Department of Social Development has typically 
in these – wherever we used this methodology the Department of Social Development 
probably has a greater number of outcomes to which it is linked through its mandate and 
responsibility than any other one department.   

But clearly there are some that overlap for instance with the police.  So they were also – 
their mandate also requires them to contribute to issues such as diversion programmes, 
second chance for young offenders and access to justice.   

The Department of Health has another set of – of outcomes, National Prosecuting 
Authority, the Department of Community Safety.  And then interestingly, I think the NGOs, 
where you will see that NGOs have a huge number of these outcomes to which they can 
contribute.  

And we ran a workshop at the end of the process, where we invited NGOs to come 
along and engage with the model and this was the outcome of that engagement.  And we got – 
we had a really fantastic response from local NGOs, who were very keen to see the way in 
which they could contribute at a local level.  And I don’t think we used NGOs and CBOs 
enough, but I think what has been said before here and that I must reiterate, is that the exact 
mandate, the exact way in which people can contribute to these outcomes, is very important, 
because one of the issues about partnership and collaboration is that it takes a lot of capacity 
and time and so very often partnerships that are not properly formulated use up more 



resources then they can benefit.  And so, you know, that’s something that’s really very 
important.   

What the model then offered was that each one of those stakeholders could populate 
exactly how they contribute.  So this for instance is a very brief summary, just to give you a 
demonstration of the way in which – for instance, the police could look at what their exact 
contribution is to each one of these outcomes.  So you see down the left here, the outcomes 
that they have connected themselves to in the model and then here some very specific ways in 
which they can contribute to that. 

What the model also does, is that it requires people who link themselves or 
stakeholders who link themselves to particular outcomes to specify if they play a lead role, if 
they're a key partner, if they're a support partner, if they're an enabler or if it is just a matter of 
interest.  One of the very interesting things that we found was that sometimes we would have 
for instance police officers in a workshop, who would connect themselves to outcomes that 
were not a part of the statutory outcomes that is a requirement of the police, but would link 
themselves to other issues where they had a personal interest and we felt that that needed 
some unpacking and that there needed to be an opportunity for people to demonstrate an 
interest as long as they were first committing themselves to their mandate. 

So and then the way that the model then operates is to say that when you have a 
particular action plan and there need to be many action plans that feed into this, so many 
action themes as you see in the Khayelitsha plan, you would connect the elements that would 
help you achieve that outcome and with them in each instance, would come the people who 
were connected to those outcomes.   

So this little model that we've just populated here is one that says, how would you 
implement the Khayelitsha Safety Plan?  So we’ve looked at which of the – which of the 
outcomes in the overall Safe Communities of Opportunity would be key to an implementation 
plan, for the safety plans and then you will see that in each instance what you have is the list of 
stakeholders who are connected to that particular outcome. 

This would help you be able to assess and if you look at it here, if you go to any one of 
the elements in the model, you'll see we’ve just populated four or five departments into it, but 
you can see immediately from the colours that’s connected to the stakeholders, whether or not 
you have a whole team.  Is there a lead agency related to that outcome, because if there isn’t, 
it’s not going to happen.  And so I think one of the learnings that we have achieved since then, 
was to say at that time we looked for a lead department to facilitate the whole process.   

What I would now suggest is that what one needs to do, is to take it down into its 
themes and say who is the automatic, who is the actual lead in terms of mandate in achieving 
a particular theme or an outcome.  And that’s the way that that model works. 

And as I say there’s a – I think there are a couple of really useful opportunities in it.  The 
one is that nobody is told what to do.  People actually and on an institutional basis 
stakeholders have to populate themselves into the model.  They have to say, this is what I 
bring to it.  And that has to be mandate related before it’s interest related and you can check it 
against the mandates of departments, which I think is very important. 

But so people make their own commitments and the second thing is that once they’ve 
made those commitments, they become transparent.  Everybody at a local level who is 
connected into the system and who has done – populated (indistinct) profile is linked to 
everybody else who has.  And through URL it’s a very simple process for people to then be 
able to see what the commitments and expectations are of others.   



And the measurement of impact going forward, is one which is fully participative and 
transparent and so but, so that there is an accountability which I think is very important.   

We've also learnt since then to really engage with people about the rules of 
engagement at a local level.  So I think, yes, MOUs, service delivery agreements are all fine, 
but actually what is needed, what we found really works at a local level, is that the people who 
are going to work together, need to agree on the – at the simplest basis.  What does it mean if 
I don’t answer your emails?  What does it mean if I don’t come to the meeting that was set?  
What does it mean if I come late?  What does it mean if I sit on my cellphone all the way 
through the meeting?  What does it mean if your – if we are not actually committing ourselves 
– if we're not actually living up to the commitments that we’ve made in our grand plan.  And I 
think that’s very often missing and it’s very disempowering for the people who need to actually 
deliver on the ground.   
MR ARENDSE:   Have you got any other slides left after that? 
DR HOLTMANN:   No. 
MR ARENDSE:   Okay. 
DR HOLTMANN:   Thank you. 
MR ARENDSE:   What happened after 2009, 2010? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Ja, we delivered the plan to the province and we had a really great launch 
event at the Langa Town Hall, I think it was, Community Hall, at which all the political heads 
and many people from many departments were there.  And there was, I think, there was a lot 
of excitement about it and then it just didn’t happen.  It – there was no implementation. 
 Gen Petros had always been clear, that although the plan would come from the police, 
because it was seen as a way – he had a fantastic way of putting it.  He said that what he 
believed was that if Government could use this system, then the police could stop being bad 
social workers and could get on with being good police.   
 But so he was very clear that that was the intention of developing the plan and of 
delivering the plan.  But he was also very clear that the police could not take the lead in 
implementing the plans.  That it needed to be an integrated delivery and that didn’t happen.  I 
think there was, you know, the plan came immediately before an election and other things, you 
know, diverted from it. And so unfortunately it wasn’t implemented.   
MR ARENDSE:   Did you make a presentation to Provincial Cabinet? 
DR HOLTMANN:   No, I made a presentation to the Portfolio Committee.  Mark Riley was the 
Chair of the Portfolio Committee at the time for the Province and he invited me to present 
there.  And yes, and then also at cluster, at various cluster meetings, HOD meetings.  There 
just wasn’t a mechanism for taking it further.  And I think, as I say, I think that a shortcoming, a 
short fall of the plan was that we didn’t anticipate – our mandate ended with the delivery of the 
plans.  And I think that was a shortcoming.  I think it needed another round of facilitation to look 
at who would appropriately institutionally both inside of Government, but also in terms of civil 
society, role players, who could be a team that would take on themed leadership in terms of 
making the plan happen. 
COMMISSIONER:   You know, Dr Holtmann, in one sense you could look at this more as an 
analysis of where responsibilities lie for ensuring safe societies.  In other words, almost an 
abstracted analysis, that you can't have a safe society if pregnant girls aren’t provided with the 
necessary, both health care and the advice.  If children are abandoned.  So you know, as you 
go around your list, in a sense it’s both an analytical tool as much as it is a plan. 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes. 



COMMISSIONER:   In a kind of way, you could almost imagine that you could do it, use it 
entirely as a measurement tool. 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes. 
COMMISSIONER:   Where you would actually go from department to department and saying, 
well, what are you doing about this?  What are you doing about that?  What are you doing 
about that?   
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes. 
COMMISSIONER:   And so it doesn’t necessarily have to be a plan.   And so my question 
is it’s not clear to me as to what exactly we’re proposing on the implementation.  You were 
suggesting that there would be – this was an analysis of who was responsible for what.  Were 
you suggesting some sort of coordinating function or were you suggesting, I mean how did you 
see it actually working? 
DR HOLTMANN:   We then developed – we developed individual plans for the 24 precincts 
and the plan for Khayelitsha identified based on this analysis, the leads in different aspects, 
but not a coordinating mechanism.  So I don’t think that coordinating mechanisms work.  I think 
there’s something deeply flawed in them, so I think – but what we – so there were individual – 
there were actions around schools, around teenage pregnancy, around drugs and that plan 
exists as a plan.  It’s quite a thorough plan and the – the missing piece was, how do you take it 
from the document into an action that’s actually going to take place. 
COMMISSIONER:   I understand your anxiety about meetings where nothing happens and you 
know, which fits in with your reluctance by coordination.  But I think if one thing has been said 
to this Commission during the course of week once, it’s been said probably 10 times which is 
that, if you want to get something done, somebody has got to lead.   
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes. 
COMMISSIONER:   (Indistinct) the witness who appeared, but one comment was, you can't 
push a piece of rope very far, but you can pull it a long way.  And it seems to me that it may 
not be coordination, but it does have to have leadership. 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes. 
COMMISSIONER:   I mean this is – nothing happens, unless somebody says this is where we 
should go.  This is the vision, this is – and so presumably that’s got to be written into this 
process.   
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes. 
COMMISSIONER:   And what you're saying is, that Gen Petros who was then Provincial 
Commissioner said, this can't be my leadership project.   
DR HOLTMANN:   Ja.  And there wasn’t a national place to take it over.  I mean interestingly 
this methodology is the basis of the Department of Social development’s integrated social 
crime prevention strategy, which is now a National Policy document.  And to some extent and I 
do a lot of work with the Department of Social Development and particularly with their 
community development chief directorate and I think there is a lot of – the Department of 
Social Development really has a major role to play in this and I would always have leaned 
towards them playing a much more important role.   
 The obvious place for a supportive facilitative role and I'm not sure that Dr Lawrence will 
thank me for this, but the Department of Community and Safety, for me was that obvious place 
for that facilitative supportive governance to be lodged and to really – take that kind of lead.  
So I think really – looking at it and the upside down model.  So not saying that they needed to 
coordinate everybody, but that they needed to be a strong facilitative leadership roll.  For me 



that would come from Department of Community safety, but with the Department of Social 
Development playing a key role in many of the aspects.   
 And then of course local Government.  You know, who really have a lot of the access 
and a lot of – and mandates across such a broad spectrum that it can only be useful to them to 
be able to leverage the capacities in the provincial departments at local level for many of these 
outcomes.   
MR ARENDSE:   Did, talking about leadership role and the role of Gen Petros, did Gen 
Lamoer, the PC, the current PC, did he engage you on the plan at all? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Gen Lamoer actually facilitated the process of the tender.  It was actually 
issued from national level in consultation with Gen Petros.  So it was – he was extraordinarily 
supportive of the process.  And I think again there were leadership changes at national level 
and there was quite a crisis in the police at national level at the time, but Gen Lamoer was very 
keen on us presenting to the National Commissioner and was very keen to see the process 
taken further.  Unfortunately as I say, there were many issues that overwhelmed it as a priority 
at the time. 
COMMISSIONER:   Would it be right to say that really what it is, it’s an attempt to focus and 
limit the mandate of SAPS, to say that actually SAPS can't do all these things.  We can't 
provide, you know, look after, you know, this whole range of issues and that those mandates 
which are made sometimes to be seen to be a SAPS mandate, actually aren’t.  In mean in 
some (indistinct) that would be a fair way of looking at it? 
DR HOLTMANN:   I think what you say is absolutely correct, but I'd like to take that a step 
further and say that, if this is a reflection of the complexity of trying to make a community 
sustainably safe, then we need to also look at the police as a microcosm of this circumstance 
that we're in and in my view the police, the demands that we make on the police are 
completely unreasonable.  I mentioned at the beginning the whole debate with police in 
Norway and the year we were having that discussion, there had been 13 rapes in Oslo versus 
the number of rapes in South Africa that year was close to 55 000.   
 If the police in Oslo were policing in Wonderland, if you put them into Khayelitsha they’d 
run away screaming.  If you put the Khayelitsha police into Oslo, I'm sure they’d do a fabulous 
job.  So for me the issue of crime statistics has become a very vexed issue, partly because as 
South Africans we respond in a very punitive way to crime statistics, as you yourself said this 
morning, that you know, the crime statistics are seen as a performance indicator for the police, 
whereas they should be seen as a degree of difficulty for the job of the police. 
 And I think that our expectations of the police in terms of a broader role that 
encompasses social issues, is one that we should contain if we want the police to do a good 
job of policing.  Having said that, the social issues are not going to be manageable by any of 
the other sectors if the police don’t do a good job of the policing.   
COMMISSIONER:   Ja. 
DR HOLTMANN:   And so it’s not an excuse for poor policing, but I think it does go some way 
to explaining it.  Also I think in a society where for the past 20 years we’ve recorded (indistinct) 
of 2 million serious crimes a year, the level of post traumatic stress and post traumatic stress 
disorder, both in the community as a whole, but specifically in the police, is extreme and this 
must have an impact on the ability of the police to deliver in a circumstance where there is 
such low trust in the police, I certainly would not willingly put on a blue uniform and go out in 
the community tomorrow.  And I think we’ve got a situation where as a society we don’t – we 
are not mindful of how the success of the police is something integral to our own ability to 



succeed.  We need to see it as a shared task, rather than something in which we blame the 
police for crime and for our own vulnerability. 
COMMISSIONER:   So you would agree then, I mean one of the things that does concern me 
is that nearly all the police’s own measurements of success related to crime statistics in some 
way or another and I feel very strongly that this is a very counter productive approach, 
because firstly they’re not responsible entirely for crime.  There are some policeable levels, 
there are, but secondly it’s like being set up to fail.  
DR HOLTMANN:   Absolutely. 
COMMISSIONER:   It must be very hard to be a NCO in Khayelitsha, who knows that there are 
going to be lots of crime every day and to somehow feel responsible and yet unable to do it.  I 
mean it’s completely disempowering and it must be enormously alienating.   
DR HOLTMANN:   And not only alienating.  I think it feeds back into the issues, the other 
issues in your paper, issues like corruption.  We know that people who are suffering from post-
traumatic stress disorder, are less like likely to be able to behave in an ethical way.  People 
who don’t have support and I think that the culture within the police, as well as the culture 
outside of it, is one that historically has not supported people to be able to admit that they need 
help and that very often that help is not available.  And so it – the employee wellness 
programme aside, the fact that it’s there, doesn’t mean that it’s available to people.   
 I mean we've had many such people saying you can't go to that.  You don’t feel safe if 
you go there, which is not any individual’s fault.  This is an institutional difficulty.   
MR ARENDSE:   Thank you, Madam Chair, the last few exchanges here covers some of the 
questions I had left. 
COMMISSIONER:   I hope we'll be able to come back to you, to give you an opportunity to re-
examine in due course.  Mr Hathorn. 
EXAMINATION BY MR HATHORN: 
 Thank you, Commissioner.  Dr Holtmann, I'd like to start by saying that it was a 
gratifying experience for me to read your report and I was reading it, I had a sense that the 
proceedings before the Commission had turned almost a full circle, such were the similarities 
in the approach and the issues that you identified as having to be addressed with the evidence 
that was lead by the representatives of the complainant organisations at the outset.  And it 
really felt as though there’s much common ground that – between the parties at this point. 
 I'd like to start with paragraph 11.4 of your report, where you state:  

“A lot of trust in the Criminal Justice System as a whole, poor relationships 
between the police and community, normalisation of corruption and low 
expectations of delivery against safety objectives or sustainability of the projects 
such as this one, characterised both the research on which the project was 
based and the outcomes of the consultant of process.” 

Now this was a sweeping statement and on my reading of it, it applied generally in broad terms 
to the 24 precincts, is that correct? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes, that’s correct. 
MR HATHORN:   Was Khayelitsha any exception to that, or would this be broadly applicable to 
Khayelitsha? 
DR HOLTMANN:   It would be. 
MR HATHORN:   Coming to the programme that you lead and have had put before the 
Commission then, what I want to understand is for what purpose SAPS is presenting it to the 
Commission?  It’s a programme that was formulated five years ago.  It was never implemented 



and as I understand it, it was formulated on the basis that it would be lead by DOCS and the 
Department of Social Development.  It’s come back and the many, as I've said, the many 
features that we feel are very useful and very valuable, but what I would like to understand is, 
to what extent and by whom has it been endorsed by SAPS?  To what extent and by whom 
has it been endorsed by DOCS?  To what extent and by whom has it been endorsed by the 
Department of Social Development?  Is it proposed, has a budget been identified for it, or is it 
just being thrown out as a model that might be helpful for the Commissions for purposes of 
formulating its recommendations? 
DR HOLTMANN:   No, I think it was endorsed by the Provincial Commissioner and by Gen 
Lamoer as the head of visible policing at the time. 
MR HATHORN:   Sorry to interrupt, I'm talking about in the past month or two. 
DR HOLTMANN:   Now? 
MR HATHORN:   Yes. 
DR HOLTMANN:   No, no, no, I think it’s now thrown out as a useful place that might – as a 
framework that might be useful going forward.  So it’s offered as something that exists and that 
could provide some opportunities for going forward in Khayelitsha.   
MR HATHORN:   So it’s put forward to inform the thinking of the Commissioners in the process 
of formulating their recommendations? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes. 
MR HATHORN:   There is no formal adoption of this by either the police or any of the other 
Government role players concerned? 
DR HOLTMANN:   No.  
MR HATHORN:   The complainant organisations are in the process of formulating a five year 
Safety Policing and Justice Plan to be implemented in Khayelitsha.  How would you see such a 
plan fitting into the model that you have proposed and in what areas in particular could the 
complainant organisations play a role?  I know you said in your evidence that there are a huge 
number of outcomes, which NGOs could contribute to.  What outcomes in particular would you 
want to focus on? 
DR HOLTMANN:   I think I was – I was really struck this morning by the VPU unit that there 
was a very narrow focus on the contribution of civil society and I think that it’s very important 
that that be broadened and I think perhaps it was, you know, the discussion just didn’t go 
broader.  I'm not suggesting that (indistinct) didn’t envisage a broader engagement.  But I think 
it’s very important that Civil Society is not just engaged in terms of patrolling the streets or 
reporting crime.  And I think that if – that one of the advantages of the Safety Plan that I would 
hope the complainants would see, is that it looks at safety in a much broader perspective.   
 Some of the outcomes where I think civil society has very appropriate roles to play, are 
for instance in the issues of victim support, which I think is something that although the police 
need to be playing a key role, again if we refer to the White Paper on Safety and Security it 
was very clear that this was an area where civil society could play a very important role and 
could – which would build the capacity in community to engage with – to have a strong 
relationship with the police and the Criminal Justice System, but would be an extension of 
capacity in really appropriate ways.  I think that’s something where there are very good models 
for engagement.  
 The issue of safe schools also obviously provides for an enormous amount of 
engagement by civil society and I think a very appropriate one.  There – I mean there are lots 
of those outcomes.  I'd have to go back to them to look specifically at them, but I think that for 



instance the issue of parenting programmes, of support for families, is in area.  
 The issue of restorative justice itself is a very important area and I think that this is one 
where for instance the European Union Programme over the last couple of years, funding for 
which has ended now, is a very important example of the way in which lay people can be 
capacitated to play a very important role in addressing particularly non-violent crimes in a way 
that that can build community cohesion and can also contribute a reduction of demand on the 
Criminal Justice System.  And that that programme is very well evaluated and brings some 
very important lessons.  
 I think the issue of mediation, the issue of diversion programmes, the issue of drug and 
substance abuse, there are all places where communities should play a very important role.  In 
each of the outcomes in that model, there is a department that should play a lead role 
according to its mandate, but I think that community based organisations can play vital roles in 
a whole range of outcomes and certainly it would be very easy to list those.  In fact I have 
submitted a – the – the matrix that was developed at the time, that very clearly identifies the 
way that civil society could contribute to these outcomes and could make that available to you. 
MR HATHORN:   The local safety plan for Khayelitsha that is annexed to your report, I got 
confused as to whether that – there are three police stations within Khayelitsha and I got 
confused as to whether that was a plan for the Site B or Khayelitsha Police Station or whether 
it was a plan for the entire Khayelitsha?  Perhaps you can clarify that? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Just Khayelitsha Police Station. 
MR HATHORN:   So just the Site B precinct? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes. 
MR HATHORN:   Okay.  What would be required firstly in order to update that plan for the Site 
B precinct and secondly to formulate plans for Harare and Lingelethu West for those two 
precincts? 
DR HOLTMANN:   I think that the five years has elapsed and it would be very important to 
revisit the model based on research that has been done in between and based on work on the 
model itself.  It would be important to check with the different stakeholders that the indicators 
used were agreeable to everybody and that they covered the issues specifically raised in this 
Commission, the learning that’s come through this Commission.  But then the formulation of 
the plans would be a simple matter, relatively speaking, of checking those mandates and 
looking at a local scoring for each of the police precincts, where on a workshop basis people 
could assess what the priority areas were for each of those.   
 There are obviously interventions, there must be interventions in the last five years that 
would – that would have overtaken some of the intentions in the original plan and that would 
need to be assessed. 
MR HATHORN:   Thank you, Commissioner, I have got nothing further.   
NO FURTHER QUESTIONS BY MR HATHORN 
COMMISSIONER:   Thank you.  Ms Bawa. 
EXAMINATION BY MS BAWA: 
 It leads on the last answer you gave, while the basis principles of the report or the 
concepts that underlied wouldn’t have changed, one would have to consider whether there are 
changes in the community, but will you say that the nature of the problems have changed in 
the last five years? 
DR HOLTMANN:   From my experience in working in other communities, which is what I now 
do fulltime is facilitate these processes, no, I wouldn’t.  I think that there are some – there is 



learning all the time. I mean that’s (indistinct) if you're working in any communities in South 
Africa you learn all the time about the issues and so for instance I think that although – that 
there are kind of waves of particular concern that go through particular communities.  And so 
what you would find is that although the Safe Communities of Opportunity model would 
probably not change very much, the scoring would change and people’s level of interest in 
intervening in particular areas would change over time. 
 I think in a way people get fatigued by dealing with messy, wicked problems that don’t 
go away and so for instance, I think that sadly the issue of violence against women, you know, 
is addressed with particular enthusiasm for a while and then it doesn’t particularly change, but 
it goes off the agenda and something else takes its place.   
 So I think that’s one of the lessons that we’ve learnt over the years and one of the 
reasons that we need such a complex set of outcomes.  
MS BAWA:   It seems that even before you go to implementation of a plan like this, there are 
three essential requirements which would need to be complied with.  One is support and from 
the national, provincial and local tiers of Government, budgetary commitment from them and 
an acceptance of the role of who ever the lead agency is going to be.  Would you agree with 
that as almost pre-conditions to the plan getting off the ground? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Ja, I think so and I think that support at local level, if we look at actual 
implementation, what I have found and I'm doing some work in eight communities for the 
Department of Social Development at the moment, and what I found is that the support issue 
in terms of actual implementation is much easier to Ghana at local level than it is for instance 
at a provincial level.  And so a lot of – people get it local level, they get why it is that they need 
to leverage each other’s capacities to work together.  So I think the support that’s not in 
principle, but in practice, is the issue of for instance budgeting and that’s much harder to – 
harder to achieve.  But for me there is something very logical about the fact that it’s harder to 
achieve, because the way it’s working at the moment isn’t working.  So the risk of innovation 
would seem to me to be extremely low and the cost of not changing the way we do things, is 
so much greater than the cost of doing things differently.  And so I think that that needs to be 
very strongly motivated.   
 The issue of the cooperation between the spheres of Government, I think is a very 
important one and that is certainly beyond the capability of people at a local level.  And so for 
instance my comment that we got extremely low or virtually no cooperation from the 
Department of Justice when we were doing the work, is one that could only be addressed at a 
political level, I believe. 
MS BAWA:   We're a country that like policies. 
DR HOLTMANN:   Hm. 
MS BAWA:   We go from the National Crime Prevention Strategy, you touched on the White 
Paper of Safety and Security that was never implemented, but we now have another White 
Paper of Safety and Security that’s on the verge of coming out.  We have a White Paper on 
Police that’s coming back out, but we haven’t quite had a conclusion to our previous crime 
strategy that’s come out.  We have a Secretariat that’s operated for a number of years and 
then we have a new Act that deals with the Civilian Secretariat.   
 I mean, are we – are we going about this the right way and with a policy like this, 
because one of the criticisms that I've heard, that it’s just too complicated to implement? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Well, if I can start with your last comment, I think it is very complicated to try 
and make our communities safe and as convenient as it would be to be able to present a 



simple plan, I don’t believe that that’s possible.  I think we need to embrace the complexity and 
then we need to get on with it.  The reason that I work at local level rather than at national level 
now is that I believe that it’s time for action.  I really think we've done more than enough 
research.  We have so many experts.  We have so much information.  For goodness sake, 
why can't we just put our money where our mouths are and get on and do it.  And if we fail, 
then there’s learning in that, but at least we're learning.  We've got to stop doing the same 
things and hoping for a different outcome. 
MS BAWA:   Do you share, there was a view expressed yesterday by Gareth Newham that we 
spend too much money on prevention and too little money – I mean we spend too much 
money on crime prevention at the end of the day and we spend too little on sorting out the root 
causes.  He gave the analogy of for every one dollar that was spent in the study on crime, in 
later years you could on social development you could have saved nine dollars in later years.  
But we need to look at root causes from budgetary capacity. 
DR HOLTMANN:   I think we also need to stop seeing every child as a potential criminal.  I 
mean I think there are so many good reasons to invest in our children and in our families and 
we shouldn’t do that just because we're frightened that they're going to become criminals if we 
don’t.  We should do that, because we're frightened that we're not going to achieve our 
potential if we don’t.  And that as long as our children are not leading happy childhoods, we're 
not going to be a society that really functions well. 
 So for me it’s very important and I think that as the Crime Prevention Sector to some 
extent did itself a disservice in thinking that the way to sell early intervention was simply on the 
basis that it was going to generate this great return.  Sure it will generate a great return, but if 
we intervene today, so that a mother bonds properly with her baby, then the benefit will be felt 
immediately.  That child will be safer.  That woman will be safer.  She will be able to achieve 
much better, you know. 
 So I think for me the reasons for investing in post-social development, are so 
compelling.  The World Health Organisation tells us that if we get the first 1 000 days of life 
right, then the likelihood of intervention later is so much less.  If we can invest in every child 
leading their best life, then perhaps we can start to harness the creativity of our society for the 
good, rather than constantly being petrified of the outcomes of our failure and I think that’s 
what this speaks to. 
MS BAWA:   I don’t think there’s anybody here that would disagree with you, but it’s the 
difficulty of implementation. 
DR HOLTMANN:   Sure. 
MS BAWA:   It’s the difficulty of how – how do we go about, where do we start?  You made the 
point that the – that the plan is not a means of excusing poor policing, that the police needs to 
do their bit to improve on policing and similarly every other Government department would 
have to do their bit on improving it. 
DR HOLTMANN:   Yes. 
MS BAWA:   But if – if you were sitting in the seat of the Commissioners and we've listened to 
your plan and the Commissioners have heard what you’ve said, it also doesn’t seem that it’s 
something that’s immediately implementable.  It’s going to need another consultative process.  
It’s going to need buying, it’s going to have to re-look at what Khayelitsha is today with three 
police stations.  And what would your recommendations be about what gets done in the short 
term, what gets done in the medium term, what gets done in the long term? 
DR HOLTMANN:   I think there’s more than enough in the existing plan for people to get 



around the table and actually identify the way in which they can leverage what’s already being 
done.  The Department of Community Safety hasn’t been sitting on its hands for five years and 
I think is very clear about many of the interventions that can happen and that are happening.  
So I think it’s about actually just getting immediate agreement, concurrent with updating some 
of those issues.  You’ve heard from experts here who bring thematic evidence of what can 
make a difference in the short term and I think that those things should really, you know, that 
there are a range of issues here, that regardless of updating or not, could actually be 
implemented very quickly, in particular issues that require very obvious partnerships in terms 
of for instance safe schools, gang activity, victim support.  These things can happen without 
any further work or engagement. 
MS BAWA:   Can we – can I take you to the issue of the post- traumatic stress that you 
referred to and the police’s Wellness Programme?  What would you recommend be done 
about that, because – because that is of concern and it goes to the health and wellbeing of our 
police force or police service? 
DR HOLTMANN:   Ja, I think that we certainly can't rely on traditional mechanisms.  If the – if 
we were to do it on a one on one basis, it would be an impossibility.  The problem is just too 
huge.  There is a considerable capacity in the – in civil society in South Africa, who know an 
enormous amount about – about resilience, trauma and resilience and I don’t think that the 
police are accessing that expertise as well as they might.  Two and a half years ago I put 
together a group of people with such expertise and we put a proposal to the Secretariat for 
Safety and Security which was very well received by the Employee Wellness Programme, who 
understand that they have neither the capacity nor the leverage to make a huge difference to 
the trauma in the police, but they understand how deep the problem is and I think that that 
needs to be looked at in terms of the kinds of people who have been dealing with our history of 
violence in South African and the impact that it has on people inside and outside the police, if 
we are to change those things.   
 I don’t believe that you can change many of the issues that relate to organisational 
issues, so relate to the issues of leadership, relate to the issues of corruption for instance, that 
you have uncovered in this Commission, if we don’t deal with the mental health and wellness 
of the police.   

People who are going out there and experiencing daily exposure to trauma, that they – 
in circumstances in which they are not – they can't make the difference that would make them 
feel better on not going home and being nice to their families either.   
 We know that there are issues with alcohol abuse, with drug dependence, with domestic 
violence, and if we look at the level of vulnerability and victimisation of communities as a 
whole, then we must assume that those levels of victimisations are at least represented inside 
the police too.  And we so we’re sending victims out to deal with offenders, and I think that’s a 
very dangerous circumstance, and leads to a lot of the behaviours that we are addressing in 
this Commission. 
MS BAWA:  When you say this Secretariat for safety and security … 
DR HOLTMANN:   For the police, ja. 
MS BAWA:  Are you referring to the Civilian Secretariat for Police? 
DR HOLTMANN:  Yes.  Yes.  
MS BAWA:  Okay. Where do you start with fixing that problem, because it seems as if one 
easy place to start with that is with recruitment. 
DR HOLTMANN:  I would absolutely agree with that, and in fact in the discussions that we had 



in a workshop with the Secretariat for Police, somebody raised the issue that – which was a 
really quite shocking statement – he said that he’d been to a police training and that in the – at 
the police training centre in Pretoria – and that the Graffiti on the walls there was just 
desperate. It was people who – new trainees were coming into the police who, within weeks of 
being recruited into the police, were feeling desperate and were describing it as being 
unbearable, to be dealing with issues that they were dealing with. 
 And I think that that’s very true.  Many years ago I did some in-service training on victim 
empowerment with the police, and getting police to think about victims as being anything other 
than women who had been raped and who were in tears and therefore you could see that they 
were traumatised, was incredibly hard. And I don’t think that that’s necessarily changed. 
 So I think that from the outset there needs to be a much greater focus on resilience, 
there needs to be a much more compassionate approach to people who are having to take on 
the job of being police, and obviously there needs to be a much more skilled assessment of 
the way, of who it is that can actually deal with the kinds of problems that are dealt with. 
 And I think also we need to look at the fact that we are – we have a police service that 
has grown from, I think it was 55 000 to 90 000 to now 202 000, and we haven’t necessarily 
built enough capacity to manage and lead that service.  And that’s – so therefore the 
managers in leadership also need our compassion and support. 
MS BAWA:  Well, that brings me to a second stage of where I was going with this. There then 
needs to be another testing along the lines you suggest when you’re looking from non-
commissioned officers to commissioned officers. 
DR HOLTMANN:  Ja. 
MS BAWA:  And then you would need to look at it from when you place people into positions of 
middle management or leadership within the organisation, that there be testing levels at those 
stages as well. 
DR HOLTMANN:  I agree with you, and I think that there’s also a cultural issue. I think that – 
and this is a personal view – that the remilitarisation of the police as a mechanism for 
improving discipline was, in my view, an inadequate response to the issues of discipline. I think 
that you need to take a whole person approach to creating a discipline to police service, and 
that support is at least as important, and the building of resilience, the building of a sense of 
pride and ownership in the objectives and outcomes of good policing is at least as important as 
punishing people who break the rules. 
MS BAWA:  I had one other question, and I’ve forgotten what it was!  
NO FURTHER QUESTIONS BY MS BAWA 
COMMISSIONER:  Thanks, Ms Bawa.  Any re-examination, Mr Arendse? 
MR ARENDSE:  None. Just – just on Mr Hathorn’s question about the extent, if any, there is 
official support for your plan. Just for you to confirm that our consultation with you, that’s 
myself and Advocate Bawa’s, at the insistence of the Provincial Commissioner, and that 
certainly he was – he was – he was almost instructing us that we must consult with you and 
call upon you to be here today and to give evidence, and thankfully through the offices of Ms 
Bawa we were saved from having to bring a condonation application for your late admission as 
an expert witness.   

But certainly from him at a personal level as the Provincial Commissioner, the plan has 
his support. 
DR HOLTMANN:  Yes. And he contacted me in that regard. 
MR ARENDSE:  Thank you. 



COMMISSIONER:  Thanks, Mr Arendse.  Mr Pikoli, any questions? 
MR PIKOLI:  I just need to check the value of the tender that produced this (indistinct)  Safety 
Plan. 
DR HOLTMANN:  The tender. I think it was 1.6 million, and it was audited by the Auditor 
General thereafter. The outcomes of that audit are available, I know. So – and which was – it 
was a positive report.  
COMMISSIONER:  Well, thank you very much indeed, Dr Holtmann, for, you know, a very 
helpful testimony for your report which, you know, which is very – very interesting and 
insightful, I think, and you may – you may now stand down. 
DR HOLTMANN:  Thank you. 

 


