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Chapter 1  


 


Background to the study and research methodology  
 


1.1 Introduction  


 


In the past years much was said and written about the closure of the specialised police units 


in South Africa.  On the one hand the South African Police Service stated that the closure was 


a strategy to ensure better service delivery by streamlining the specialised units and taking the 


expertise and specialised knowledge to station level.  On the other side of this argument the 


community, and especially those directly affected by the closure of these units, complained 


that the closure resulted in a decrease in the quality of service delivery.  Added to this, the 


members of those specialised units earmarked for closure complained that the move would 


result in poor service delivery and would affect both crime and the community’s trust in the 


police negatively. 


 


What is the real situation? Is it one or maybe both of the abovementioned arguments?  What 


really necessitated the closure of the units and what is the effect on both crime and trust in the 


police?  What can and should be done?  In this study all these issues will be dealt with.  


 


In this chapter the problem statement, objectives and value of the study will be discussed.  


The study is delimitated with regards to geographical, conceptual and time aspects in order to 


focus the research more specifically.  To ensure a common understanding, certain concepts, 


like stock theft, community policing, community and specialization are defined.  The 


methodological aspects that directed the study will be explained, and the problems that 


complicated the study, identified.  


  


1.2 Problem statement      


 


Since 1961, when three specialised units were formed in the then Witwatersrand Division, 


namely a unit to combat the theft out of vehicles, a Stock Theft Unit and a Firearm Unit, 


(Dippenaar, 1988: 267) the South African Police, now called the South African Police 
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Service (hereafter called the SAPS), formed a number of specialised units, for example Stock 


Theft, Murder and Robbery, SANAB, Fraud and other units to address certain types of crime.  


It seems as if this arrangement was aimed to cater for certain communities with special needs 


regarding crime.  In other cases the occurrence of certain types of crimes necessitated the 


formation of specialised units.  The South African farming community expected the SAPS to 


cater specifically for their needs with regards to stock theft and also wanted specialists to 


investigate these types of crimes.  One can argue that for all purposes the specific farming 


community is a community as meant in the policies for community policing.  In addition to 


this, the special relationship between that community and the SAPS through the specialist 


Stock Theft Units is precisely what was intended with sound community policing in a 


community as set out in the Policy Framework for Community Policing, (1997). 


 


The same can also be said about the Diamond and Gold Branches that catered for the needs 


of the Diamond and Gold industries and that of the bankers and the fraud squad. When the 


decision was taken during January 2000 to disband some of these units and only retain 


Serious Violent Crime Units, Family Violence, Child Protection and Sexual Offences Unit 


(FCS), Commercial Crime Units, Organised Crime Units etcetera; it not only left a huge gap 


in service delivery to those affected communities, but also left community members, as well 


as the SAPS officials bitter and confused. Numerous newspaper articles were published on 


this subject during that time.  In an article, Bothma (2000:1) quotes an ex-member of one of 


the specialist units who allegedly spoke to two members of a specialist unit who indicated to 


him (the ex-member) that they will go on sick leave and then resign in response to the closure 


of the units.  


 


The response of the farming community seemed to be, at first glance, to stop reporting crime 


and even to resort to the use of vigilante groups.  It seems as if the response of the farming 


community was to lose faith in the SAPS, which in turn meant that they started to refrain 


from reporting crime and appeared to join forces with vigilante groups like Mapogo-a-


Mathamaga. 


 


Various reasons were provided for the closure of these units, one of which was to boost the 


capacity for crime investigation at station level (Redpath.2002: v).  The SAPS hailed the  
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restructuring of the detective service a success two years later in the annual report for 


2002/2003 of the South African Police Services (2003). In addition to the restructuring 


process, the SAPS used task teams to address specific problem areas.  There are recorded 


instances where these task teams had proved to be successful, but one could argue that it is 


just   another form of the same unit, albeit not a permanent structure.  This was done in the 


Diamondfield Area in the Northern Cape, as well as in the Eastern Cape (George, 2004:1).  


Although this also proved to be a huge success according to Stoltz (2002:12), one can ask the 


question if this is not the same specialised unit in another guise. 


 


The problem studied in this research is the effect that the closure of the specialist Stock Theft 


Units in the Northern Cape during 2002 had on the community, as well as on the theft of 


livestock.  The researcher gave special consideration to the Stock Theft Unit and the effect of 


the closure of this unit on the farming community they served.  There were mixed responses 


by the community to the closure of the units, but it is difficult to determine the effect thereof 


on police community relations.  Stock theft has since decreased, but the counter argument 


from farmers is that they have refrained from reporting cases, due to the poor service from 


the SAPS. There is some indication that they opted to use other means, like vigilante groups 


to safeguard their stock.   


 


In the Northern Cape the following units were closed: 


$   Stock Theft Unit, Kimberley 


$   Fraud Unit, Kimberley 


$   Fraud Unit, Kuruman 


$   Fraud Unit , Jan Kempdorp 


$   SANAB , Kimberley 


$   Taxi Violence Unit, Kimberley 


$   Firearm Unit, Kimberley 


$   Internal Investigation Unit, Kimberley 


$   Vehicle Theft Unit, Kimberley 


$   Diamond and Gold Branch, Lime Acres 
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This study concentrated mainly on the closure of the Stock Theft Unit in Kimberley. The 


situation in its service region was compared to that of the other Stock Theft Unit in 


Postmasburg that was not closed. It is not clear at this stage why that unit was not closed.  


The Stock Theft Unit, Kimberley and the Stock Theft Unit, Upington were the only stock 


theft units that were closed in the Northern Cape Province.  The only deduction that can be 


made is that the Stock Theft Unit Kimberley was not as productive as the others. Redpath 


(2002: iv) states that “Another important reason is that the specialised units appear to have 


performed less well than the station level detectives who investigate less serious crimes” as a 


reason given for the closure of specialist units. 


 


Some of the issues that are addressed in this study are how to rectify the implied lack of 


expertise of detectives at station level, as well as to establish the concept of community 


policing within the farming community.  Lastly one must look at the issue why some farmers 


have chosen not to report crime and /or to join Mapogo-a-Mathamaga instead of working 


with the SAPS to combat crime.  Burton, Du Plessis, Legget, Louw, Mistry & Van Vuuren 


(2004:107), report that only 36% of victims of stock theft reported it to the police.  In the 


same report on the National Victims of Crime Survey for South Africa during 2003 


(2004:108),  they indicate that the reasons for not reporting stock theft were “ not necessary 


or important” 30.2%, “other means used to resolve” 11.8%, “ no change of recovering 


property” 31.8%  and “ police not available”, 8.8%.  The “other means” could include, 


amongst others, the use of security companies or even vigilantism.  Sekhonyane and Louw 


(2002:41) state that commercial farmers also joined Mapogo-a-Mathamaga in attempt both to 


deter stock theft and guard against farm attacks.  


 


The crucial question to be answered in the end is: must the Stock Theft Unit remain closed or 


must it be re-opened?  It relates to the issue of the need for specialization in the detection of 


crime.  In answering the question this research will look at what impact the closure of the 


Stock Theft Unit had on the farming community that they served, the community’s response 


to that, and lastly what must be done to rectify the situation.  The closure of these units was 


largely done without putting another structure or procedure in place.  The one alternative that 


was used was the use of task teams, as pointed out before.  The number of detectives from 


these units are too few to bring real expertise to stations in the Northern Cape, as the six 
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members who were stationed in Kimberley, for example, serviced 13 stations and as such, 


even if one placed them all at a station, seven stations would have been without an expert.  


One of the aims of the study was to present possible solutions which will have the support of 


both the SAPS and the community affected by the closure of the units. 


 


 The statistics of reported crime in the Northern Cape, and specifically all stock theft related 


crimes were looked at, but the extent of vigilantism was also investigated, both from reported 


cases, (in which case one will be dependent upon the fact that it was recorded as such in the 


case docket itself), as well as the farming community’s opinion about it as reflected in the 


questionnaires.  


 


1.3 Research aims 


 


This study has as its main objective to indicate the need for specialization in the SAPS as 


well as to determine the problems relating to the closure of the specialised units in the 


Northern Cape referred to above, and specifically that of the Stock Theft Unit in the 


Diamondfield Area.   


 


It intends to:  


• indicate the need for specialization, 


•    indicate the results of the closure with regards to any rise in stock theft,  


• indicate the fear of crime in the farming community and the result thereof, be it 


vigilantism or non-reporting of crime, and lastly it will, 


• propose appropriate measures that could be put into place to address all these issues to 


deliver an effective service to the farming communities with regard to stock theft. 


 


Although the term “fear of crime” is used, it is not a true reflection of what is researched.  In 


the case of the farming community, it would be better to refer to “reaction to crime”.  The 


term “fear of crime” was, however, used in the terminology of the references consulted by the 


researcher and as such the term was used throughout the research for the sake of uniformity.  
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1.4. Value of the research  


 


This research provided valuable insight into the closure of the specialised units and the results 


thereof on police - community relations.  The results may be applicable, not only to the area 


where the research was conducted, but also elsewhere in the country.  It will hopefully 


influence the closure and subsequent procedures of other specialised units in future, and will 


indicate how specialisation can be brought down to station level without losing the 


confidence and cooperation of the community.  In this study the focus was on the farming 


community and they should therefore benefit directly from improved service delivery, better 


cooperation with the police and an improvement in the trust in the police.  For the SAPS, and 


especially for the detectives, the results have shown an acceptable solution in rendering a 


professional service to the farmers and reduce crime.  Crime will not necessarily come down 


in the short term, but if the trust in the police improves, it could prompt farmers to report 


crimes and help to reduce these crimes in the long run.  The resultant increase in reported 


crimes like stock theft will also be considered a success, as it will then be an indication of 


improved trust in the SAPS.  The detection and conviction rate should improve as a result.  


This study will also benefit the research community as the issue of the closure of the 


specialised units had been researched before, but to the researcher’s knowledge it did not 


include issues like trust in the police, the fear of crime, non-reporting of crime and a lack of 


cooperation.  This study has also posed the opportunity for future studies to test the validity 


and success of any proposed solutions. 


 


1.5. Delimitation of the study  


 


It is important that there is absolute clarity as to what is included or excluded in the study, 


and also to give the meaning of the terms used in the formulation of the problems.  The 


delimitations of this study are therefore divided into geographical-, time- and conceptual 


issues. 


 


1.5.1 Geographical delimitation  


 


The study only focussed on the Diamondfield policing area, which is one of four policing 
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areas in the Northern Cape in the Republic of South Africa. Annexure A depicts the 9 


Provinces which constitutes the Republic of South Africa.  The four policing areas in the 


Northern Cape Province, Gordonia, Diamondfield Area, Namaqualand and Upper Karoo are 


shown in Annexure B, whilst Annexure C divides the Diamondfield Area into two policing 


districts, those of Kuruman and Kimberley.  These are the old Kimberley Police district and 


the Kuruman Police district, before the restructuring process in the SAPS during 1994, when 


they were merged into the Area now known as the Diamondfield Area.  The reason for 


providing such a detailed description is that the area of jurisdiction of the two Stock Theft 


Units (Kimberley and Postmasburg) is similar to the old police districts.  The crime situation 


in the Diamondfield Area is discussed and compared with the national situation in the RSA, 


as well as that of the Northern Cape as a whole.  The farming community in the 


Diamondfield Area has also been the main focus of the study, but again the focus has been on 


the farming community in the old Kimberley District, as that is the area previously serviced 


by the Stock Theft Unit Kimberley.  


 


The Diamondfield Area was chosen for the study firstly because it was one of only two in the 


Northern Cape where a Stock Theft Unit was closed as part and parcel of the process.  It is 


true that other units were also closed, but the public outcry was not as vocal as was the case 


with the Stock Theft Units.  Secondly, the researcher was the previous Area Head Detective 


Service for the Diamondfield Area and had kept records of the performance of the units 


which proved invaluable for this research.  He still works with the farmers and the detectives 


in the area and has access to them.   


 


1.5.2 Conceptual delimitation  


 


In this study, the following key concepts are central to the research, namely Stock theft,   


Specialization, Community Policing and Community.  Definitions from authoritative sources 


will be given and an operational definition derived from it. 


 


1.5.2.1  Stock theft  


 


Stock theft will include all theft of farm animals under the common law, as well as relevant 
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crimes as prescribed under the Stock Theft Act 57 of 1959.  These crimes are: 


• Section 2. Failure to give satisfactory account of possession of stock or produce     


and, 


• Section 3. Absence of reasonable cause for believing stock or produce properly 


acquired. 


 


Both the above-mentioned sections contain presumptions that stock found under prescribed 


circumstances, has been stolen. 


 


1.5.2.2  Specialization  


 


According to the Wikipedia Free Encyclopaedia (Specialization..., 2007), Specialization is an 


important way to generate propositional knowledge, by applying general knowledge, such as 


the theory of gravity, to specific instances, such as "when I release this apple, it will fall to 


the floor". Specialization is the opposite of generalization.”  If one looks at a functional 


definition it is explained as follows: “Specialization is the separation of tasks within a system.  


In a multicellular creature, cells are specialized for functions such as bone construction or 


oxygen transport.  In capitalist societies, individual workers specialize for functions such as 


building construction or gasoline transport. In both cases, specialization enables the 


accomplishment of otherwise unattainable goals.  It also reduces the ability of individuals to 


survive outside of the system containing all of the specialized components.”  Division of 


labour is the specialization of cooperative labour in specific, circumscribed tasks and roles, 


intended to increase efficiency of output. 


 


Another source, The American Heritage Dictionary (Specialization 1..., 2007), defines 


specialization as “The act of specializing or the process of becoming specialized.” 


 


In the SAPS this will mean that whilst all police members in principle must be able to do all 


types of police work, the sheer magnitude of the work, or the need for special attention to a 


specific task due to the complexity or the importance thereof, sometimes necessitates 


specialization. 


 



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Propositional_knowledge

http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Theory_of_gravity&action=edit

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Generalization

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Capitalist
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1.5.2.3   Community Policing  


 


Peak and Glensor (1996:71) do not define community policing specifically, but describe it as 


“a philosophy and not a specific tactic; a proactive, decentralised approach, designed to 


reduce crime, disorder, and fear of crime, by involving the same officer in the same 


community on a long term basis.”  They further state that community policing goes much 


further than being a mere police-community relations programme which attempts to address 


crime control through a working partnership with the community. 


 


In the manual on community policing, entitled Policy Framework and Guidelines, issued by 


the Department of Safety and Security (1997:1), community policing is defined as “a 


philosophy that guides police management styles and operational strategies and emphasises 


the establishment of police community partnerships and a problem-solving approach 


responsive to the needs of the community.” 


 


The researcher aligned himself with this last definition, as it was the most descriptive and 


inclusive of all concepts included in community policing.  Community Policing is nothing 


more than a full partnership between the community as a partner on the one side and a client 


on the other side, where they put their demands and preferences to the police in policing 


matters, but also actively participate to find solutions for problems and to help prevent crime.  


The police are at once the protectors and the servants of the community in crime prevention. 


 


1.5.2.4   Community  


 


Warren (1963:3)   states that  “the concept community is used in its holistic connection in 


order to indicate a collective or compound unit of people bonded together within a legally 


defined geographical area by certain symbols of association, having in common certain broad 


ways of living, and members of which share one with the other”. The farmers in the 


Diamondfield Area were the community that this study focussed on. 
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1.5.3 Time delimitation  


 


This study started in March 2003 and as such the study focussed on events and crime 


statistics for that period and onwards until March 2005.  Crime statistics have been compared 


with those of previous years, since 1995, to establish trends over a longer period of 10 years. 


 


 1.6 Research methodology  


 


It is imperative that the views of the population are reflected in the data and research 


findings. The research methodology used therefore ensures that it is a true reflection of their 


views, as well as of the situation at the time.  


 


1.6.1 Research approach and design  


 


The research approach is based on both qualitative and quantitative research measures.  The 


stock theft statistics for the period before the closure of the unit were statistically analysed in 


comparison with the period after the closure of the unit.  In addition, qualitative data 


collection methods such as interviews were also used to complement the statistical data in 


order to achieve a particular richness in the data. 


 


1.6.2 Method of data collection  


 


The method of data collection was a combination of focus-group interviews and 


questionnaires distributed to farmers belonging to organised farming organisations, like 


farmers’ unions and -societies within the Diamondfield Area.  In addition, crime statistics 


were gathered from different sources like the internet, the SAPS intranet, Crime 


Administration System (CAS), Annual Reports of the SAPS and minutes of the workshop 


facilitated by the Eastern Africa Police Chiefs Cooperation Organization Conference 


(EAPCCO) and the Institute for Security Studies.  These statistics include those about the 


detection of crime and, in particular, about stock theft. 


 


As part of the quantitative component of the study, a questionnaire was compiled (see 
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Annexure D 1-3) and distributed to the farming community affected by the closure.  It was 


envisaged that approximately two hundred questionnaires were to be distributed to determine 


the attitude of the farming community on the effect of the closure of these units, as well as 


their response to this closure, such as not reporting the crimes, resorting to vigilantism or any 


other strategies.  


 


The questionnaires were sent out to each farmers’ union after the unions were addressed and 


the reason for the research, as well as the methodology of the research, explained to them in 


detail. The farmers’ unions agreed to gather all the completed questionnaires from their 


members until the researcher fetched them from the farmers’ unions’ offices.  In order to do 


this the researcher had to travel to Hartswater, Postmasburg, Kuruman, and Douglas.  He 


could not visit Olifantshoek and the Ghaap unions himself and used the respective 


representative from the SAPS to explain the reason and methodology of the research and to 


distribute the questionnaires to them.  The completed questionnaires were either sent to his 


post address or returned via the farmer’ unions to him. Ninety - four questionnaires were 


returned.   


 


One focus group interview was also conducted with four of the seven members previously 


attached to the Stock Theft Unit in Kimberley (A copy of the transcript of the interview is 


attached as Annexure E).  An informal focus group interview was held with current and 


previous members of the Stock Theft Unit Postmasburg, in order to test the responses of the 


members of the Stock Theft Unit Kimberley.  This interview was conducted after the one 


with the Stock Theft Unit Kimberley and also after the results of the questionnaires were 


analysed.  


 


During the interview the same questions that were posed to the first group, were also 


discussed for triangulation purposes.  Another informal group interview was held with the 


two members of the Farm Watch, Kimberley, and again the same questions that were initially 


posed to the Kimberley Stock Theft Unit, were used.  This was done to get a different angle 


on those issues as the Farm Watch consists of uniformed members who do crime prevention, 


but do not investigate cases.  The Farm Watch also received good reviews from the farmers 


in the questionnaires.  Other informal interviews included interviews with Mr Van der Ryst, 
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the chairperson of the National Stock Theft Forum and Senior Superintendent Oosthuizen, 


the national coordinator of the Stock Theft Units in the SAPS.  


 


1.6.3 Target population and proportional stratified random sampling method  


 


Due to the fact that the population is so large, (more than 900 members of the farming 


community alone), a carefully scientifically drawn sample was identified and the results were 


then generalised to the larger population.  The assistance of a qualified statistician at UNISA 


was utilised for this purpose.  The proportional stratified sampling method was used, as full 


updated lists of all the members of the farmers’ unions were available.  The Farmers’ Union 


in the Northern Cape provided the researcher with a list of all the different farmers’ 


associations, as well as the registered number of members at each association (Annexure F).  


 


The research was conducted within the farming community in the Diamondfield Area and the 


questionnaires were distributed to a sample group of 298 of the members (1070) of the 


farmers’ Society (45) and the respective farmers’ unions (7) in this area.  A list of the 


distribution of the questionnaires is attached as Annexure G.  This meant that almost one in 


every four farmers were approached  and that should have yielded over two hundred 


questionnaires which constitutes a statistically sound sample of the said farming community 


in the Diamondfield Area, according to the proportional stratified sampling method.   By 


doing it this way a comprehensive picture of not only the effect of the closure of the Stock 


Theft Unit, but also of the extent of non-reporting of crime, the extent of vigilantism, as well 


as losing of trust in the SAPS should have been observed.  


 


As was stated before, the proportional stratified sampling method was used randomly.  As De 


Vos (2002:202) states, “random sampling is that method of drawing a sample of a population 


so that all possible samples of fixed size n  has the same probability of being selected.”  


 


Bailey (1982:90) explains that a stratified sample is obtained by separating the population 


elements into non-overlapping groups, called the strata, and in this case the different 


Farmers’ Unions in the Diamondfield Area, and then selecting a simple random sample from 


within each stratum, in this case the different farmers attached to the different farmers’ 







13 
 


unions.  


 


The result of the proportional stratified sampling method could then be generalised to the 


larger farming community in the area.  The questionnaire was piloted by distributing the first 


drafts to farmers, police officials and other role players in the farming community who 


perused it, completed it and then commented on it with regards to issues like whether the 


questions were easy to understand, whether the format used is simple and functional, etcetera.  


Their input was used to determine and rectify any problems, before it was distributed to the 


farmers.  In this regard the qualitative researcher and the statistician who assisted with the 


quantitative part of the research were invaluable in their assistance to check the language and 


contents, and also to modify the format of the questionnaire to be more user-friendly.  A total 


of 94 questionnaires were returned by the respondents which represents a return of 31.5%. 


 


The farmers’ unions in the Northern Cape are divided into 5 regions (Annexure H), and each 


region consists of many farmers’ unions. Regions 3 and 4 fall within the police jurisdiction 


area called Diamondfield. A farmers’ union usually consists of one or more farmers’ 


associations. The target population of this study was the members of the Farmers’ 


Associations in the Diamondfield Area, as they were directly affected by the closure of the 


Stock Theft Unit Kimberley.  A statistically sound sample was drawn from each farmers’ 


association, in the area as can be seen in Annexure G.  From a total of 1070 members of the 


different associations as population, a sample of more than 350 was drawn.  It was calculated 


that a sample of 298 will still be scientifically sound. De Vos (2002:199) states that the larger 


the population, the smaller the percentage of that population the sample needs to be.  In this 


case the population was quite large (1070) and as such the 298 questionnaires represent a 


sound sample. It is generally accepted that a 10% sampling will be sufficient to control 


sampling errors (De Vos, 2002:200).  


 


There is a difference of opinion with regard to the number of respondents that should be 


involved; some writers say that 30 is sufficient, whilst other feel that at least a 100 


respondents should be involved to perform basic statistical procedures.  It is recommended 


that for a population of 1000, 14% or 140 respondents should be involved (De Vos, 


2002:200). In this case, 298 questionnaires were sent out.  A total of 94 questionnaires were 
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received back from the respondents which represents 31.54%. 


 


One focus group interview was also conducted with four of the seven members previously 


attached to the Stock Theft Unit in Kimberley.  The advantage of this was that the officials 


spoke more freely in a group context, than in a one-on-one interview.  These interviews were 


also less time - consuming and much cheaper than individual interviews.   


 


Four questions were posed to the respondents, namely: 


$ Why do you think the Stock Theft Unit Kimberley closed? 


$ What do you think was the effect of the closure of the Stock Theft Unit Kimberley? 


$ How do you feel about the closure of the Stock Theft Unit Kimberley? 


$ What do you feel can be done to address the effects of the closure? 


 


The Chairperson of the National Stock Theft Forum, Mr JC van der Ryst, was interviewed on 


the results of the questionnaires, as well as on press releases by him in his capacity as the 


chairperson of the National Stock Theft Forum. 


 


1.6.4 Data collection and analysis 


   


The following data collection techniques were used during the research, namely crime 


statistics issued by the SAPS, as well as questionnaires to members of the farming 


community.  The interview of the members of the Stock Theft Unit, Kimberley was recorded 


on audio-cassettes and later transcribed.  The information was then manually categorized 


thematically according to the Tesch technique (Guba and Lincoln, 1989:1). The researcher 


was trained by a very experienced qualitative researcher to conduct the analysis himself.  The 


respondents’ responses to each question were analysed to determine common themes.  


Responses were subsequently grouped to get a comprehensive picture of the views of the 


group.  These common themes were then again divided into sub-themes. In order to analyse 


the quantitative data the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) (Welman & 


Kruger, 1999:225) was used and the statistician from UNISA assisted the researcher with 


this.  
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1.6.5 Methods used to ensure validity and reliability 


 


The methods used are scientifically sound to ensure that they are reliable and replicable by 


others.  The same themes used in the questionnaire were also used during the interviews, to 


ensure consistency.  As was stated before, these interviews were recorded on audio - cassettes 


and later transcribed.  The researcher conducted the interviews himself, which contributed to 


the internal validity, as there was a consistency in the manner in which the questions were 


phrased. 


 


The proportional stratified sampling method ensured that each member of the population has 


the same chance of being included in the sample. This, in turn, ensured that the sample was a 


reliable representation of the population. The researcher used a frequency analysis as a test of 


independence during the analysis of the information gleaned from the questionnaires. Two 


variables were used and the data were arranged in a form of a table which is called a 


contingency table. These tables can consist of any number of rows, R, and any number of 


columns, C. In some instances more variables were compared with another constant variable, 


for example where the question about the fact that the respondent belonged to a farmers’ 


union or not was compared with the frequency of his experience with stock theft. This 


enriched the data analysis. These results are attached as Annexure I. The data analysis 


techniques of Tesch, combined with the SPSS, contributed to reliable results as they are well-


accepted and trusted analysis techniques. 


 


1.7 Problems that complicated the research  


 


The research was complicated in some ways.  


 


• Firstly, only 94 or 31.54 % of the questionnaires were returned, in spite of the fact 


that in almost all of the instances the farmers’ unions were addressed personally to 


encourage them to complete the questionnaires. However, as was mentioned above, 


the number of questionnaires returned is still sufficient to present a representative 


sample of the population.   


•  Secondly, stock theft data are limited in other countries, as no distinction is made 
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between theft and stock theft, meaning that only a limited international comparison 


could be drawn between the stock theft occurrence in South Africa, the neighbouring 


countries, as well as other countries in the rest of the world. The international 


statistics are only used to give an indication of the occurrence of stock theft and not as 


a basis to draw comparisons with South Africa, the Northern Cape Province or the 


Diamondfield Area. Fortunately some statistics of the neighbouring states were found 


and that assisted the researcher to compare those with the South African situation. 


• Thirdly, classified information of the SAPS about the Stock Theft Units, stock theft 


statistics and crime trends, could not be used in the research. This meant that only 


“verified” statistics published in annual reports or on the SAPS website could be used. 


The researcher has also kept his own record of the production of the two Stock Theft 


Units in the Diamondfield Area based on reports drawn from the SAP 6 or CAS 


computer system.   


•  Fourthly, three of the seven members previously attached to the Stock Theft Unit 


Kimberley either left the SAPS, or were transferred; and as a result only four 


members could be interviewed.   


•  Fifthly, the 2002 statistics on the census also only depicted statistics for the different 


provinces, and as a result no comparisons could be drawn at area level.     


 


1.8 Ethical considerations  


 


The researcher abided at all times by the ethical code of research of UNISA regarding 


research (UNISA, 2007).   The researcher also respected the rights, needs, values and desires 


of all respondents in accordance with the Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, 1996. 


The names and identities of all respondents and interviewees were kept private and 


confidential. No names of any member of the SAPS interviewed during the focus group 


discussions were recorded and although only a limited number of members were previously 


attached to the unit during the final phase and one can quite easily determine who was 


attached to the unit when it was closed, not all members were interviewed, and that will make 


it more difficult to determine who had in fact been interviewed. In the transcription the 


different speakers were only identified as “N” for “navorser” or “researcher” and “R” for 


“respondent”. As such, one cannot determine who of the respondents said what during the 
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interview. No provision was made for, nor any questions asked from the respondents in the 


questionnaire to reveal their identity in any way. They will only be identified as the number 


of respondents from a specific union or association and by which police station they are 


served. 


 


1.9 Layout of the dissertation 


 


Chapter two focuses on the nature and extent of the problem. The environment in the 


Northern Cape, with special reference to the Diamondfield Area is discussed, as well as the 


extent of stock theft in the whole country and the Northern Cape Province. Special attention 


is given to the stock theft problem in the Diamondfield Area. The detection of stock theft and 


the consequences and dynamics of the closure of the Stock Theft Units are also scrutinised. 


 


In chapter three a model for the policing of stock theft is discussed. The Scanning Analysis 


Response and Assessment (SARA) model is used as a problem solving method.  Issues like 


community policing, sector policing, as well as the involvement of the community in 


addressing the stock theft problem also came under the spotlight in order to find a suitable 


model for addressing stock theft. The techniques and strategies used in other countries are 


also looked at. 


 


In chapter four the findings of the research are discussed after the results of the focus group 


interviews as well as those of the questionnaires became available. The reasons given by the 


respondents in the focus group interviews with regards to what they perceive the reasons for 


the closure of the Stock Theft Unit Kimberley; the effect of the closure of said unit on stock 


theft as a crime, their feelings about the closure of the unit, as well as their recommendations 


on how to rectify and address problems were compared with the results of the questionnaires, 


statistics and other research discussed in this dissertation. 


 


In the questionnaires attention was given to the way the respondents contextualised stock 


theft, and the question can be asked whether the views of these respondents (mainly farmers) 


are in line with the focus group (mainly the SAPS detectives). The experiences of the 


respondents of the questionnaires (of stock theft) are correlated with the crime statistics. The 
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prevention measures taken and implemented by the farmers, as well as the proposed 


prevention measures are discussed and used in the SARA model. Another issue addressed in 


the questionnaire is the experience of the respondents with regards to service delivery, both 


by the uniformed members and by the detectives who investigated the cases. Lastly the role 


of the CPF as seen by the respondents is discussed against the background of the SARA 


model. 


 


In chapter five the findings of the research are interpreted and presented under the same 


topics as tested in the questionnaires and the focus group interviews; whilst in chapter six the 


research is summarised. A conclusion is then drawn and recommendations made, not only 


about the need for specialization, but also how to address stock theft properly in the 


Diamondfield Area. 
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Chapter 2  


 


Nature and extent of the problem  
 


2.1 Introduction  


 


The closure of the specialist Stock Theft Units in the Northern Cape had an effect on the 


community, as well as on the theft of livestock. This study intends to determine the extent of 


the effect on stock theft, if any, that the closure of especially the Kimberley Stock Theft Unit 


had on the community it served. It will also investigate whether the reasons provided for the 


closure of the units in South Africa as stated by Redpath (2002: v), are applicable to the units 


closed in the Northern Cape. In the Northern Cape mixed responses were detected after the 


closure of the Stock Theft Units, ranging from forms of vigilantism, the non-reporting of 


stock theft cases; to scepticism about the ability of the SAPS to combat crime in general and 


stock theft specifically.  


 


It is difficult however, to measure the impact that the closure of these units had on the trust in 


the police, the fear of crime , loss of cooperation between farming structures and the police; 


and whether stock theft and other crimes have escalated or not. Crime statistics over the past 


years prove that stock thefts have decreased marginally since the closure of these units during 


2001 to 2002. It is, unfortunately, not a true reflection of the current situation, as many 


farmers complained about poor service delivery and as a result they stated that they did not 


bother to report these crimes anymore. Some have even joined the Mapogo-a-Mathamaga and 


cases of assault have been reported at two towns in the Diamondfield Area. There is a distinct 


possibility that more cases go unreported out of fear for retaliation. There are also no 


statistics available to measure the extent, if any, of the non-reporting of stock theft related 


crimes. This study not only focuses on the impact of the closure of these units on the SAPS 


and the farming community alike, but also on possible solutions to render an effective service 


to the affected communities and to address issues like fear of crime and the resultant 


vigilantism, as well as restoring the trust in the police; if it is proven to be a problem. 


This study concentrates mainly on the closure of the Stock Theft Unit in Kimberley. The 


situation in its service region was compared to that of the Stock Theft Unit in Postmasburg. It 
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Result


is not clear at this stage why the latter unit was not closed. The only deduction that can be 


made is that the Stock Theft Unit Kimberley was not as productive as the others. 


 


One of the issues stated as a reason for the closure of these units was that the expertise should 


go to station level and the challenge will then be the implementation of measures to ensure 


that detectives at station level are real experts in this field of investigation. Community 


policing concepts such as Community Policing Forums and Sector Policing are solutions that 


can be taken into account in this regard. Special emphasis will be given to the concept of 


community policing in the farming community. Lastly one must look at the issue why some 


farmers have chosen not to report crime; and /or to join Mapogo-a-Mathamaga, instead of 


working with the SAPS to combat crime. 


 


2.2 s of crime   


 


The high crime rate in South Africa has caused many people to feel insecure or bitter. Several 


surveys have emphasized that public perceptions about personal safety and the ability of 


government to provide safety are low and have deteriorated since 1994 (Sekhonyane and 


Louw 2002:14). 


 


Fear of crime can lead to many things, for instance the level of trust in the SAPS and the 


criminal justice system can diminish, or it can lead to alternate ways to combat crime, like 


vigilantism. According to Sekhonyane and Louw (2002:14), opinion polls conducted by the 


Human Sciences Research Council (HSRC) show that whereas seventy-three percent of 


people in South Africa felt safe in 1994, this has deteriorated to forty-three percent in 1998. It 


is also significant that only nine percent believed that the government was in full control of 


the crime situation; nearly half (49%) said “some” control and 35 % believed that the 


government was not in control. Sekhonyane and Louw (2002:15) indicated that people 


support violent collective action against criminals, because they believe that the police and 


courts are performing poorly and that they feel unsafe. 


 


Steenkamp (2004:11) reports on the fact that voters are more concerned about crime than the 


availability of houses, water or even employment. 
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She discusses the findings of research conducted by the “Washington Post”, the Henry J. 


Kaiser Family Foundation and the Harvard University on the feelings of the community in 


South Africa after 10 years of democracy. Of the 2961 respondents, 74% indicated that they 


were not satisfied with the way that government handled crime. The majority expressed trust 


in the police (38 % much trust and 25 % some trust), whilst 19 % had no trust. Sixty-three 


percent felt unsafe in their homes and 34 % had been victims of crime. According to an ISS 


study which she also quotes in her article, more policemen on the street do not necessarily 


change perceptions on safety and security. This is based on the fact that in spite of the 


Gauteng Province having the second highest rate of policemen per population (1:350) in the 


country, 46 % of the respondents in the area (Gauteng) still felt that the police do not deliver 


a good service.  


 
Even though crime has decreased or stabilised, more South Africans feel unsafe and 53 % 


believe crime has increased. The answer to address this perception on crime lies in 


community policing. It is significant that the respondents   indicated that crime has changed 


their lives during the past 10 years. Up to 48 % avoided certain places, 41 % erected walls or 


fences around their properties, 34 % got a dog, 9 % obtained a firearm and 9 % hired a 


private security firm to guard their lives and property. 


 


Mistry (2004:19), in her study, found that although there was a drop in crime levels since 


1998, the levels of public insecurity has risen. She compared national victim surveys for 1998 


and 2003.  More than one fifth (22.9%) of all South Africans had been the victims of crime, 


which is slightly less than in 1998 (24.5%), which indicates a drop of 1.6%. This downward 


trend is, with the exception of housebreaking, true of most other crimes. In spite of this “good 


news”, South Africans feel less safe than in 1998. In 2003, 85% of all South Africans said 


they felt safe walking alone in their area during the day, while only 23% felt safe walking 


alone at night. The percentage of people feeling safe at night during the 2003 survey is higher 


than that recorded in other victim surveys she studied during the time, but it still is 


significantly less than in other developing countries. In South Africa it is 23%, compared to 


the average in African countries of 60%, 56% in Latin American countries and 55% in Asian 


countries. Stock theft decreased dramatically, especially if one takes into account that it was 


one of the top seven most prevalent crimes in the 1998 survey. 
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 In the National Victims of Crime Survey (Burton et al. 2004:107), stock theft was indicated 


as the fifth most common crime in South Africa, with 2.5% of the surveyed respondents 


indicating that they had experienced this crime. It also does not only target the wealthy; as the 


majority, 68%, indicated that they earned less than a R1000 a month. As Du Plessis and 


Louw (2005a:6) indicate, this means that such a theft represents a significant portion of their 


income, and as such impacts severely on both the subsistence and commercial farmers alike.  


 


It must be stressed that although many of the surveys have shown that most South Africans 


have a poor perception of governments’ ability to curb crime, vigilantism is still not 


practised, nor even supported by most South Africans. 


 


The organisation, Mapogo-a-Mathamaga (hereafter called Mapogo), does not fall precisely 


within the definition of a vigilante group. It has become a formal organisation with an 


established client base that pays for its services, which include the arrest and punishment of 


alleged criminals and the deterrent effect that these activities are intended to ensure. This 


organisation boasts membership from all races and can be found both in urban and rural 


areas. 


 


Sekhonyane and Louw (2002:28) state that “the organisation: 


• is the largest and most active established vigilante group in South Africa 


• has both an urban and rural base with membership in at least five provinces 


• has support from members across race and class divisions, and 


• has paid up members and operates like a private security company with price 


flexibility that allows it to serve the poor and the wealthy.” 


 


One of the reasons given for the fact that Mapogo is so popular is that in the Northern 


Province where Mapogo originated, the people struggled to gain access to the police and the 


courts due to a number of reasons. These limited policing resources, as well as issues like the 


demographics, high crime levels and negative perceptions, led to an environment conducive 


to vigilantism. 
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When the study by Sekhonyane and Louw (2002:28) was conducted, Mapogo was only 


operational in five provinces, but since then it has also started to operate in the Northern 


Cape. 


 


Numerous reasons were given for the support of Mapogo. It is, for example not obliged to 


abide by the laws that bind the SAPS. They can torture and extract information from suspects 


and ensure swift retribution and /or recovery of stolen goods. The fear of violent attacks 


amongst farmers, as well as the increase in incidents of stock theft, has lead to desperate 


measures such as joining Mapogo, also in the Diamondfield Area. The fact that the 


Commando system is being disbanded added to this feeling of distrust and encouraged 


farmers to join Mapogo. 


 


In the Northern Cape, the organised farming community supports the CPF structures which 


are the correct way of addressing all security issues, but it is found that more and more 


individual farmers join Mapogo. In order to reduce the levels of vigilante activity, it is 


imperative that the functioning of the criminal justice system as a whole, the conviction rate, 


service delivery to the public and enacting laws that are tough on offenders, as well as 


assisting the police and courts through crime prevention partnerships, be drastically 


improved. There must be a formal justice system that works and more importantly, one that is 


seen to work. It appears as if many of the complaints of followers of groups like Mapogo, 


namely that many criminals are acquitted due to problems with police investigations or 


problems at the court, are based on a lack of understanding of the procedures of the justice 


process. It must be stressed that if the community as a whole participated in community 


policing projects and organisations, most, if not all, of these wrong perceptions would be 


rectified. 


 


The SAPS and the Justice Department have tried to improve the conviction rate by 


establishing specialised investigation units to investigate particular types of crime. In 2001 as 


many as 503 specialised units were established in the SAPS. In January 2002 it was 


announced that about 7000 detectives previously based at these specialised units, were going 


to be redeployed at station level. The reasons given by the SAPS were the alleged poor 


performance of these units and the fact that stations were to be reinforced with these 
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specialised detectives. In most cases the effect on the community was not easily measurable, 


but with the closure of the Stock Theft Units, it resulted in many complaints from the farming 


community.  


 


2.3 The responsibility to prevent and investigate stock theft  


 


 In this paragraph the whole issue of who is responsible to investigate stock theft in South 


Africa will be discussed with reference to the South African law and especially those acts that 


prescribe the establishment of the SAPS. Lastly police liability for wrongful action will also 


be referred to.  


 


2.3.1 Introduction  


 


The responsibility to prevent and investigate crime in South Africa, with only a few minor 


exceptions, is vested in the South African Police Service. In this part of the study the 


responsibility of the SAPS with respect to this will be discussed and described. 


 


2.3.2 South African Law  


 


In South Africa the law is divided into two parts, namely the material- and formal law. 


Material law is also divided into public and private law. This distinction is important because 


of the fact that one tends to concentrate only on criminal law when one tries to determine 


whose responsibility it is to prevent and investigate crime. The truth is that private law comes 


into the picture when one does not adhere to the prescriptions of law to do precisely that, 


namely to prevent and investigate crime (Alberts, 1999:8) 


 


2.3.2.1   Material Law  


  


Material law rules the content and meaning of different legal rules and determines the rights 


and duties of not only the state, but also of the members of society. As stated above, it 


consists of both private and public law. Material law includes criminal law, law of succession 


and the law of obligations. 
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2.3.2.2   Formal Law  


 


Formal law, on the other hand, consists of those rules and obligations needed in our society to 


implement the rules of the material law described above. This type of law includes, inter alia, 


the criminal procedure law and the law of evidence. 


 


2.3.2.3   Private law   


 


Private law covers and regulates relationships between individuals on an equal level, as the 


subjects of a legal society, in this case the South African society. It covers, amongst others, 


legal fields like the law of obligations, the law of succession, the law of things and the law of 


persons and family (Alberts, 1999:9). 


 


2.3.2.4   Public Law  


  


Public law is important in the context of this study, as it determines the extent of state 


authority. It not only deals with and regulates the relationship between the state on the one 


side, as an authoritative power, and on the other side, the subjects of the state, but also rules 


the relationship between the different branches and levels of state authority, as well as that 


between different states. In public law it is always required that the state be a party to the 


legal relationship and act with authority. This relationship is an unequal one, with the state 


being in the position of power. Public law includes constitutional law, administrative law, 


international law and criminal law (Alberts, 1999:9). 


 


2.3.2.5   Police law   


 


There is no such specific type of law, but Alberts (1999:9) uses this distinction to describe 


those parts of the above types of law that are necessary for a police official to know 


intimately in order to do his or her job properly. Public law, for example, is important, as it 


regulates the relationship of the police with society at large. The two other branches of the 


formal law are the law of criminal procedure and the law of evidence, because they prescribe 


the procedures which the police must adhere to in the performance of their duties. 
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 Alberts (1999:9) includes the following branches of law under “police law” namely: 


• Constitutional law. Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, 1996, is the 


supreme and ultimate law of our country. It contains the Bill of Rights which names 


certain rights in Chapter 2 and specifically in section 7 to 35. Any police official 


dealing with a civilian has to adhere to these rights. In this law (Chapter 11), the 


object of the SAPS is also prescribed, as will be discussed later in this chapter. 


• Criminal law. This law describes conduct that is punishable, as well as the 


requirements for each offence, or as commonly referred to as crime. This includes 


both the common law and those crimes created by statutory law.  


• Criminal procedure law. This law is important, as police officials have extended 


powers that can have dire consequences if executed improperly.  Examples of these 


powers are usually found during pre-trial proceedings and will usually be used in the 


detection and investigation of crimes. It includes actions such as the searching of 


people, vehicles and premises, seizure of certain articles, as well as arresting persons.  


• Law of evidence. This law rules the submission of evidence before a court of law. 


This law is of vital importance for all investigators, as they have to conduct their 


investigations strictly according to the law to ensure legal convictions. 


• Administrative law. In this regard the researcher agrees with Alberts (1999:10), 


when he states that this law has traditionally been neglected by the police. This law is 


as relevant as any of the previous laws, as it regulates the actual powers of state 


organs. A good example of this is where the administrative law requires  a police 


official to adhere to the rules of natural justice in all instances where he or she may 


exercise discretion afforded by any law, for example when to arrest somebody or 


when to grant bail, etcetera. 


 


South Africa adheres to the rule of law, which means that nobody is above the law, as well as 


that persons can only be punished in accordance with the law. In addition, everybody is 


judged to be equal before the law as described in our supreme Constitution, with an 


entrenched Bill of Rights, which epitomises the rule of law.  


The concept of separation of powers simply means that government authority is divided into 


three branches, namely legislative, executive and judiciary. The purpose of such a division is 
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to prevent too great a concentration of power in the hands of any one branch of government, 


thus limiting the possible abuse of power. 


 


No democratic government has unlimited power, and as a result the government departments 


implement and enforce the laws subject to various control mechanisms, such as the Public 


Protector, the Independent Complaints Directorate (ICD) and the Human Rights Commission. 


  


They are the so-called watchdogs against abuse of power.  During the apartheid years the SA 


government lacked legitimacy, as not all people could participate in the electoral process. The 


police were seen and judged to be the upholders of this process, which resulted in them not 


being trusted by the majority of the people in SA. It is very important indeed for the police to 


be credible and acceptable to the very people they serve, as they are both the enforcers of 


law, as well as the custodians of our Constitution. In order to make the SAPS more credible, 


the Independent Complaints Directorate (ICD) was established as an independent mechanism 


under civilian control in terms of the Police Services Act 68 of 200 of 1995.         


 


2.3.3 Establishment of the South African Police Service 


 


 The role of the SAPS is central to this research, but the question can be asked what legal 


grounds exist to justify the SAPS and their responsibility to detect and prevent crime in 


general and stock theft in particular? This will be done with reference to the Constitution of 


the Republic of South Africa, the Police Service Act, the Criminal Procedure Act, as well as 


by referring to the right to a just administrative action and liability for wrongful police action. 


The last part is relevant if one looks at the demands of some farmers that the government 


must protect them and their property. This will be discussed in detail. 


 


2.3.3.1   The Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, 1996. 


 


The Constitution in Section 199 provides for the establishment of the security services of the 


RSA which includes a single police service (South Africa. 1996: sec. 199). This simply 


means that the only police service in the RSA is the South African Police Service (SAPS). 


Under this act, provision was made for Metropolitan Police, Municipal Police and the 
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Provincial Traffic Police. South Africa has a national police service (SAPS) which is divided 


into Provinces, Areas and Stations. This section was in accordance with section 214 of the 


Interim Constitution, which had required that the establishment and regulation of a South 


African Police Service must be enacted by an Act of Parliament. The Police Service Act 


repealed the former Police Act and thereby met with the requirements of the Interim 


Constitution. 


 


 The Constitution (Section 205(3)) determines the objects of the Service to: 


• prevent, combat and investigate crime; 


• maintain public order; 


•  protect and secure the inhabitants of the Republic and their property; and 


uphold and enforce the law. 


      


The Constitution also requires that national legislation must establish the powers and 


functions of the Service and must enable the Service to discharge its responsibilities 


effectively. Some of these laws have already been enacted, to give effect to this requirement 


of the Constitution, such as the Police Service Act and the Criminal Procedure Act 51 of 


1977. 


 


2.3.3.2   The Police Service Act  


 


 In the preamble of the Police Service Act, the need is expressed for a police service which- 


•  ensures the safety and security of every person in the national territory; 


•  upholds and safeguards the fundamental rights of every person as guaranteed 


in the Constitution; 


•  ensures co-operation with the communities it serves in combating crime; 


•  reflects respect for victims of crime and an understanding of their needs; and  


• functions under effective civilian supervision.  


 


The powers, duties and functions of members of the SAPS are dealt with in Section 13 of the 


Police Service Act. This section places much emphasis, not only on the protection of the 


rights of individuals, but also on the reasonableness of actions taken in respect of this section. 
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This means not only that the police have to act in accordance to this section with regards to 


suspects and accused people, but also when protecting the public at large. As Broodryk 


(1999:19) so eloquently puts it, the Police Service Act, when compared to the old Police Act, 


shifts the emphasis from a display of force to service delivery. 


 


During 1997, a Code of Conduct (Annexure J) was announced in the Government Gazette of 


19 September 1997, in accordance to the Police Service Act. In Section 24(1) (h) it places an 


obligation on the Minister of Safety and Security to issue such a code. The relevant parts of 


the Code of Conduct are firstly the fact that police officials commit themselves to “the 


creation of a safe and secure environment for all the people in South Africa”. Secondly, they 


pledge, in order to realise this commitment, to uphold the Constitution and the law. Thirdly, 


they undertake to uphold and protect the fundamental rights of every person and exercise 


these powers in a responsible and controlled manner.   


 


2.3.3.3   The Criminal Procedure Act  


 


This act prescribes the procedures and other matters pertaining to criminal proceedings. With 


regards to the police, they play a major role in pre-trial proceedings, because of the nature of 


their powers and functions in matters like searching premises and persons, arresting persons, 


etcetera. It is important to note that these powers and functions must be exercised with 


discretion, also that the circumstances in which these powers can be exercised are strictly 


limited, as is the case with the searching of a person in section 22 of the Act; and that police 


officials must adhere to certain reasonable requirements as can be alluded from the phrasing 


of certain sections where words like “reasonable suspicion” is used. 


 


2.3.3.4   Right to a just administrative action  


 


The SAPS is an executive organ of the state; and as such the actions of police officials are 


regarded as administrative acts which are subject to the rules of administrative law. This 


implies administrative action which is lawful, reasonable and procedurally fair. It also implies 


that the official applies his mind properly when taking a legal decision and that he applies the 
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audi alterem partem rule which means that he has to listen to all parties in a matter before 


applying his mind.  


 


2.3.3.5   Liability for wrongful police action  


 


Police officials may only act within the powers conferred on them by legislation and the 


common law. The state and/or the police official himself can be held liable for any loss or 


damage arising from wrongful police action, which in this case includes actions performed by 


police officials who are sanctioned by either the law or the Service. The state’s liability is 


based on the provisions of section 1 of the State Liability Act 20 of 1957, in which the state is 


deemed to be vicariously responsible for the wrongful conduct or so-called delicts of its 


officials. Before the state incurs liability, it must be established that the delict in question was 


in fact committed by a servant of the state and that that servant acted within the scope of his 


service. The reason for the last requirement is that the state can only be held liable if the 


delict was committed by the police official while he acted within the scope of his service. In 


the case where the police official performed duties of a personal nature, the state will not be 


held liable, as it did not have any control over him. The line in this case between within, or 


outside of the scope of his official duties is very fine, and the courts have expanded it in many 


cases to include action that is not normally within the scope of his official duties where the 


SAPS had some control over him. In Minister van Polisie v Gamble 1979 (4) SA 759 (A), the 


Appellate Division at the time found that a police official is always under the command , 


supervision and control of his or her superiors, and as result, under the control of the state 


when performing police work. 


 


One important case is Minister of Police v Ewels 1975 (3) SA 590 (A), where the court had 


found that wrongful police action could also consist of failure to act reasonably when there is 


a legal duty to act positively. In this case it is easy to see why the court made such a finding, 


as it was a crime that was committed where police officials failed to intervene when an off-


duty colleague assaulted a person in their presence, and as a result the court held the state 


delictually liable for this failure.  
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In recent times more and more decisions were brought against the state with regards to police 


officials who failed to execute their powers correctly with the result that someone was injured 


or incurred a loss. One of the first such cases was in Kadir v Minister of Law and Order 1992 


3 SA 737 (K) 739, where the court found that there is a legal duty on police officials to act in 


the best interest of civilians when they are either not present, or not capable to act in their 


own interest with regards to their property, and by neglecting such duty they incur liability 


which then transfers to the state. In this case the police officials neglected to determine the 


particulars of the second party alleged to have been responsible for, but not involved in, an 


accident. As a result the injured persons could not successfully claim from the Road Accident 


Fund. This decision was set aside on appeal, but it still is an indication of the fact that courts 


are willing to contemplate the extension of the duty and extent of liability.  


 


In more recent times the Carmichele case (Carmichele Minister of Safety and Security and 


Another 2002(10) BCLR 1000 C), brought this issue to the fore again. In this case the 


plaintiff was viciously attacked by the accused, Coetzee, who had a long history of assault. 


He was facing a rape charge when he attacked the plaintiff. It appears as if interested parties 


had attempted to persuade both the police, as well as the senior public prosecutor, that 


Coetzee should not get bail, nor be released on a warning; the so-called “free bail”, pending 


his trial for the rape charge. He was released, and was awaiting trial on the rape charge when 


he attacked and assaulted the plaintiff. She instituted action against the two ministers (Safety 


and Security and Justice respectively), for alleged dereliction of duty by the police and the 


prosecution. The High Court granted absolution from the instance on the basis that a duty of 


care had not prima facie been established. She then appealed to the Supreme Court of Appeal, 


but the case was dismissed with cost. The Constitutional Court set aside the order of both the 


previous courts; and referred the case back to the High Court to continue with the trial. The 


court held that the members of the police and the prosecuting authority owe the public in 


general and women in particular, a duty in the private law to exercise reasonable care in 


carrying out their duty. The facts of this case illustrate that the police have a duty to exercise 


their responsibilities placed upon them by constitutional and other laws, reasonably. This 


means that the mandate of the SAPS placed upon it by the Constitution and the Police 


Services Act must be executed reasonably.    
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Everything stated and quoted above supports the view of the farming community when they 


claimed on numerous occasions that government has the obligation to ensure that all citizens 


are safe and secure and live in a society conducive to economic growth. The citizens of our 


country have, within reasonable parameters, the right to demand this from government. This 


issue was raised many a time during the past years as can be seen in an  article by Du Preez 


(2004: 3) where farmers in the North West Province demanded, after losing millions of Rands 


because of stock losses, that the government had to intervene. The farmers alleged that the 


thieves depleted the sheep numbers to such an extent (through theft) that they (the thieves) 


were forced to start stealing cattle, as the sheep were not as readily available. The thieves 


referred to the sheep as “take aways”. In the Rapport of 10 April 2005 (Van Wyk, 2005:23), it 


was reported that the farmers on the border with Lesotho intended to take government to 


court to force them to ensure a safe and secure environment for them with regard to their 


personal safety, as well as safeguarding their possessions.  


 


The fact of the matter is that the SAPS are tasked by government to ensure that all citizens in 


the RSA are safe. This includes inter alia, the responsibility to investigate crimes and detect 


them, as well as delivering a service to the community at large with regards to safeguarding 


them and their possessions. If one relates this responsibility to the farming community, it 


means that they have a reasonable expectation that the SAPS will assist them in safeguarding 


their livelihood, which includes the prevention and detection of stock theft.  


 


There is a limitation on this obligation, as it must be a reasonable one. The responsibility is 


that of the SAPS, and not any other organisation, although it is also the responsibility of the 


community at large, as well as the specific farmer, to take those reasonable steps to prevent 


crime and safeguard his own possessions. The authority to investigate these crimes is vested 


in the SAPS alone, which means that no other organisation can lawfully conduct such 


investigations, as some of the action necessary for that is only given to members of the SAPS. 


The reasonableness of the SAPS’s action in carrying out this mandate will be tested in the 


courts of law, be it in civil or criminal cases; and as such the SAPS should do anything 


possible to achieve it.  
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2.4 The extent of stock theft  


 


 Stock theft is a universal problem and this discussion will address the phenomenon in the 


world, comparing African countries like Botswana, Lesotho, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia 


and Swaziland with each other, as well as with Australia and Scotland. Lastly the situation in 


South Africa will be discussed in detail comparing the National, Northern Cape and the 


Diamondfield areas with each other.   


 


2.4.1 The international scenario on stock theft  


 


2.4.1.1   Introduction  


 


Stock theft or the theft of livestock as this type of crime is called in other countries, is a 


universal problem and not one of South Africa alone. The occurrence of stock theft is 


documented in the Bible and romanticized by Hollywood in productions about cattle rustlers 


and horse thieves being hung when caught. The raw statistics were not always available in 


other countries’ crime statistics, as stock theft is usually included in types of crime like theft 


or farm related theft, etcetera, and as a result no specific statistics for stock theft were 


available in those countries. However, a lot was written about this problem in almost every 


country. The only statistics for Eastern Africa were found in the minutes of the annual 


Southern African Regional Police Chiefs Cooperation Organization Conference on Stock 


Theft (SARPCCO).  


 


During the period 6 to 8 August 2003 a workshop on cattle rustling and illicit firearms crimes 


was held in Kampala, Uganda by the Eastern Africa Police Chiefs Cooperation Organization 


Conference (EAPCCO). This workshop was attended by delegates from Tanzania, Kenya, the 


Republic of South Africa, Sudan, Seychelles, Djibouti, Rwanda, Uganda, as well as the 


representative from Interpol. The workshop was convened to address issues of cattle rustling 


in Africa in order to determine solutions to be implemented. The objective of the meeting was 


to pursue a sub-regional program of action to tackle and combat cattle rustling. 


 


In the plan of action to counter cattle rustling in Eastern Africa, the following were decided 
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upon: 


• Enhancing regulatory measures by implementing regional and international 


instruments and agreements. This includes the Interpol agreement on “Mutual 


Cooperation on Combating Crime” for countries in the Eastern Africa region 


and the United Nations Convention on Trans-national Organized Crime. In 


addition hereto the delegates supported the initiation of a process, coordinated 


by EAPCCO, to discuss the feasibility of a sub-regional protocol on cattle 


rustling. 


• Agreeing on the importance of harmonizing legislation related to cattle rustling 


by reviewing all existing legislation and identifying necessary amendments as 


well as developing new legislation and regulations, where appropriate, relating 


to cattle rustling, stock theft, branding and registration, movement of livestock, 


sentencing and on small arms and light weapons controls. 


 


(Combating Cattle Rustling and Illicit Arms Trafficking, in Eastern Africa. 01-03 November 


2004. Bagamoyo, Tanzania. Workshop facilitated by the Eastern Africa Police Chiefs 


Cooperation Organization Conference (EAPCCO) and the Institute for Security Studies.) 


 


During the second workshop on combating cattle rustling held in Bagamoyo, Tanzania, 


even more member states were represented, as representatives of Kenya, the Republic of 


South Africa, Sudan, Seychelles, Djibouti, Rwanda, Uganda, Burundi, Ethiopia and 


Tanzania attended the workshop. The inputs from the different states were very interesting; 


Burundi indicated that they did not have a problem of cattle rustling, whilst Djibouti had 


the unique problem of high incidents of camel rustling. The same issues that were 


discussed during the previous workshop were again addressed and feedback on progress in 


this regard was given (1st Southern African Regional Conference on Stock Theft 


(SARPCCO Countries) 7th till 10th May 2002. Arcadia Hotel Pretoria). 


 


The only two countries in which statistics are readily available and where studies on the 


subject were conducted and published are Scotland and Australia. In Lesotho and Botswana, 


as neighbouring countries, a lot was written about the fact that stock theft is a problem, but no 


statistics were provided to make any comparisons. Scotland does not offer any favourable 
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comparisons with conditions and methods of farming in South Africa, and is included to offer 


a different view on stock theft. Australia, on the other hand, has in most instances, the same 


conditions as in South Africa. Both are countries with vast arid land and both are major 


players in international meat production. The information that will be reflected for the other 


African countries in the discussion that follows was mostly derived from the minutes of the 


SARPCCO conferences referred to above. 


   


2.4.1.2 Africa 


 


2.4.1.2 (a) Botswana 


 


Botswana endorsed Resolution 7 where the Council of Police Chiefs recommended that stock 


theft be considered a regional problem. Beef is the second biggest income generator of the 


country. In the years 2001 and 2002 there were 3.5 million cattle in Botswana. In that period 


5089 cattle were stolen, both local and in cross-border cases.  Of these, 129 cattle, 7 goats and 


16 donkeys were stolen from Botswana and rustled into Zimbabwe. Another 226 cattle, 9 


goats and 4 horses were stolen and smuggled into South Africa, of which 62 were recovered 


(1st Southern African Regional Conference on Stock Theft (SARPCCO Countries), 7th till 10th 


May 2002. Arcadia Hotel Pretoria ). 


 


During the second SARPCCO Southern African Regional Conference on stock theft, the 


delegate of Botswana reported that there was a marked tendency for citizens to steal stock 


and sell it in neighbouring countries. There was an indication of gangs operating in some 


areas. In the period 01 May 2002 to 30 April 2003, 185 cattle were rustled to South Africa, of 


which 51 were recovered, whilst 28 cattle were rustled into Botswana from South Africa. 


Twenty – nine goats were rustled out of the country to Namibia, 50 to South Africa, as well 


as 28 to Zimbabwe. In addition, 32 goats from South Africa and 3 from Zimbabwe were 


taken into Botswana. Only 13 sheep were rustled from South Africa into Botswana. This 


means that 634 heads of livestock were rustled from Botswana to neighbouring countries, or 


from those countries into Botswana. This represented 359 cattle, 142 goats, 26 sheep, 98 


donkeys and 9 horses that were involved, with only 231 cattle recovered. 
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The Botswana delegate reiterated that they support the decisions that were taken at the 


previous meeting of the Southern African Regional Police Chiefs Cooperation Organization 


Conference on Stock Theft, namely: 


• Connection of Botswana Police Stations along the neighbouring countries by 


telephone and/or radio and fax to ensure accurate and fast transmission of 


information. 


• The coding of areas the conference felt convenient for all operatives to ease 


apprehension of direction, especially at places used by smugglers to cross 


livestock. 


• That the Training Sub-Committee develops a standardized Stock Theft Training 


Curriculum for SARPCCO members that will focus on prevention, investigation 


and detection of crime. 


• That the Legal Sub-Committee should study regional legislation relating to the 


control, movement and identification of livestock with a view of harmonizing 


laws within the region. 


• That member-countries should vigorously and effectively market ROCCISS 


(Regional Organized Counter Crime Intelligence Sharing System) to its members. 


• That member-countries should actively participate in the input in the ROCCISS 


facility and disseminate the captured information to operatives for maximum 


benefit of the entire region. 


• That the Sub-Regional Bureau should come up with a format for use in the 


submission of collected intelligence for execution by countries on joint border 


operations.  


 


2.4.1.2 (b) Lesotho  


 


According to Assistant Commissioner of Police, KM Mhlakaza, stock theft in Lesotho is a 


national problem, and was declared an act of terrorism by the Lesotho Government. In 


Lesotho stock theft is also regarded as a cross border crime between Lesotho and the RSA. It 


is committed usually at night in rural places. There are ten districts in Lesotho and whilst 


stock theft occurs in all of them, it is committed mostly in the mountainous districts which are 


inaccessible by road. Stock is robbed at gunpoint from their owners. In some areas vehicles 
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are used to transport the stolen stock to both butcheries and places where they are hidden. It is 


therefore deemed as organized crime. During the period 1st to 31st March 2002, 285 stock 


theft cases were reported in which 765 cattle, 521 goats, 1534 sheep, 179 horses and 114 


donkeys were stolen (1st Southern African Regional Conference on Stock Theft (SARPCCO 


Countries), 7th till 10th May 2002. Arcadia Hotel Pretoria ). 


 


The endeavours embarked upon by the Lesotho Government are to appoint a consultant to set 


up a national livestock registration, marking and information system. In addition, the Stock 


Theft Act 2000 was enacted to impose heavier sentences on stock theft thieves. During the 


reporting period of Operation Clean Sweep (28 February 2001 to 01 April 2001), 2053 heads 


of stolen stock were recovered, as well as 2214 strayed animals. (1st Southern African 


Regional Conference on Stock Theft (SARPCCO Countries), 7th till 10th May 2002. Arcadia 


Hotel Pretoria). 


 


During the second SARPCCO Southern African Regional Conference on stock theft the 


Lesotho delegate reported that the following number of stock were stolen for the period April 


2002 to April 2003: 


 


Table 2.1 Stock stolen in Lesotho 2002 – 2003. 


 


Type Stolen  Recovered 


Cattle 9878 3498 


Sheep 11006 3614 


Goats 4498 2247 


Horses/Mules 1528 820 


Source: 1st Southern African Regional Conference on Stock Theft (SARPCCO Countries) 


2002.  


 


The Lesotho delegate reported good co-operation between the Lesotho Mounted Police and 


the SAPS, with joint operations conducted in Lesotho by both police services. During one 


such operation, Operation Sehong-hong, the following animals were recovered: 


 







Tabble 2.2 Stockk recoveredd in Lesothoo during Opeeration Sehoong-hong. 
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2002. 


 


2.4.1.2 (c) Malawi 


 


During the second SARPCCO Southern African Regional Conference on stock theft the 


Malawi delegate reported that stock theft is a problem in the country and that the incidence of 


this crime has increased in the past years. Unfortunately no statistics were provided. 


 


2.4.1.2 (d) Mozambique 


 


Mozambique did not participate in the first conference and during the second SARPCCO 


Southern African Regional Conference on stock theft, the delegate reported that stock theft 


occurs in their country and that some stock is stolen and taken over the border to 


neighbouring countries. They have embarked on joint operations with neighbouring countries 


to prevent the crime. 


 


2.4.1.2 (e) Namibia 


 


Namibia also deems stock theft a priority and has started the establishment of Specialized 


Stock Theft Units which received intensive training in the prevention and detection of stock 


theft cases. Stock theft cases showed an increase of 110 cases during 1999/2000 and an 


increase of 45 cases during 2000/2001, whilst the detection rate went down. The report 


indicated that a number of syndicates are operating in the country. They have also enacted the 


Namibian Stock Theft Act, Act 12 of 1999 and the Stock Brands Act, Act 24 of 1995 to 


prevent stock theft (1st Southern African Regional Conference on Stock Theft (SARPCCO 


Countries), 7th till 10th May 2002. Arcadia Hotel, Pretoria ). 


 


 


 


 


 


 







Figuure 2.3 Stocck theft: Repported versuus Detectedd: Namibia 11999 – 20011  
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The percentage of stock recovered varied from the Omahaka region, where the least stock 


was stolen, (25%); second was the Otjozondjupa region (where the highest number of stock 


was stolen) where 20.4% of the stock was recovered. The other two regions had a 13.8% 


(Ohangwena) and a 12% (Kunene) recovery rate respectively. The number of suspects 


arrested does not reflect how many cases were solved, as more than one suspect could be 


arrested for one case and as such no conclusion can be drawn on detection rate. It is clear, 


however, that the number of stock stolen per case registered is low and varies between 6 


(Omahaka) and 1.8 (Kunene). No conclusion can again be drawn from this, as it is possible 


that a high number of stock could have been stolen in one case and only one in other cases.  


 


2.4.1.2(f) Swaziland 


 


During the previous 3 years a continuous upward trend in cross-border stock theft, with very 


low recoveries were found. It is becoming a cross border crime, as local criminals started to 


collaborate with those in neighbouring countries. During 1999, 1238 cattle were reported as 


stolen, which increased to 1295 (4, 6%) in 2000. In 2001 it again increased with 11.60% to 


1465. (1st Southern African Regional Conference on Stock Theft (SARPCCO Countries) 7th 


till 10th May 2002. Arcadia Hotel, Pretoria.). 


 


At the second SARPCCO Southern African Regional Conference on stock theft the Swazi 


delegate reported that the following incidents were reported: 


 


• 1063 cattle were stolen from Swaziland and taken to South Africa. 


• 192 of them were recovered 


• 354 cattle were stolen from Swaziland and taken to Mozambique. 


• 47 of them were recovered 


• 61 Swazis, 7 South Africans and 4 Mozambicans were arrested. 


The total value of the stolen cattle = E22 477 820. 


 


 


 


 







42 
 


2.4.1.3  Australia  


 


Stephenson (2003:3) reports extensively in her research about the importance of livestock 


theft in Australasia. She singles out New South Wales as an area where livestock theft is a 


significant rural crime. The beef industry in Australia was at the time of her research in 2003, 


valued at approximately $A 4.5 billion annually and Australia was also the world’s biggest 


exporter of livestock and meat, with New Zealand the 6th biggest beef exporter. Sheep is also 


important, as Australia leads the world in live sheep export, whilst New Zealand is the largest 


lamb and mutton exporter in the international market. As a result of the successes in the 


livestock industry, she states that the theft of livestock, and cattle in particular, but including 


theft of sheep, deer, pigs, goats, chickens, horses, etcetera, has increased . she made no 


mention of the theft of kangaroos. 


 


Stock theft has escalated alarmingly, with reports that stock theft even tripled in some areas 


during 2003 (Stephenson, 2003:1). In one example, Queensland estimated that stock theft had 


cost the State’s industry losses of more than $N 2 million worth of stock during 2001. One of 


the challenges facing their industry is the use of fraudulent health status papers, which may 


threaten the international trade in time to come. 


 


According to her study, stock theft offenders fall either in the professional or the 


opportunistic category. In the first instance they steal the livestock in large numbers and are 


usually well-organised, well-equipped and highly skilled and will most probably have an 


agricultural background. They also have a regular market for stolen stock and may use 


aircraft to gather the stock quickly, leaving little evidence for the police. In the second case, 


the opportunistic groups steal to boost their own herd numbers, improve bloodlines or to 


maintain economic sustainability. It is usually un-branded and/or unmarked stock that is 


taken. The excuse that stock must have strayed is used commonly between neighbourhood 


properties. Stock is also stolen to be eaten, the so called “freezer food”. The animals are 


either killed on site, or moved elsewhere to be slaughtered. The farmers believe this type of 


live stock theft to be commonplace and almost impossible to prevent. 


 







It is suggested that up to 70% of livestock thefts were committed by people who live nearby 


(Stephenson, 2003:3). It is estimated that the average loss from livestock theft during 2001 


was $A 9 000 per Australian farm, but there were incidents where losses of up to $A 70 000 


(in one incident) were recorded. In the Farm Survey for 2002 (Stephenson, 2003:3), the 


incidents of livestock theft vary between the different states and territories, with farms in 


Tasmania on 5% to the 14% of farms in Western Australia. Stephenson’s article examines a 


series of potential strategies for law enforcement in the area of agricultural crime.  Focussing 


on policing issues concerning livestock theft, Stephenson (2003:3) cites low reporting rates, 


as well as impediments to investigation, such as a lack of community support, thereby 


contributing to the difficulty of persecuting livestock thieves. The reporting rates are really 


low, with 17 % in Queensland to 64% in Tasmania, as can be seen in Table 2.4. 


 


 Table 2.4 Estimates of reporting rates for the police of stock theft in Australia 
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Source: Stephenson (2003:3) 


State/Territory % incidents reported to police 


New South Wales 49 
Northern Territories 49  
Queensland 17 
Southern Australia 29 
Tasmania 64 
Victoria 59 
Western Australia 56 
Australia 47 


 


The reasons provided by the farmers for this reluctance to report these crimes differ from 


incidents considered to be too trivial to report to the police, to not being sure that the 


livestock was in fact stolen, but had simply wandered off or died from natural causes. As is 


the case in South Africa, it is expected from a farmer to prove ownership, property existence 


and that the goods were taken without consent.  Many farmers indicated this as one of the 


reasons for not reporting. The fact is that some farmers, 24% in fact; had indicated that they 


did not report these crimes, due to a lack in faith in the police, because they think it unlikely 


that the stock will be recovered or, in some instances, the police are perceived to know little 


or nothing about farming. 


 







44 
 


When the police respondents were asked what impeded their investigation and policing of 


agricultural crime in New South Wales, they indicated a number of impediments. A lack of 


community report, which included passing of information and the false reporting of crime, 


was indicated as one of the hindrances, as well as a lack of police resources for the policing 


of livestock, as well as legal powers. The police who were interviewed indicated that they did 


not have the authority to stop sales of suspected stolen stock, nor to search premises without a 


warrant. 


 


Other problems that were identified are the vast areas that needed to be policed; the fact that 


stock were stolen and then transported quickly from one region to another, which necessitates 


the need for an inter-jurisdictional approach to the investigation of such stock theft cases. The 


simple fact that there are so many outlets for the disposal of livestock, as well as the 


unbelievable number of stock sold and disposed of, makes it impossible to police it properly, 


even in those places and  jurisdictions which had personnel specifically dedicated to the 


policing of agricultural crime. Western Australia, Queensland, Tasmania and the Australian 


Capital Territory (ACT) have specialised officers or squads dedicated to the investigation of 


stock theft crime. Victoria also plans to appoint such specialised investigators. (2003:4) 


warns that the appointment of the specialised investigators does not necessarily have any 


influence on the farmers’ reporting of livestock theft. In Queensland, which has 10 Stock 


Squads according to the report (Stephenson, 2003: 3), (as can be seen in Table 2.5), only 17% 


of the farmers in that state reported stock theft to the police. 


 


 Table 2.5. Farmers’ reasons for not reporting livestock theft to the police in Australia  


 
Reasons for not reporting  


 
Proportion of farmers (%) 


 
Too difficult to prove 


 
57 


 
Difficult to determine if a crime had occurred 


 
55  


 
Too much time has passed 


 
53 


 
Police can=t do much 


 
44 


 
Would not want the hassle of the legal process 


 
30 


  







 Problems reporting a suspect in a small community 28 
 
Police have no knowledge or understanding about farming 


 
56 


 
Would not want the media getting hold of the story 


 
17 


 
Would rather deal with the problem on own terms  


 
14 


 


 


 


 


Source: Stephenson (2003:3) 


 


In Tasmania the opposite was found where 64% of the farmers reported the crimes to police, 


although only three staff members were dedicated to the policing of stock theft cases. 


Stephenson (2003: 3) suggests that the reasons for farmers deciding not to report these crimes 


bear no direct relation to the allocation of police resources.     


 


In order to improve the policing of livestock theft, communities need to implement improved 


knowledge sharing, agricultural training for police officers, and improving stock 


identification and movement techniques. Livestock theft needs to be identified as both a local 


and a cross-jurisdictional issue in order to increase farmers’ reporting rates for livestock theft, 


and to enhance the system of communication among police officers to render better police 


management of the problem (Stephenson, 2003: 6). 


 


The crime statistics for New South Wales, as depicted in Figure 2.4 and drawn from crime 


statistics provided by the New South Wales Buro for Crime Statistics and Research (2006), 


show that stock theft represents a very small percentage of crime in the area. 
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Figuure 2.4 Stocck thefts in NNew South Wales in reelation to thhe total crimme picture  
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2.4.1.4   Scotland 


 


During 1998 the first national survey of farm crime was conducted in Scotland by the Central 


Research Unit of the Scottish Office (Crime and the..., 1999). The aim of this research was to 


investigate and determine not only the type, but also the extent of crime committed on 


Scottish farms, as well as the vulnerability of farms to crime. In addition, it also investigated 


the impact of crime on farm businesses and the farmers’ perceptions of the effectiveness of 


Police intervention and farm crime prevention initiatives. 


 


As in the case of New South Wales, it was found that the majority of farmers were not 


affected by crime in general, but that a significant minority was affected by farm crime. The 


largest percentage of these crimes was made up of petty theft, vandalism and fly tipping. 


Thirty-two percent of all farmers were affected by on-farm incidents. 


 


It appears as if the farmers were reluctant to report crime, as only 18% of farmers who fell 


victim to crime, reported financial losses. In those cases reported, the average cost per 


incident was £1,400. Livestock theft represented the greatest financial loss for the farmers. 


The farmers living in the more remote areas and in the northern part of Scotland had the least 


risk of crime, with those living on small farms in Fife, Tayside, and Strathclyde Police force 


areas, more at risk.  


 


One of the reasons provided by police officers interviewed during the survey (Anderson, 


1999), for the farmers not reporting crime, was that they did not want to “play a part in 


someone else’s downfall”, rather than that they feared reprisal from the offender. 


   


2.4.2  The South African national scenario on stock theft   


 


In the annual report of the SAPS (2003:25) for the period April 2002 to March 2003, it was 


reported that stock theft has increased with 10%. Stock theft contributed 1.8% of all serious 


crime in the country for that period, which is quite insignificant if one takes only the number 


of cases reported into account. This increase occurred against the lowest ratio that stock-theft 


had achieved since the formation of the SAPS in 1994, namely the ratio of 93.4 (per 100 000 







of the population), recorded during the 2001/2002 financial year. This ratio went up to 102.7 


for the 2002/2003 financial year and decreased during 2003/2004 to the lowest ever score 


since 1994/1995, namely 89, as reflected in Figure 2.8 below. 


 


Figure 2.8 Ratio of stock theft cases reported in the RSA for the period 1994 to 2004
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If one looks at the trend of the ratio for the period 1994 to 2004, it is obvious that there is a 


clear downward trend, with the only exception being the 2002/2003 ratio. The fact that the 


statistics for the census of 2002 were only published during 2004 meant that the 2002 and 


2003 ratios were still calculated with the statistics of the previous census. There was an 


increase in the population since then and this means that the ratio for those two years will be 


even lower than stated in the annual report. However, this will not change the fact that there 


was an increase in the ratio during the 2002/2003 financial year. This increase was also 


reflected in the census which was conducted during 2002, as was reported by Njobeni 


(2005:1) under the heading “Poor farming policing cost us millions” when the Grain SA 


Chairman, Bully Botma said that the census report of Statistics SA showed that farmers were 


losing millions of Rands to crime and that reflected slack policing in farm communities.  


According to the annual report of the SAPS, a decrease of   -13, 4% in reported stock theft 


crime was recorded for the country during the 2003/2004 financial year (2005:21). If the 


entire period from 1994/1995 to 2003/2004 is evaluated, the stock-theft trend has actually 


stabilized during the 2003/2004 financial year, when it was the lowest in ten years, as 


reflected in Figure 2.9.  
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Figure  2.9. Stock Theft cases reported in the RSA 1994 to 2004  
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Du Plessis and Louw (2005b:6) warn that using the SAPS statistics to track stock theft may 


represent a problem, because only 36% of victims say that they report this crime to the 


authorities. This low reporting rate was found to be directly related to factors such as the 


accessibility of the police in rural areas, the use of tribal or traditional authorities to address 


the case, and also the fact that a positive outcome of the case is rare.    


 


A comparison between the stock theft ratios of the different provinces in the RSA for the 


2002/2003 and the 2003/2004 financial years (Figure 2.10), indicates that the ratio for the 


Northern Cape is the highest in the country, but that the decrease between the two years, with 


the exception of the Gauteng province, is the lowest in the Northern Cape.  
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Figure 2.10. Comparison between provincial stock theft ratios for the RSA  
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The fact that stock theft is decreasing nationally is acknowledged by the Northern Cape Red 


Meat Producers Organisation. At a conference in Kimberley in June 2005, the chairperson, 


van der Ryst, admitted that stock theft is decreasing throughout the country and that “:..the 


only way to make sure of this was to report all such incidents to the police so that statistics 


could be correct”,(Fielding, 2005:3).  


 


On the other hand, it should be kept in mind that stock-theft in South Africa is a very 


emotional issue, which even contributes to a belief among commercial farmers (and 


especially white commercial farmers) that the so-called farm attacks serve as terror tactics 


designed to drive them off their land, while it is also, inter alia, an underlying factor in many 


of the clan fights (so-called faction fights) in the rural areas of KwaZulu-Natal and the 


Eastern Cape. It can also influence farmers' decisions about the keeping of stock, and in this 


way affects the level of food production in South Africa. Njobeni (2005:1) reported that Ryno 


King, a Democratic Alliance rural safety spokesman, reported that a combination of crime, 


drought and stiff competition from cheap imports would prompt many farmers “to simply 


give up and move to other forms of agriculture or business”. The impact of stock theft should 


therefore not be underestimated.  
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Acts of violence against the farming community do not fall within the mandate of the Stock 


Theft Units, but as this is an issue which influences the attitude of the farming community 
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 percentage of acts of violence against the 


rming community 


towards the SAPS and affects the reporting of stock theft incidents; it is prudent to take note 


that in the annual report of the SAPS for the 2003/2004 financial year (2004:28), there is a 


decrease in these crimes as depicted, in Table 2.6. 


 


Table 2.6: Farm murders in the RSA expressed as a


fa


97/98 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02/03 03/04 


18.7% 18.5% 18.0% 15.4% 13.1% 11.4% 11.4% 


 (Source: Annual report of the SAPS, 2003/2004:28)  


  


reased with 14.4%, if the 2002/20 3 and 


2004 financial years’ statistics are compared with each other. In the same period the 


ence against the farming community per province   


 97/98 98/99 99/00 000/01 01/02 02/03 03/04 


 


Acts of violence against the farming community dec 0


the 2003/


so-called farm murders decreased with 14, 6%. The Northern Cape recorded by far the lowest 


number of incidents for both crimes over these two years (See Tables 2.7 and 2.8). In 


2003/04, for example the Northern Cape recorded only 7 incidents with the Western Cape 


with thirty-nine incidents second lowest. Gauteng and Mpumalanga seems to have the highest 


number of such incidences reported.  


 


Table 2.7 Total number of acts of viol


Gauteng 73 196 241 243 313 245 188 


KwaZulu-Natal 112 166 185 123 130 83 119 


Mpumalanga 90 136 137 209 280 291 198 


Eastern Cape 5 92 58 81 76 36 43 


Western Cape 7 45 36 49 41 49 39 


Northern Cape 10 18 3 21 10 12 7 


North West 63 55 68 91 132 82 70 


Limpopo 27 53 48 55 59 64 49 


Free State 50 66 47 36 28 41 60 


Total 490       827 823 908 1069 903 773
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(Source: Annual report of t APS 003/ 4:28


 


urders is not only the lowest in the 


orthern Cape for the period 1997 to 2004, but that with the exception of 98/99 when there 


 


tion in 


tal number of murders per province  
 


 


 


 (Source eport  the PS 03/ 4:2  


2.4.3 


 


ggest geographical area in South Africa, as depicted in Annexure 


 and Figure 2.11 (30% or 361 830 sq km), with the smallest number of people in the 


country living there (2% or 0.9 million) (See Figure 2.12).  


PROVINCE 97/98 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02/03 03/04 


he S , 2 200 ) 


In Table 2.8 it is indicated that the number of farm m


N


were 8 murders, the occurrence of the crime is significantly lower than all the other 


provinces. In this instance Gauteng and KwaZulu-Natal has by far the most instances of farm


murders reported. It is important to keep in mind that this is not the figure per popula


which case some of the other provinces could be responsible for the majority of incidents per 


population. 


 


Table 2.8 To


Gauteng 16 29 42 38 34 24 33 
 


 KwaZulu-Natal 24 46 46 26 24 19 18 


Mpumala
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In the  annual report of the SAPS Northern Cape for the period April 2002 to March 2003 


(2003:25), it was reported that stock theft in the Northern Cape Province  increased with 


7.2% if one compares the 2001/2002 statistics with those of 2002/2003. According to the 


SAPS annual report (2004:23), stock theft decreased with more than 6% during 2003/2004. 


 


The four areas in the Northern Cape Province have, to a large extent,  followed the provincial 


trend with regards to the occurrence of stock theft, with especially the Diamondfield Area 


showing the same variations per year (Figure 2.15). 


 


 


Figure 2.15. Comparison of the stock theft cases of the areas of the Northern Cape   
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The only exception here was during the 2000/2001 financial year, when Gordonia recorded a 


significant decrease in the occurrence of stock theft. Diamondfield Area recorded 36% of all 


stock theft cases recorded during the 2003/2004 financial year in the Northern Cape (See 


Figure 2.16). 
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Figure 2.16. Number of stock theft cases reported in the Northern Cape Province per area  


DIAMONDFIELD 36.0% 829


GORDONIA 28.6% 659


NAMAKWALAND 7.9% 183


UPPER KAROO 27.5% 633


2003/2004


 
 Source: The SAPS Annual Report, 2004:23   


 


This is the highest in the province, followed by Gordonia with 28, 6%, Upper Karoo 27.5% 


and Namakwaland with 7.9%. If one looks at the ratio of stock theft cases per 100 000 of the 


population, the ratio presents a different picture with Upper Karoo 34.6%, Gordonia 28.3 %, 


Diamondfield 21.9% and Namakwaland 15,2% (See Figure 2.17).  


 


Figure 2.17. Ratio of stock theft cases reported in the Northern Cape per area for 2003/2004 


2003/2004 


UPPER KAROO 34.6% 385


NAMAKWALAND 15.2% 169 


GORDONIA 28.3% 315
DIAMONDFIELD 21.9% 243


 
Source:  The SAPS Annual Report 2004:23   
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In the 2001/2 census [Census of Commercial ..., 2005], it was shown that the Northern Cape 


had stock theft losses of almost R40 000 million, which represents 8 % of all losses in the 


agricultural sector (See Figure 2.18). 


 


Figure 2.18. Breakdown of the losses in the Northern Cape Agricultural Sector 2002 


 


Predators 5.5% 25417 


Absence due to injury/ crime 1.2% 5380
Buildings/ Equipment 60.8% 280633 


Products 12.9% 59788


Pilfer/steal crops 1.1% 5277


Burglary 2.6% 12084 


Pastures 2.7% 12471


Theft tools 4.5% 20781


Stock theft 8.6% 39907 


Source: Census of Commercial……2005  


 


If one looks at the losses due to crime, it is by far the main contributing factor; as theft of 


tools and equipment constituted 4.5 % ( R 20 781 million), burglary 2.6% (R12 084 million) 


and pilfering or theft of crops added 1.1% (R5 277 million). Unfortunately these statistics are 


only available for the different provinces and statistics for the Diamondfield Area are not 


available (Census of Commercial ..., 2005). 


 


2.4.4 The Diamondfield Area  


 


The Diamondfield Area previously comprised two police districts, namely the Kimberley 


district and the Kuruman district, but was transformed into the Diamondfield Area during the 


transformation process of the South African Police Service during 1993 (See Annexure B). 


The old Kimberley Police district is called Diamond Fields (see Annexure K) in the tourism 
59 


 







trade and the old Kuruman police district is called Kalahari (see Annexure L). The different 


organisations and departments, like the SA census, farmers (See Annexure H above), tourism, 


the SAPS, as well as the municipalities all use different boundaries to demarcate their 


operational areas. This makes it difficult to draw comparisons. The names of the stations in 


the two old districts are depicted in Table 2.10 and 2.11 respectively, as mentioned in the 


annual report for the SAPS Northern Cape (2004:3). 


 


In the Kimberley STU area Douglas stands out as the station where most cases were reported. 


Warrenton and Windsorton also have a high incidence of stock theft. 
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Table 2.10 


Stock theft statistics for the jurisdiction area of the Kimberley Stock Theft Unit per station :1994 to 2004   


Stations 94/95 95/96 96/97 97/98 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02/03 03/04 


Barkly West 30 27 33 15 26 30 29 22 31 17 


Belmont 43 44 30 17 21 27 24 23 29 32 


Boetsap 12 17 7 7 6 10 9 4 3 10 


Campbell 17 23 26 38 36 40 56 37 47 47 


Delportshoop 49 25 40 44 27 38 46 48 45 17 


Douglas 81 101 119 86 92 116 148 113 110 106 


Galeshewe 2 2 1 2 2 10 7 9 26 10 


Hartswater 56 54 31 47 47 37 43 38 44 32 


Jan Kempdorp 44 30 55 55 43 20 19 25 54 26 


Kimberley 50 29 27 28 26 28 25 22 35 13 


Modderrivier 45 23 26 26 30 25 30 37 48 33 


Plooysburg 21 15 16 6 17 8 12 14 25 10 


Roodepan 2 13 8 9 30 15 27 14 13 6 


Warrenton 60 57 49 46 60 43 49 43 97 54 


Windsorton 37 53 50 32 34 33 29 40 60 53 


Total 549 513 518 458 497 480 553 489 667 466 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Source: SAPS website  


 


In the case of the Postmasburg STU, Kuruman and Postmasburg recorded the highest number 


of incidents of stock theft. Kuruman is responsible for the second highest stock theft incidents 


in the Diamondfield Area with only Douglas recording more. 


 







Table 2.11 


Stock theft statistics for the jurisdiction area of the Postmasburg Stock Theft Unit per station :1994 to 2004 


Stations 94/95 95/96 96/97 97/98 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02/03 03/04 


Danielskuil 51 39 45 33 43 62 64 48 53 48 


Deben 50 23 36 40 27 21 17 23 21 19 


Dedeben 12 11 5 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 


Dingleton 23 21 17 11 19 7 20 11 9 22 


Kathu 18 18 20 19 10 1 21 6 6 12 


Kuruman 126 73 94 73 58 65 95 105 92 105 


Lime Acres 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 


Olifantshoek 62 66 61 52 52 41 60 62 47 38 


Postmasburg 84 98 89 55 56 71 77 66 83 72 


Severn 6 5 6 10 10 8 11 8 8 17 


Van Zylsrust 12 6 0 11 5 12 7 10 7 6 


Wrenchville 1 19 4 2 5 5 7 4 6 2 


Total 445 379 377 307 288 293 379 343 332 341 


 


 


 


 


 


- 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Source: SAPS website 


 


It is important to note the facts about the two districts, as they are the areas of responsibility 


for the two Stock Theft Units in the Diamondfield Area. Postmasburg STU is responsible for 


the Kuruman district and Kimberley STU for the Kimberley District. As can be seen in Figure 


2.19, more cases were reported in the Kimberley district than in the Kuruman district for the 


entire period 1999 to 2004 (The SAPS Annual Report..., 2004). 


 


Figure 2.19. Stock theft cases reported in the Diamondfield Area 1994 to 2004.  A 


comparison between the Kimberley- and the Kuruman districts  
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The unit in Kimberley was closed during 2001/2002, yet both districts show the same trend 


for 2000/2001 (just before the closure), where a slight decrease and stabilisation are observed, 


and in 2001/2002, when stock theft increased to the highest level in four years.  


 


The difference between the two districts is notable thereafter, as Kimberley district had quite 


a significant decrease in 2002/2003, but in the next year recorded the highest occurrence of 


stock theft in the 10 years depicted in Figure 2.19. During 2003/2004 it came down 


dramatically to the lowest level in six years. In contrast hereto, the stock thefts in the 


Kuruman district came down during 2001/2002 and 2002/2003, and although it rose during 


2003/2004, it was with only 9 cases which constitutes a 2% increase.  The annual report of 


the SAPS Northern Cape for the period April 2002 to March 2003 (2003:25) shows an 


increase of 7.2 %, if one compares 2002 with 2003.   


 


The crime statistics were again published by the SAPS during September 2004 on the SAPS 


website (2004). When one looks at the stock theft statistics for both the Northern Cape 


Province and the Diamondfield Area, it shows a clear decrease in the reporting of stock theft 


in both the provincial, as well as the area statistics. In the provincial statistics, an increase of 


9% in the reporting of stock theft was recorded during the financial year (2000/2001), the 


time that the unit was closed. This was followed with a decrease of 1.5% in 2001/2002, an 


increase of 7.2% in the following year (2002/2003), and a sharp decrease (of 6.5%) during 


the 2003/2004 financial year. In total, stock theft went down with 10.1% from the 1994/1995 


to the 2003/2004 year. One must take note of the fact that the Northern Cape Tourism 


Department in their publication “ Follow the sun, not the crowds”(2003) has indicated that 


the number of cattle and sheep on the farms has declined with about one percent per annum 


since 1996 and this can have a marginal effect on the occurrence of stock theft. 


  


Once again the same trend (as in the provincial statistics) is found with regards the 


Diamondfield Area (as illustrated in Figure 2.12). There was an increase in the reporting of 


stock theft cases during 2000/2001 from 795 the previous year, to 942 cases. It subsequently 


decreased to 844 (2001/2002), then increased to 1026 during 2002/2003, before decreasing 


again to 829, which is comparable with the 1999/2000 figure. It is difficult to make any 
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assumptions about the reasons for this decrease, but it is the contention of both the farmers 


and the members previously attached to the Stock Theft Unit Kimberley that this decrease is 


a skewed picture of reality, and that the occurrence of stock theft is in fact much higher, 


because of the fact that farmers do not report these crimes, as a result of a number of reasons. 


This correlates strongly with the trends found in both Scotland and New South Wales (Table 


2.4 above).  


 


In New South Wales (McCall, 2003), as depicted in Table 2.5 above, the reasons provided by 


the farmers for not reporting ranged from thinking that it will be too difficult to prove the 


case (57%), to deciding to rather deal with the matter on their own terms (14%). In many 


cases the police played a role in the decision of the farmers, with reasons given that the 


“police cannot do much”(44%); the wish not to be involved in the hassle of the legal process 


(30%), and the perception that the police do not have the knowledge, nor the understanding 


of farming to make a difference (56%). It is not clear whether the decision to deal with the 


problem on their own terms indicates a sinister intent to take the law into their own hands, or 


to simply deal with it in another way.  


 


2.5 Investigation of stock theft  


 


In this paragraph the criteria for Stock Theft Units as prescribed by the SAPS will be 


discussed with reference to the terminology used in the detection of cases. This is necessary 


to understand the success or not of the detection of those cases investigated by the STU’s.  


 


2.5.1 Criteria for Stock Theft Units  


 


The responsibility to investigate crime and included herein, the investigation of stock theft, is 


vested in the SAPS, as the Constitution of the Republic of South Africa (South Africa, 


1996:sec.205(3)) determines that the SAPS has a responsibility to- 


$ prevent, combat and investigate crime,  


$ maintain public order, 


$ protect and secure the inhabitants of the Republic and their property, and 


$ uphold and enforce the law. 
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game (in terms of the provisions of the Game Theft Act 1999 (Act no 1


  


 


The same responsibility is again placed on the SAPS by the South African Police Services 


Act (South Africa. 1995: sec. 13), and is included in the mission of the SAPS, as stated in the 


Strategic Plan for the SAPS for 2004-2007 (2004:1). It is stated clearly that it is the mission 


of the South African Police Service to “...1) investigate any crimes that threaten the safety or 


security of any community; 2) to ensure criminals are brought to justice;...” (SAPS, 2004:1). 


 


In the strategic plan for 2004-2007, the SAPS have set four key strategic priorities for the 


medium term. The investigation of stock theft is not mentioned specifically, but is included in 


the combating of organized crime. In the Key Departmental Program 3 (2004:23), the focus is 


placed on the detective service. The Key Departmental Objective applicable is “contributing 


to the successful prosecution of crime by investigating and gathering all related evidence 


preventing the detection rate from decreasing in 2004/05” (2004:3). Officials must “gather 


evidence; ensure that accused persons and witnesses are present at criminal trials and present 


evidence at criminal trials”. 


 


Stock theft was defined in a previous chapter but in this study stock theft also includes the 


theft of all farm animals and poultry. It includes the theft of sheep, cattle, goats, game, 


ostriches, horses, donkeys, mules and pigs. In the mandate of the Stock Theft Units, as set out 


in paragraph 4 of the National Instruction 2/1999, and in the South African Police Services 


Head Office Circular 3/1/5/1/288, it is determined that the Stock Theft Units will investigate 


the theft of:- 


 


• cattle    - three or more; 


• sheep, goats and pigs   - five or more; 


• horses and donkeys  - three or more; 


• ostriches   - three or more; 


• poultry    - 100 or more; 


• 05 of 199); 
• all trends, regardless of the number of stock involved in each case and; 


• all cases of cross-border stock theft (international and provincial). 
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In addition to this, all cases of slaughtering for the pot in the station area in which the office 


of a Stock Theft Unit is situated must also be investigated by them. 


 


According to the above mandate, it is clear that these units concentrate their efforts on the 


more serious cases, or those that are not the “common case “of slaughter for the pot. The 


exception to this rule is where a certain trend is picked up, for example where it is found that 


one sheep is stolen every month end and on a specific farm, or where one sheep is stolen 


during a specific night on a number of farms adjacent to each other, indicating the possibility 


that the perpetrators stole a sheep from each farm as they travelled along the road. 


 


The second exception in cases of slaughtering for the pot is in the station area where the unit 


is situated. In this case the Kimberley Stock Theft Unit will also investigate all pot 


slaughtering cases in the Kimberley Station Area, but not for example in the Hartswater 


station area. The reason for this last exception is apparently to afford less experienced 


detectives of Stock Theft Units the opportunity to appear in court more often. 


 


2.5.2 Terminology in the detection of cases 


  


 In order to understand the successes or not in the investigation process, the terminology used 


needs explanation. The following definitions and explanations were given by Schönteich 


(1999:22). 


 


2.5.2.1   Recorded cases 


 


This refers to the number of complaints recorded as crimes by the SAPS and this excludes 


complaints not progressing to be accepted as a crime, but includes crimes not reported by the 


public, but uncovered by the police themselves, such as drug-related crimes where police find 


drugs in an abandoned vehicle. It is known as crimes dependent on police action. 


 


In the case of stock theft related crimes, cases of farmers not branding their stock will be a 


transgression of section 5B of the Livestock Brands Act, 87 of 1962, as amended by section 7 


(b) of the Livestock Brands Amendment Act 10 of 1992, and deemed to be a crime dependent 
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on police action. In the discussion later in this chapter reference will be made to enquiry 


dockets investigated by the Stock Theft Units. These enquiry dockets are not recorded as a 


crime, but act as the point of departure for a preliminary investigation that can either lead to 


the registration of a case docket, or the closure of the enquiry docket, as no evidence was 


found of a crime being committed. These types of dockets serve a dual purpose, as they 


enable the SAPS to keep record of all work done, and serve as references to fund expenditure 


in the investigation of the enquiry dockets. If a livestock auction is planned for a certain date 


and place, the unit will open an enquiry case so that travel and subsistence allowances can be 


drawn by the members who are going to visit the auction to perform their duties there. If, for 


example a farmer is found at the auction trying to sell livestock that are not branded properly, 


or cattle that were stolen elsewhere are auctioned off, a crime has obviously been committed; 


in which case a case docket will be registered. If nothing untoward is found on the other 


hand, the actions executed will be recorded in the enquiry docket, whereafter it will be closed 


and filed.  


 


2.5.2.2   Withdrawn 


 


There are two instances when a case can be withdrawn, namely before court and after court. 


In the first instance, the suspect was not apprehended or officially arrested and the case was 


sent to the state prosecutor who decided to withdraw the case based on a lack of sufficient 


evidence, or because the complainant has withdrawn, the case officially by making a sworn 


affidavit to the effect. In the second case, a suspect was arrested and officially charged and 


brought before a court of law. Again the case can be withdrawn by the prosecutor because of 


a lack of evidence, or because the complainant wishes not to proceed with the case. After the 


accused has entered a plea, the case cannot be withdrawn in court and he will then either be 


found guilty, or acquitted.   


 


2.5.2.3   Undetected 


 


The term “undetected” is used when the suspect is either unknown or when he is known, but 


cannot be traced and not enough information is available for a warrant of arrest to be issued. 


For example, a farmer may have reported a stock theft, but no leads or evidence could be 
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found to link anyone to the crime. In the second case a suspect is positively linked to the case, 


but cannot be traced after intensive investigation. The case will then be closed as undetected, 


but will either be reopened after a predetermined time, or when any new information on the 


whereabouts of the suspect is received. The police will apply for a warrant of arrest for the 


suspect and if granted, blacklist the suspect on their national computer system as “wanted”. 


 


2.5.2.4   Unfounded 


 


If a case was registered on a false premise or impression, it is labelled as “unfounded”. The 


farmer will for example report two horses as stolen, but they will later be found in the road 


where they wandered off after someone had left the gate open to the camp where they were 


held. It sometimes happens that a farmer does not keep a proper record of his livestock and 


misses a few sheep. When the sheep are counted after the case was reported, it is found that 


there are more sheep than what are recorded in the livestock register. It will be almost 


impossible to prove a loss, except if the livestock is recovered with the intact branding and 


tattoos which can be linked to the specific farmer. In most instances the case will then be 


closed as unfounded. 


 


2.5.2.5   Cases to court 


 


Cases are only marked as “to court” after a suspect has been formally charged by the SAPS. 


In the case of more serious cases, the suspect will be arrested before being charged and sent 


to court. Once a suspect is charged, his case is handled by the prosecution authority and 


decisions to withdraw cases will be done by them only. The SAPS have no authority to make 


any such decision. 


 


2.5.2.6   Cases settled otherwise 


 


This measure of closure is not often used. It is only used with regards to cases that have 


already been sent to court. This is usually used in those instances where the court had found 


the accused to be mentally incompetent to stand trial and also where the court stopped the 


proceedings against a juvenile and postponed judgment for a certain period. 
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2.5.2.7   Not Guilty 


 


These are the cases where an accused has been acquitted of the offence he was charged with. 


 


2.5.2.8   Guilty 


 


This refers to the case where the accused has been convicted of the offences for which he/she 


was charged and brought before court. 


 


2.5.2.9   Detection rate 


 


According to the annual report of the SAPS Northern Cape (2004:54), the detection rate is the 


ability to solve cases, and is determined by calculating the total number of cases which were 


disposed of as referred to court, withdrawn and unfounded, divided by cases reported and 


carried forward to the next month, expressed as a percentage. It excludes those cases closed 


as undetected.  


 


2.5.2.10 Disposal rate 


 


This rate refers to how the SAPS handles the docket load and is determined by calculating the 


total number of dockets disposed of as referred to court, withdrawn, untraced (undetected as 


indicated above) and unfounded, divided by cases reported and carried forward, expressed as 


a percentage. 


 


2.5.2.11 Flow of dockets 


 


To summarize the above definitions the process will be depicted in Figure 2.20.  in the figure 


it can be seen that during that year (2003/2004) eight-hundred and forty-one new stock theft 


cases were reported. Of the 134 cases sent to court, one-hundred and thirteen cases were 


prosecuted of which seventy-one were found guilty. 


 


 







Figuure 2.20 Flo 004 ow of stock thheft cases Diiamondfield AArea 2003/2
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method uses the number of cases reported in a year in conjunction with the number of say, 


cases in which a conviction was recorded to reflect the conviction rate. It is a simplistic way 


to do it, as it does not take into account that many of the convictions secured during the year 


in question will be for cases recorded during previous years. The individual case tracking 


method, on the other hand, uses the Crime Administration System (CAS) of the SAPS to 


check the outcome of every individual case in a random sample of cases reported to the 


police. In this case, the conviction rate using this method will be a more reliable figure. 


 


2.6 A description of the agricultural activities in the Northern Cape  


 


According to the information provided by the Northern Cape Tourism Authority (Follow the 


sun..., 2003), agriculture is one of the most important economic activities in the Northern 


Cape Province. Commercial agricultural production in the Northern Cape Province is the 


dominant land-use activity. Because of the fact that the bigger part of the province can be 


described as semi-arid to arid, the biggest portion of the province is only suitable for 


livestock production. This is supported by the report on the Census of Commercial 


Agriculture (Census of Commercial ..., 2005). Animals constituted 38% and animal products 


a further 5% of the gross farming income for the province (See Figure 2.21 and 2.22, 


respectively).  


 


Figure 2.21 
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As was stated above, this figure indicates that livestock and livestock products sales 


constitute more than 90% of the gross farming income of the Northern Cape. Game farming 


represents 1.9% of the gross income. Other types of farming are not really significant, as it 


constitutes only 1.1%. 


 


Figure 2.22 indicates that the Northern Cape is the province with the second lowest income 


earned from animals and animal products whilst, in the case of field crops, it has the fifth 


highest income in the country. The Northern Cape has the fourth highest income from 


horticulture.  


 


Figure 2.22. 


Income Earned from the three major agricultural sectors per Province for 2002 


 
Source: Census of commercial agriculture, Report No. 11-02-01 (2002):9 


 


In the Northern Cape, along the Vaal and Orange Rivers, intense irrigation agriculture is 


found.   The province is also known for its production of wool, mohair, karakul, Karoo lamb, 


ostrich meat and venison.  


 


The agricultural sector accounts for the second biggest economic contribution in the Northern 


Cape, with only mining surpassing it. It contributes 10% of the Gross Geographic Product 


(GGP) of the province and is also the single largest employer of labour. Livestock is the 
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biggest source of income from agriculture in the Province (Census of Commercial ..., 2005), 


with horticulture and field crops in second and third places, respectively (See Figure 2.21). 


 


In the past, the Northern Cape has been synonymous with extensive livestock production and, 


despite increases in provincial irrigation output in recent years; sheep, wool and beef cattle 


enterprises still collectively contribute up to 30 per cent of the gross farming income of the 


province.  


 


After wheat production, the production of sheep for slaughter is the most important 


agricultural enterprise in the Northern Cape; accounting for approximately 70 percent of 


South Africa’s non-wool sheep. Since 1990, when sheep numbers in the province peaked at 


8.2 million head, their numbers have been decreasing steadily by about 1 percent per annum. 


According to the 2002 statistics [Census of Commercial ...,2005], the number of sheep on the 


Northern Cape’s farms is currently down to just over the 4 million mark, although it still 


accounts for more than 36 percent of all the sheep in South Africa.( See figure 2.23). 


 


Figure 2.23. 
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Source: Census of commercial agriculture, Report No. 11-02-01 (2002):49 


 


These figures indicate a huge decrease in the number of sheep in the statistics provided by the 


Northern Cape Tourism Authority for 1990 to 2002 (Follow the sun..., 2003). It also indicates 
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that the market share of the Northern Cape with regards to sheep has dwindled from 70% 


(non wool sheep), to 36% of South Africa’s sheep on the farms.  


 


According to the Northern Cape Tourism Authority (Follow the sun..., 2003), the strength of 


the province in mutton production lies in its relatively efficient, low-input/low- output 


farming system and the availability of low-priced land. This enterprise remains critically 


important and is a major contributor to rural incomes and livelihoods in the semi-arid parts of 


the province (Census of Commercial ..., 2005). Karoo lamb is internationally renowned as a 


quality meat product and commands premium prices in the marketplace.  


 


The Northern Cape accounts for approximately 12 per cent of the gross beef output of the 


country (See figure 2.24). 


 


Figure 2.24. 
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Source: Census of commercial agriculture, Report No. 11-02-01 (2002):49 


 


The main production areas are in the north-eastern parts of the province, particularly in the 


Kalahari District near Kuruman. The number of cattle in the province has also increased since 
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1996, when there were approximately 470 000 head, to 525397 in the 2002 census (Census of 


Commercial ..., 2005). 


 


The Northern Cape’s wool production amounted to between 45 000 and 50 000 bales per 


annum, which translates to about 11 per cent of the total clip produced by the wool industry 


in South Africa in 1993. During the 2002 census the province produced 15 per cent of all 


wool in the country (See figure 2.25) 


 


Figure 2.25. 
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Source: Census of commercial agriculture, Report No. 11-02-01 (2002):47 


 


As a result of the good quality of the local wool, the average price realised for the Northern 


Cape was consistently higher than the national average during 1990.  


 


Game ranching is increasingly being accepted as a commercially sustainable land-use in the 


Northern Cape. Estimates in 1990 suggested that there were about 800 game ranches in the 


Northern Cape, with a total area of 4, 2 million hectares. It is believed that this may have 


increased substantially in recent years, as game farming is increasingly being viewed as a 


commercially attractive, relatively low-risk alternative to the husbandry of domestic 


livestock.  
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Game farming is by now well established and contributes significantly to the economy of the 


province. This is also supported by the focus group interview where the respondents indicated 


that more and more game farms are established, which pose a new challenge for the Stock 


Theft Units. Game farming brought in R 30 991 000 for the period of the 2002 Census and 


this industry accounted for 1.9% of the gross farming income for the Northern Cape. (See 


figure 2.26). 


 


 


Figure 2.26. 
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Source: Census of commercial agriculture, Report No. 11-02-01 (2002):19 


 


The Northern Cape’s game farming is the third biggest in the country with a market share of 


11 % (See figure 2.26) (Census of Commercial ..., 2005). Demand for game products is 


fuelled, not only by the demand for low-cholesterol venison, but also by the demand for other 


game farming “products”. In fact, game farming is employed as a collective term to describe 


mixed domestic stock and game enterprises, non-consumptive utilisation of game (eco-


tourism), hunting farms, the rearing of game for the production of venison, game breeding for 


the sale of live animals and large-scale conservancies.  


 


Other less significant livestock enterprises in the province include the production of dairy 


products, eggs and poultry. The income from this does not represent much more than 5 per 


cent of the province’s gross income from farming. Ostrich farming is growing amongst 
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Northern Cape farmers, but there are only about 50 registered and 250 part-time farmers, who 


produce in the order of 50 000 slaughter birds per annum. [Follow the sun..., 2003]. If one 


looks at Figure 2.21 (Census of Commercial ...,2005), it is clear that livestock farming in 


South Africa represents the biggest portion of farming income with almost R21 222 618 


million; field crops R16 476 933 million and horticulture R14 228 909 million. 


 


It is clear that stock farming plays a major role in the Northern Cape, not only in the economy 


as such, but also in issues like employment. There is a clear shift from sheep and cattle 


farming to game and ostrich and diversified farming, which is perceived to be due to stock 


theft and other problems. Stock theft is the main contributor to losses on farms and had a 


major financial impact on farming in the province during 2002 when the census was 


conducted.    


 


2.7 Dynamics behind the closure of the Stock Theft Units 


 


 In this paragraph the dynamics behind the closure of the STU’s are discussed by first looking 


at the national picture, then at the provincial picture in the Northern Cape, and thereafter the 


situation in the Diamondfield Area before looking at the Kimberley district and Kuruman 


district. 


 


2.7.1 The national picture of the investigation of stock theft  


 


Much has already been said about the issue of stock theft in this chapter. Stock theft is, 


although in economic terms a big problem, not a crime that is responsible for much if the 


crime statistics in the country. This type of crime is also one of the crimes that are difficult to 


detect, and as a result, not a high percentage of cases is sent to court. 


 


 In the SAPS annual report for 2003/2004 (2004:40) as depicted in Table 2.12 and Figure 


2.27 it was indicated that the national percentage of cases sent to court has increased with 


0.10% from 2002/2003 to 2003/2004, but the detection rate and the disposal rate decreased 


with 0.14% and 1.10%, respectively. 


 







Table 2.12. Performance in solving stock theft in the RSA 2002/2004  


Source: SAPS annual report 2003/2004 (2004:40) 


Total number of cases reported Cases referred to court (%) Detection Rate (%) Disposal Rate (%) 


02/03 03/04 Difference 02/03 03/04 Difference 02/03 03/04 Difference 02/03 03/04 Difference 


47886 41626 -6260 14.95% 15.05% 0.10% 25.67% 25.53% -0.14% 82.03% 80.93% -3.82% 


 


 In the data depicted in figure 2.27 is evaluated 3.4 % fewer cases were sent to court whilst 


4% fewer case were detected in the Northern Cape. Even with this downward trend for the 


Northern Cape, it is still considerably higher than the national figures.    


 


Figure 2.27 
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This means that although more arrests were effected and more cases sent to court, the 


investigation took longer than before, and fewer cases were closed as undetected, resulting in 


more case dockets on hand.  


 


2.7.2 The Northern Cape provincial picture of the investigation of stock theft   
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In the annual report of the SAPS Northern Cape for the period April 2002 to March 2003 


(2003:35), it is reported that 25.5% of the stock theft cases in the province was referred to 


court, 31% was detected and in 51.9 % of the cases convictions were secured. If one 







compares this with the national statistics provided in the SAPS Annual Report (2003:60), the 


national percentage of cases referred to court (20.5%) is 8 % below the provincial 


percentage; the national detection rate (24.9%)  is 3.8 % below the provincial figure, 


meaning that the detection rates of the Northern Cape are consistently higher than the 


national average. No national conviction rate was provided.  The closure of the Stock Theft 


Unit in Kimberley will not have a major effect on the provincial stock theft statistics, as it is 


only one of several units in the province. In the annual report for the SAPS Northern Cape for 


2003/2004 (2004:40), it indicated, as depicted in Figure 2.28, that the percentage cases to 


court decreased with 3.4% if compared with the previous year, whilst the detection rate 


decreased with 4%. The conviction rate was not provided by the SAPS for that year, but the 


disposal rate is 83%. This means that although stock theft in the province decreased during 


2003/2004, fewer cases were solved and sent to court and fewer cases were detected than the 


previous year. 


 


These figures are still better than the national picture depicted in Figure 2.29 with 6% more 


cases sent to court, 1.5% more cases detected, and 0.97% more cases disposed of in the 


Northern Cape than the average for the country. Note that the disposal rate was only provided 


for the 2003/2004 year. 


 


Figure 2.28 
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2.7.3 The Diamondfield Area picture of the investigation of stock theft   


 


The crime statistics for the SAPS are reflected on the SAP 6 computer system and show the 


crime information under the following headings:  cases reported (Column 1), cases carried 


over from the previous month(Column 2), cases to court (Column 3), withdrawn (Column 4), 


undetected (Column 5), unfounded (Column 6) and dockets carried over to the next month 


(Column 7). Column 8.1 reflects the cases at court carried over from the previous month, 


column 8.2 guilty and column 8.3 not guilty, whilst column 8.4 and 8.5 are withdrawn in 


court and cases settled otherwise. The cases at court carried over to the next month are 


reflected in column 8.6. 


 


This system only reflects the crime statistics per station. In the case of detective units like the 


Stock Theft Units which specialize in certain types of crime, the SAP6 is not a true reflection 


of the cases investigated by them. Firstly, they do not serve all the stations in the area with all 


types of stock theft cases. As was explained above, the mandate of the Stock Theft Unit only 


includes the pot slaughter cases where there is a clear trend; or if pot slaughter is committed 


in the station area where the unit is stationed. If one wants to measure the productivity of 


such a unit, one is required to use CAS function 8.5.5.6.4 to calculate it. This report provides 


the information as depicted in Tables 2.13 and 2.14 in paragraphs 2.7.3.1, and 2.7.3.2 


respectively for the Kimberley STU and the Postmasburg STU.   


The information reflects only cases and enquiry dockets booked out to, and received by the 


unit.  Another issue that needs explanation is the fact that the two units in the area each has its 


own area of responsibility or jurisdiction, as can be seen in Annexure C. This means that the 


number of cases that the Stock Theft Unit Kimberley receives for investigation will be fewer 


than all the stock theft cases recorded for all the stations serviced by them. It will also mean 


that the different rates (detection, disposal, etcetera.) will not correspond.  


 


The majority of stock theft cases in the Diamondfield Area for the period 2003/2004 was 


closed as undetected (77%) 14, 9% was sent to court and 4.8% and 2.8% were withdrawn and 


closed as unfounded respectively, (Figure 2.29). 
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Of the cases sent to court, 44% was found guilty, but a high percentage of cases, 41.8%, of 


the cases was withdrawn in court. The reason for this is not known, but could include 


voluntary withdrawals from the complainants, or the fact that the suspects could not be linked 


to the crime. In 8.2% of the cases the accused were acquitted and in 5.1% of the cases the 


case was settled in another way.  


 


Figure 2.30.  
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This reflects the statistics for the whole area and not of the work of the two units. The 


statistics reflected here are the result of the yearly review method as explained above. 


 


2.7.3.1   Kimberley district (Kimberley Stock Theft Unit)  


 


This unit was closed during 2001 as part of the transformation process. The area served by 


the unit, as is the case with the area served by the Postmasburg Stock Theft Unit,indicates an 


increase in stock theft during the year 2000/2001. During the year after the closure, stock 


theft crime went down and then in 2002/2003 it increased again, as depicted in Figure 2.19.  


 


Table 2.13. Production sheet of the investigation of stock theft in the Kimberley District  
Kimberley District CAS 8.5.5.6.4  Table 2.13     


Kimberley Stock Theft Unit 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 


Cases reported  549 547 560 230 469 345 


% cases received for investigation 32.60 35.10 11.25 26.96 14.71 15.07 


Received at start of each month 


Cases received for investigation  179 192 63 62 69 52 


Enquiry dockets received 574 425 61 63 30 60 


Closed at end of month 


Cases closed  170 186 81 36 44 70 


Enquiry dockets closed 671 523 49 57 51 68 


On hand at start of each month 


Cases  1027 715 536 383 706 536 


Enquiries 1635 309 129 210 339 214 


On hand at end of each month 


Cases  921 905 619 436 751 583 


Enquiries 1362 832 178 267 390 275 


Average number of IO's 13 6 6 2 2 2 


Dockets per IO 64.69 118.17 21.67 46.50 47.50 69.00 


To Court 14 33 22 26 2 5 


Guilty 13 37 25 19 7 6 


% success 16.6 80.6 35 8.3 16.67 25 


Solved 27 44 28 26 4 8 


Low solve rate 2.6 4.5 3.2 4.45 0.54 1.4 


High Solve rate 22.35 20.3 16 17.12 9.8 6.8 


Closed 


Withdrawn 2 1 2 0 1 1 


Unfounded 11 10 4 0 1 2 


Undetected 137 116 38 9 33 39 
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To Court 20 59 37 27 9 25 


Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 


Period of time dockets are investigated 


1 month 891 516 146 157 157 134 


2 months 361 119 95 100 85 74 


3 months 229 65 58 70 83 69 


3 + months 569 325 366 271 717 492 


Source: CAS, SAPS  


 


At the time of the closure (Table 2.13), the unit had 6 detectives at the unit who each received 


an average of 21 cases for investigation for the year 2001. This was a marked decrease from 


the average of 118 cases per detective per year received during 2000; and can be contributed 


to the fact that the unit was closed during the year and was scaling down on operations, even 


before the official closure of the unit. According to the SAP 6, the stations in the area of 


jurisdiction of the unit registered 560 stock theft cases during 2001, of which the unit only 


received 63, or 11.25%.  


 


As said before, this was the situation during and after the closure, but if one looks at 1999 and 


2000, being the years preceding the closure of the unit, and which should have been used to 


judge the productivity of the unit to prompt the decision to close it, a different picture 


emerges.  


 


During 1999 the unit consisted of 13 members, 549 cases were registered at the stations of 


which the unit investigated 32.60%, which meant that each detective received an average of 


14 cases for the year, and fewer than two cases per month. The criteria in this regard are 10 


cases per detective per month. Only 14 cases were sent to court for the year, which represents 


an 8% cases to court rate, which in turn is considerably less than the 14.9% for the whole 


area. Again no single explanation can be provided for this figure. Thirteen cases were found 


guilty.  


 


In 2000 the number of detectives decreased to 6, who received 192 of the 547 cases 


registered in the units’ jurisdiction area for investigation. This is 3 % more than the previous 


year. It meant that in spite of the fact that they lost more than 50% of their members, they 


received more dockets for the year to investigate. The average number of dockets received 
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per investigator per month is 2.6 dockets, almost twice that of the previous year and they sent 


33 cases to court, as well as securing 35 convictions. The success rate went up from 16% the 


previous year, to 80% for 2000. 


 


The unit closed during 2001 and although table 2.13 shows the number of detectives to be 6 


members, they were only 2 members for a large part of the year, working as a task team to 


address the really serious cases. They received 63 (11.25%) of the 560 cases of the stations in 


their area of jurisdiction for investigation. Of these, 22 cases were sent to court and 


convictions were secured in 25 cases, (Yearly review method). The two members received 


2,6 dockets per member per month on average. 


 


During the next year, only 230 cases were reported in the jurisdiction area, of which the two 


members received 62 cases, which represents 27% of the cases reported. They managed to 


send an even higher number of cases, 26 compared to the 22 of the previous year to court, 


with 19 convictions.  In 2003 they received 69 cases or 14% of the cases reported in the area 


of jurisdiction. The number of cases registered almost doubled from the previous year.  


 


The dockets investigated by the two members of the task team were perused and the 


“individual case tracking” method was used to determine the effectiveness of the task team. 


 


2.7.3.2   Kuruman district (Postmasburg Stock Theft Unit) 


 


 The Postmasburg Stock Theft Unit received on average, fewer stock theft cases for their area 


of jurisdiction in comparison to the number of cases received in the Kimberley Stock Theft 


Unit’s jurisdiction area. For the period from 1994/1995 to 2003/2004 (ten years), the 


Postmasburg area received an average of 348 cases per year, which is 170 cases fewer per 


year than the average number of cases of 518 cases received by the Kimberley area, (Figure 


2.19).  


 


The Postmasburg Stock Theft Unit investigated more of the stock theft cases registered in 


their jurisdiction area than the Kimberley unit. They   investigated an average of 43% of all 


cases received in their jurisdiction area, compared to the average of 22% for the Kimberley 
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unit for the period 1999 to 2004, as depicted in Table 2.14.  The difference was less 


distinctive in the two years before the closure of the Kimberley unit, with a difference of 8% 


during 1999 and 10% during 2000.  


 


The Postmasburg unit had 2 more detectives attached to their unit during 1999 than 


Kimberley; during 2000 they each had 6 detectives, but in 2001, Postmasburg had one fewer 


detective. For the rest of the period, Kimberley had 2 members on a task team basis, whilst 


Postmasburg had 4 members. A number of reasons can be found for the difference in 


percentage of cases received. The Kimberley area registered more cases than Postmasburg, 


but the workload of a detective only allows a certain number of dockets per month to be 


investigated, resulting in a more selective approach in which dockets must be investigated by 


the unit. Secondly, the type of dockets to be investigated by a Stock Theft Unit as described 


above, limits the number of dockets, as cases such as pot slaughter cases would have been 


investigated by the stations themselves. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







85 
 


Table 2.14. Production sheet of the investigation of stock theft in the Kuruman District  
Kuruman district CAS 8.5.5.6.4  Table 2.14     


Postmasburg Stock Theft Unit 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 


Cases reported  331 368 418 203 353 348 


% cases received for investigation 40.79 45.38 44.26 71.92 49.29 41.09 


Received at start of each month 


Cases received for investigation  135 167 185 146 174 143 


Enquiry dockets received 298 238 173 231 201 54 


Closed at end of month 


Cases closed  149 135 156 138 173 168 


Enquiry dockets closed 258 296 134 237 213 74 


On hand at start of each month 


Cases  797 807 840 1117 1165 828 


Enquiries 611 611 296 493 423 87 


On hand at end of each month 


Cases  727 948 998 1257 1342 999 


Enquiries 525 907 430 730 636 161 


Average number of IO's 15 6 5 4 4 4 


Dockets per IO 27.13 71.83 58.00 93.75 96.50 60.50 


To Court 13 23 51 13 44 7 


Guilty 19 19 32 33 33 30 


% success 91.58 87.75 135 105.5 9.67 67.5 


Solved 35 42 92 22 68 10 


Low solve rate 4.1 4 5.8 1.7 4.87 0.95 


High Solve rate 39.3 40.44 40 26.55 41.55 10 


Closed 


Withdrawn 8 8 7 2 17 1 


Unfounded 14 11 4 7 7 2 


Undetected 93 88 93 75 93 99 


To Court 34 28 52 54 56 66 


Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 


Period of time dockets are investigated 


1 month 454 477 387 423 520 259 


2 months 167 275 226 217 149 162 


3 months 86 175 127 183 161 134 


3 + months 417 492 397 789 758 395 


Source: CAS, SAPS  


 


It is not possible at this stage to distinguish the number of such cases per area, as the crime 


codes do not indicate it as such. Thirdly, the fact that Kimberley, for the latter part of the 


period, had fewer detectives to investigate these cases than Postmasburg, also impacted 


negatively on the ability to take on more dockets for investigation.  
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On the other hand, Postmasburg although they were not closed down, went through a bare 


patch with their numbers reduced to only 4 members during 2002 to 2004.   


 


2.8. Fear of crime 


 


The high rate of crime has caused many people in South Africa to feel insecure or bitter. 


Several surveys underline the fact that public perception about personal safety and the ability 


of government to provide safety is very negative, and that trust has deteriorated since 1994 


(Sekhonyane and Louw, 2002:14). Du Plessis and Louw (2005a:428) urge that although 


South Africa has performed well during the past 10 years, the challenge now is to deal with 


the increasingly negative public perceptions of safety and security. They propose that 


renewed efforts should be made to tackle the social and developmental factors that are 


beyond the scope of the police and the courts. 


 


Fear of crime can lead to many things, like the trust in the SAPS and the criminal justice 


system deteriorating, or, alternatively in vigilantism. According to Sekhonyane and Louw 


(2002:14), opinion polls conducted by the Human Sciences Research Council (HSRC), show 


that whereas seventy-three percent of people in South Africa felt safe in 1994, this percentage 


has decreased to forty-three percent in 1998. It is also significant that only 9 percent of South 


Africans believed that government was in full control of the crime situation, whereas nearly 


half (49%), said Asome@ control and 35 % believed that the government was not in control. 


Sekhonyane and Louw (2002:15) indicate that people support violent collective action against 


criminals, because they believe that the police and courts are performing poorly, and because 


they feel unsafe. 


 


In an article in Beeld AOm te oorleef@ (2004:11) by Steenkamp, she reported on the fact that 


voters are more concerned about crime than houses, water or even employment. She discussed 


the findings of research conducted by the Washington Post, the Henry J. Kaiser Family 


Foundation and the Harvard University on the feelings of the community in South Africa after 


10 years of democracy. Of the 2961 respondents, 74% indicated that they were not satisfied 


with the way that government handled crime, the majority had trust in the police (38 % much 
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trust and 25 % some trust), whilst 19 % had no trust. Sixty-three percent felt that they were 


unsafe in their homes and 34 % had been victims of crime.  


 


According to an ISS study, as quoted by Steenkamp, the fact that more policemen are on the 


streets does not necessarily change perceptions on safety and security. This is based on the 


fact that in spite of the second highest rate of policemen per population (1:350) in the country 


in Gauteng,   46 % respondents in the area (Gauteng) still felt that the police do not deliver a 


good service.  


 


Even though crime has decreased or stabilized, more South Africans feel unsafe and 53% 


believe crime has increased. The answer to addressing this perception of crime lies in 


community policing. It is significant that the respondents have indicated that crime has 


changed their lives during the past 10 years. Up to 48 % avoids certain places, 41 % has 


erected walls or fences around their properties, 34 % has bought a dog, 9 % has obtained a 


firearm and 9 % has hired a private security firm to guard their lives and property 


(Steenkamp,2004:11). 


 


Mistry (2004:19), in her study, found that although there has been a drop in crime levels since 


1998, the levels of public insecurity have risen. She compared national victim surveys for 


1998 and 2003.  More than one fifth (22.9%), of all South Africans had been the victims of 


crime, which is slightly less than in 1998 (24.5%), a drop of 1.6%. This trend is, with the 


exception of housebreaking, true of most other crimes. Stock theft decreased dramatically, 


especially if one takes into account that it was one of the top seven most prevalent crimes in 


the 1998 survey.  In spite of this Agood news@, South Africans feel less safe than in 1998. In 


2003, 85% of all South Africans said they felt safe walking alone in their area during   


daytime, while only 23% felt safe walking alone at night. The percentage feeling safe at night 


during the 2003 survey is higher than that recorded in other victim surveys she studied during 


the time, but it still is significantly less than in other developing countries. In South Africa it 


is 23%, compared to the average in African countries of 60%, 56% in Latin American 


countries and 55% in Asian countries. 


  


The SAPS and the Justice Department have tried to improve the conviction rate by 
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establishing specialized investigation units to investigate particular types of crime. In 2001, as 


many as 503 specialized units were established in the SAPS. In January 2000 it was 


announced that about 7000 detectives previously based at these specialized units were going 


to be redeployed to station level. The reasons given by SAPS   were the alleged poor 


performance of these units and the fact that stations were to be boosted with these specialized 


detectives. In most cases the effect of the closure of these units on the community was not 


easily measurable, but with the closure of the Stock Theft Units it resulted in many 


complaints from the farming community.  


 


Community policing is important, as it strengthens the partnership between the police and the 


community to address crime. Crime prevention is not the responsibility of SAPS only, but 


also of every citizen in South Africa. Crime must be addressed   collectively to address and 


avoid issues like fear of crime and the public losing trust in the SAPS.  


 


Community policing is only in a developing stage, but is here to stay. Unfortunately not 


everyone has bought into this concept, even though community policing is enshrined in the 


Constitution of the Republic of South Africa.  The SAPS has adopted the concept of sector 


policing and this will certainly enhance community policing. It appears as if it is working in 


the West Rand of South Africa. The role of the CPF in the SAPS in community policing must 


not be under-estimated, as it has not realized its full potential as yet. The SAPS is moving in 


the right direction, but more must be done to get the communities involved to address issues 


like fear of crime and to restore the trust in the police. In this regard, Du Plessis and Louw 


(2005a:429) argue that the increase of recorded crime in South Africa can most likely be the 


result of increased reporting to the SAPS. They base this on the premise that with the greater 


legitimacy of the justice system in general, and with the emphasis on community policing and 


service delivery, it is to be expected that an increase in reporting (since 1994) is to be 


expected. 


 


2.9 Summary 


 


In this chapter the result of crime, the responsibility to investigate crime, the establishment of 


the SAPS, the extent of stock theft as well as the investigation of stock theft was discussed. 
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Reference was made to the situation in other countries as well as South Africa as a whole, to 


compare with the situation in the Diamondfield Area; and especially with the areas serviced 


by the STUs in Kimberley and Postmasburg respectively.  


 


The agricultural activities in the Northern Cape were discussed in detail to determine the role 


that the STU’s play in the economy of the Northern Cape. The dynamics behind the closure 


of the STU’s were discussed by comparing the levels of the investigation of stock theft on 


national, provincial, area (Diamondfield) and the two jurisdiction areas of the STU in 


Kimberley and Postmasburg. Lastly the result of the fear of crime was discussed. 
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Chapter 3 


 


A strategy for policing stock theft 
3.1 Introduction 


 


Community policing is an important concept and a type of policing that is used in most 


countries nowadays. Although many definitions exist, it is not easy to list all the activities 


that can be classified as community policing.  


 


Community policing has existed in one form or another for many years, but it is only in the 


last decade that it was accepted as the primary policing method in South Africa. In this study 


community policing will be discussed, not only from a historical perspective, but also in 


relation to the different actions that constitute community policing, as well as the results of 


crime on the community, like the fear of crime and lack of trust in the police that can lead to 


actions like vigilantism. Specific reference will also be made to sector policing. One of the 


actions constituting community policing that is not usually discussed, namely crime 


detection, is also included in this study.  


 


3.2  Community Policing  


 


Community policing is clearly defined in Chapter 1, paragraph 1.5.5.2 and that definition is 


used throughout the following discussion that will focus on the historical development of 


policing; policy framework; concepts relating to community policing; actions that constitute 


crime prevention; crime detection as a tool in crime prevention, and structures that the SAPS 


uses to police stock theft.  


 


3.2.1 Historical development 


 


 The philosophy of community orientated policing can be traced to the formation of 


professional policing in the nineteenth century and the ways in which the police mandate was 


established and legitimated (Peak & Glensor, 1996:372). 
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The British based their policing on the concept that effective policing is only possible with 


the consent of the community and as such, the concept of community policing is not new and 


can be traced back to the 18th Century. What changed is the fact that community as a concept 


is now consciously linked to policing.  In Britain this has happened during the mid-1970’s 


when John Alderson, a chief constable, published a book titled “Policing Freedom”, and for 


the first time set out a coherent philosophy and set of strategies for a community orientated 


approach (Peak & Glensor, 1996:372).  


 


The foot patrols in Britain is the classic manifestation of community policing, as community 


surveys in that time indicated that it was clearly what most people wanted. In most 


democracies, community policing is currently the preferred policing style. Peak and Glensor 


(1996:366) state that community policing is the “dominant reform model” of policing in 


Canada and America. The reasons are that traditional police systems failed, police budgets 


could not be sustained for traditional police systems, and that community policing addresses 


the fears of the community and the police alike.  


 


 This statement is supported by Fox, Van Wyk & Fourie who provide the names of countries 


using community policing, namely America (1999:163) Canada (1999:170), Barangay in the 


Philippines (1999:171), as well as England (1999:172). Friedman names the Metropolitan 


Police in London (1992:84), Australia (1992:86), Canada (1992: 108), Ireland, Italy, Holland, 


Spain, Hungary and Venezuela (1992:91) as police forces and countries where community 


policing was implemented.   


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







Fox et al. (1998:72) depict the South African Policing styles since 1913 as follows in Table 


3.1:  


 


Table 3.1 South African policing styles since 1913  


Approximate 


dates 


Styles Characteristics 


1800 till 1910 Frontier Policing Style Consists of various armed forces, each with own identity. 


Absence of uniform procedure and regulations. 


Power is split between various groupings. 


1910 till 1960 Military Policing Style Unification of several forces. 


Fragmented along ethnic lines. 


Uniform policies and regulations that guide authoritarianism and 


centralization of power. 


Military ranks. 


1960 till 1990 Securocratic Policing 


Style 


Although unified, specialist branches dominate. 


Uniform policies and regulations that are adapted to fit the “cause”. 


Intelligence community manipulates government organizations. 


1990 till ± 2000 Transformational 


policing 


One police service. 


Transformation policies dictate. 


Rules and regulations are discarded or adapted. 


Human rights are introduced. 


Politicians and technocrats dominate. 


±2000 and 


onwards 


Community policing Police on local government level. 


Value driven. 


Decentralization of power. 


Culture of human rights. 


Source: Fox et al. (1998:72)   


 


In South Africa, one of the first instances where the concept of community policing surfaced 


was with the establishment of neighbourhood watches during the 1980s. This was however, 


not a true reflection of the concept of community policing, as the majority of South Africans 


were excluded from the process. The neighbourhood watch system was mainly implemented 


in the traditional white areas and as a result, the so-called black and coloured townships were 


neglected and excluded from the process. The first time that this concept was embraced by 


the South African Police as the prescribed approach, style or methodology for policing in the 


democratic South Africa, is found in the Interim Constitution, Act 200 of 1993.  In Section 


221 (1) and (2) the Interim Constitution orders that an Act of Parliament must provide for the 


establishment of community-police forums (CPF=s) in respect of police stations.  


The functions of such forums are inter alia: 
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• the promotion of the accountability of the Service to local communities and co-


operation of communities with the Service; 


• the monitoring of the effectiveness and efficiency of the Service; 


• advising the Service regarding local policing priorities; 


• the evaluation of the provision of visible policing services, including: 


• the provision, siting and staffing of police stations; 


• the reception and processing of complaints and charges; 


• the provision of protective services at gatherings; 


• the patrolling of residential and business areas; and 


• the prosecution of offenders; and 


• requesting enquiries into policing matters in the locality concerned.   


 


This is the first time in South Africa that democratic civilian oversight was allowed and even 


promoted by placing special emphasis on the community setting priorities with the police, 


and monitoring and evaluating the police. This suggests that the community now has a greater 


influence in policing matters than in any other previous model, and even in many other 


community policing models. This can clearly be seen in the Constitution of the Republic of 


South Africa, Act 108 of 1996, where provision was also made for civilian oversight in police 


activities. At first this role of the community was overemphasized to the extent that they 


interfered with the day-to-day management of the SAPS. This situation improved as roles 


were clarified, and communities informed about what was required from them. From the side 


of SAPS, one initially often found distrust and a reluctance to work with the community. This 


has improved over the years as the research of Pelser et al. (2002:25) shows. 


 


One of the ways to ensure the implementation of community policing in South Africa is the 


concept of sector policing, in which a police station precinct is divided into more manageable 


sectors where close liaison takes place with the community in an endeavour to address crime 


(Ndlalose, 2004:40). Ndlalose alludes to the fact that sector policing was mentioned 


specifically in the budget speech of the Minister of Safety and Liaison in June 2001, and as 


such is an indication of the importance of sector policing. In Sector Policing (SP), all role 


players in a sector are involved in identifying the particular safety and security needs of the 


specific sector, to address the root causes of crime and collectively develop the capabilities to 
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find effective solutions for local crime issues. As Ndlalose correctly states, this implies a 


more decentralized and personal approach to policing at neighbourhood level, in which the 


community plays an important role.  


 


3.2.2 Policy framework 


 


It is important to remember that during the pre-democratic era, the main problem with police-


community relations was that the majority in our country did not trust the police, and 


therefore one of the challenges at the time was to restore confidence in the police. Mistry 


(1997:1) describes policing before 1994 as rules-based, which manifested as a militaristic 


style that was reactive or incident driven. This resulted in a lack of transparency, which in 


turn meant that the beneficiaries of policing questioned the credibility of the police at the 


time. At the time, before the transition to a democratic society, the police force was 


associated with abuses of human rights, Mistry (1997:2) states that the government decided 


that community policing was the vehicle to restructure the police and move away from rules-


based policing.  The political motivation for community policing was one of accountability. 


Pelser et al (2002:22) state that the police were legitimized by the fact that public oversight 


was enhanced with a special emphasis on the enhancement of interaction, consultation and 


accountability at police station level. 


 


This emphasis on accountability was clearly visible with the publication of the new 


government=s first formal policy statement on safety and security in 1994, in which special 


emphasis was placed on the democratic control of the police service and community 


involvement in safety and security issues (Pelser et al., 2002:22).  


 


The principles of the community policing concept as prescribed in the Interim Constitution, 


Act 200 of 1993, were later included in the South African Police Service Act of 1995   


(hereafter referred to as the Act), which formally established a civilian Secretariat for Safety 


and Security with oversight and monitoring functions. It also provided for the creation of the 


Independent Complaints Directorate (ICD), as envisaged in the Interim Constitution. For the 


first time this Act formally established and formalized the functioning of the Community 


Policing Forums (CPF=s) (Mistry, 1997:2). It made provision for the police to liaise with 
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communities and for them to have a say in how they want to be policed.  Pelser et al. 


(2002:22) reason that this constitutes the first shift in the focus for CPF=s.  The reason for this 


shift is that whereas the Interim Constitution only emphasized the oversight functions for the 


CPF=s, the Act established the CPF=s with liaison and communication functions. The Act 


prescribed that they should enable improved police-community liaison, focused on 


facilitating improved problem-solving and promoting greater co-operation and police 


transparency and, through this, local accountability. 


 


Warren states that “the concept community is used in its holistic connection in order to 


indicate a collective or compound unit of people bonded together within a legally defined 


geographical area by certain symbols of association, having in common certain broad ways of 


living, and members of which share one with the other” (1965: 2). 


 


The three key responsibilities of the CPF=s, according to the South African Police Service Act 


of 1995, are: 


 


A(i)  The improvement of police-community relations; the oversight of policing at local 


level; and 


(ii) the mobilization of the community to take joint responsibility in the fight against 


crime.@ 


 


In the draft national policy document for community policing, the goals of community 


policing are described as follows:  “the main objective of community policing is to establish 


and maintain an active partnership between the police and the public through which crime, its 


causes and other safety-related issues can jointly be determined and appropriate solutions 


designed and implemented” (Mistry, 1997:2).   


 


The South African experience with the CPF’s during the first phase of community policing 


forums, ranged from situations where the community, with their newfound power, 


overemphasized their oversight roles and abused the CPF for own gain, to situations where 


the police in turn, saw this new development as a threat to their independence and their 


function as law enforcers. In the experience of this researcher it happened many a time during 
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those first years when both the community, as well as members of the South African Police 


Service had to be educated regarding their roles and responsibilities, according to the South 


African Police Services Act. 


 


In 1994, the Gauteng Community Policing Project was launched to assess various issues, of 


which one was what they understood by “community policing”, (Mistry, 1997:4). Most of the 


police members interviewed indicated that they thought it meant that the community must 


help them to prevent crime. It seemed at the time as if the CPF’s were merely tolerated by 


SAPS members, because they were prescribed as such in the laws of our country; and that 


members of the South African Police Service did not use this concept to get the assistance of 


the community in fighting crime. CPF’s were seen as the responsibility of the responsible 


police member, and not as partners in fighting crime.  


 


Pelser et al. (2002: 39) indicate that research has shown that 54 percent of station SAPS 


members and 57 percent of Area SAPS members indicated that not enough was done to 


ensure the effective implementation of the CPF policy. On the side of the community, 68 


percent (station CPF) and 64 percent (area CPF) indicated that not enough was done in this 


regard.  


 


The most common reasons cited for this negative view were: 


 


• Aa lack of personnel and physical resources; 


• a lack of support from supervisory structures; 


• the view of the SAPS that community policing is the function only of the Community 


Police Officer; and  


• a lack of general community participation.@   


 


In the National Victims Survey 2003, it was also found that the participation in and 


understanding of the CPF’s by the community were low. Of those respondents who indicated 


that they knew about the CPF’s, only 51% knew about a forum in their area, whilst 23% (one 


fifth) indicated that they had attended a meeting. This differs from the 2001 survey where 


fewer respondents, only 35% indicated that a CPF was active in their area. At that time more 
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respondents indicated that they participated in the structure   The respondents in the 2003 


National Victims of Crime Survey indicated the likelihood of a CPF in their area as rural 


areas most likely with 53%, urban areas 52% , farming 46%. The lowest was metros with 


41% (Burton et al, 2004: 71).   
   


In May 1996, South Africa’s National Crime Prevention Strategy (NCPS) was adopted and 


approved by parliament. It defined crime as a multi-dimensional social issue, rather than a 


one-dimensional security issue. For the first time it was acknowledged that the state could not 


deal with crime alone. It advocated: 


• improving public responsibility for reducing the high levels of crime through 


maximizing public participation in crime reduction initiatives ; 


• a multi-departmental approach to the prevention of crime; 


• the idea of a partnership between government departments, the private sector and the 


non-governmental organizations (NGO=s). 


 


The sheer magnitude of the contents of the NCPS meant that conceptualizing the NCPS and 


implementing it, constituted two totally different concepts. It was vague on who was 


responsible for what and where the funding would come from. In later years these issues were 


addressed and some of the concepts can be seen to bear fruit. A good example of this is the 


Automated Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS), which automated the whole fingerprint 


system used by the SAPS.          


 


In 1997 a manual on community policing entitled Policy Framework and Guidelines was 


issued by the Department of Safety and Security. This was the first recorded manual of this 


nature and heralds a new era in community policing in South Africa. (South Africa, Dept. of 


Safety and Security, 1997:1). According to Pelser et al. (2002:24), “the policy articulated a 


shift in the priorities from ensuring oversight and accountability to improving service delivery 


and encouraging participatory or partnership approaches to crime reduction@.  


 


According to them, certain policy shifts had a marked effect on the community policing 


policies of South Africa namely: 


 







98 
 


• A An initial emphasis from 1993 to 1995 on oversight of the police, characterized by 


explicit monitoring and evaluation functions for the CPF’s. 


• From 1995 to 1997, an emphasis on building relationships between the police and the 


community, characterized by a focus on liaison and communication functions for the 


CPF’s. 


• In 1997, a clearer shift in the publication of the Departmental Policy on Community 


Policing, which, building on the key elements of the National Crime Prevention 


Strategy (NCPS), emphasized the establishment of problem solving partnerships to 


help improve police services and assist in reducing crime. In 1998, the White Paper 


on Safety and Security directed the CPF=s towards community mobilization against 


crime and other social crime prevention functions@. 


 


After 2000 no clear indications were given in policy documents on the role of the CPF=s. In 


the interim regulations for Police Communities Forums that were published in May 2001, not 


much was said specifically about the strategic direction for the CPF's and as Pelser et al 


(2002:26) state, it even seems as if a concerted effort was made to avoid addressing issues 


like state support for the CPF's in accordance with Section 239 of the Constitution of the 


Republic of South Africa. 


 


The problem in the South African Police Service with the concept of community policing is 


the fact that, instead of embracing this concept or philosophy, most police members consider 


it as something that must be done or implemented by other departments or members. 


Members of crime prevention will think, for example, that the person responsible for 


coordinating CPF activities on station level is the only one responsible for community 


policing, instead of understanding the fact that this is a totally new approach to policing as a 


whole, in which everyone has to play a part to ensure success. A good example of this can be 


found in the research that was done by Pelser et al. (2002:32), in which one of the findings 


was that although the Community Policy Framework and Guidelines were used in training 


members and was work-shopped throughout the country, not many members had a firm grasp 


of the concepts used in the document. It is also an indictment of the implementation of the 


policy that most CPF members indicated that they did not adhere to the goals as set out in the 
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policy document. To be fair, one must remember that some CPF members were somewhat out 


of their depth and did not receive proper training in this regard.  


 


Mistry (1997:5) warns that one should remember that crime prevention is only one of the 


components of community policing. She also indicates that few of the respondents 


interviewed to assess the implementation of community policing in Gauteng were aware that 


community policing meant a new policing style, consisting of a problem-solving orientation, 


transparency and accountability. 


 


The elements of community policing were taught to the new police recruits in South Africa 


for the first time in 1995. When they were evaluated afterwards, it was found that the concept 


and practice of community policing was not yet entrenched, nor accepted by all. The trainees 


indicated that they had difficulty to put the theory of community policing into practice 


(Mistry, 1997:7).  


 


It is alarming to note that in a survey conducted by PriceWaterhouseCoopers for SAPS in the 


Northern Cape in February 2004 (2004:39), two-thirds of the community did not know if a 


CPF existed. This correlates with another question in the survey in which the respondents 


indicated that the public is not involved in the combating of crime. 


 


According to Mistry (1997:8), the fact that most police stations in Gauteng have a CPF, is not 


necessarily an indication that community policing is successful, nor are crime statistics an 


accurate tool to evaluate its success or failure. One should rather measure it in terms of the 


efficiency and effectiveness of the SAPS. 


 


On the whole however, the CPF's are a success story, because regardless of all the problems 


that were experienced, the South African Police Service is now more acceptable to the 


community than before, and issues that were extremely relevant before are now seldom 


mentioned. The significant difference in this regard, in the experience of the researcher, is the 


individuals involved. It is the experience of this researcher that in those instances where the 


relationship between the CPF and station management is good, it usually follows that 


community policing relations are also good. 
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Another significant development in policing was the admission that crime prevention is not 


the sole responsibility of the South African Police Service alone, nor is the South African 


Police Service able to prevent and combat crime effectively on its own. In the White Paper on 


Safety and Security that was published in 1989, it is stated clearly that the involvement of 


communities and community policing form the nucleus of effective law enforcement. In this 


document the principle of public involvement and responsibility in crime prevention was 


accepted, but more importantly, the responsibility of other state departments was also 


recognized. Crime is usually the result of other underlying social issues and rectifying those 


are the responsibility of other state departments. In the past, for example, the SAPS arrested 


street children if and when they transgressed the laws, but they were powerless to remove 


them from the street. This was something that should have been done by the Department of 


Social Services, but because they did not succeed in this, street children are more and more 


involved in crime. This is one of the most significant changes in policy in crime prevention 


and will hopefully bear fruit in time to come. 


 


Du Plessis and Louw (2005a:428), in their review of crime and crime prevention in the last 


10 years in South Africa, argue that the criminal justice system in South Africa has done well 


during the period. According to them, many new policies and legislation in the criminal 


justice sector were produced. They state that the NCPS, although recognizing the social and 


developmental causes of crime and the need to involve more government departments and 


civil society partnerships, were not successful to address the problem. The strategy has lost 


momentum as a result of public and political pressure to deliver decisive, short-term 


solutions.       


 


It must be stressed that although many of the surveys had indicated that most South Africans 


have a poor perception of the ability of government to curb crime, vigilantism is still not 


practised, nor even supported by most South Africans. 


 


One of the organizations, Mapogo-a-Mathamaga (hereafter called Mapogo), does not fall 


precisely within the definition of a vigilante group. It has become a formal organization with 


an established client base which pays for their services, namely the arrest and punishment of 
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alleged criminals and the deterrent effect that these activities are intended to ensure. The 


official website of Mapogo-a-Mathamaga (Maphogo A Amathamaga [online], available on 


the internet at: http://www.mapogo.co.za/ (5 March 2006)), does not provide much 


information, but claims that the organisation was established as a result of the dissatisfaction 


of the general public with the justice system. They claim that the matter will be dealt with in a 


traditional African way; that no time will be wasted in court, nor will there be acquittals due 


to technicalities. The perpetrator “… will immediately be dealt with on a traditional way to an 


extent that they will become exemplary citizens serving an integral part in our community”. 


This organization boasts membership of all races and can be found both in urban and rural 


areas. 


 


Sekhonyane and Louw (2002:28) state that A the organization: 


! is the largest and most active established vigilante group in South Africa 


! has both an urban and rural base with membership in at least five provinces 


! has support from members across race and class divisions, and 


! has paid up members and operates like a private security company with price 


flexibility that allows it to serve the poor and the wealthy@. 


 


One of the reasons given for the fact that Mapogo is so popular, is that in the Northern 


Province where Mapogo originated, the people struggled to gain access to the police and the 


courts because of a number of reasons. The limited policing resources, as well as issues like 


the demographics, high crime levels and negative perceptions led to an environment 


conducive to vigilantism. 


 


When the study by Sekhonyane and Louw (2002: 37-38) was conducted, Mapogo was only 


operational in five provinces,  namely the Northern Province, Mpumalanga, Gauteng, North 


West and the Free State. Since then it has also started to operate in the Northern Cape. 


According to the official website, they claim to have branches throughout the country, but no 


further information is available (Maphogo A Amathamaga [online] available on the internet 


at: http://www.mapogo.co.za/ (5 March 2006)).  


 



http://www.mapogo.co.za/

http://www.mapogo.co.za/
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Numerous reasons are given for the support of Mapogo. It is, for example not obliged to 


abide to laws that bind the SAPS. They can torture and extract information from suspects and 


ensure swift retribution and /or recovery of stolen goods. The fear of violent attacks amongst 


farmers, as well as the increase in incidents of stock theft has lead to desperate measures, 


such as joining the Mapogo, also in the Diamondfield Area. The fact that the Commando 


system is being disbanded added to this feeling of distrust, and encouraged farmers to join 


Mapogo, as indicated in the research conducted by this researcher.  


 


In the Northern Cape, the organized farming structures support the CPF structures which 


constitute the correct way of addressing all security issues, but it is found that more and more 


individual farmers join Mapogo. To reduce the levels of vigilante activities, the functioning 


of the criminal justice system as a whole needs to be improved, with a higher conviction rate, 


more effective service delivery to the public and enacting laws that are tough on offenders. 


The public has to assist the police and courts through crime prevention partnerships. There 


must be a formal justice system that works and more importantly, one that is seen to work. It 


appears as if many of the complaints of followers of vigilante groups like Mapogo, namely 


that many criminals are acquitted because of  problems with police investigations, or 


problems at the court, are based on a lack of understanding of the procedures of the justice 


process (Sekonyane and Louw 2002:52). 


 


It must be stressed that if the community as a whole participated in community policing 


projects and organizations, most, if not all of these wrong perceptions would be rectified. 


 


It is imperative that all the different structures in which communities can participate in 


community policing function correctly, or people will resort to vigilante groups or 


organizations. The CPF is a good example: if it functions as expected, the community can 


utilize it to ensure that their policing needs are addressed and that the SAPS is accountable for 


the services expected from them. The structures to ensure community involvement do exist, 


some by law and others through agreement, but unfortunately only a small percentage of the 


community makes use of them. 
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3.2.3. Concepts related to community policing 


 


Over the years different concepts were identified whenever the concept of community-


policing was discussed. There is a common theme of community orientated policing and 


problem solving in most of these concepts, although different names were given to them. 


 


3.2.3.1   COPPS or “community orientated policing and problem solving”  


 


 Peak and Glensor (1996:68) use the concept of COPPS or A community orientated policing 


and problem solving@.  This concept appears to be identical or similar to the sector policing 


principle currently in use in the SAPS.  The basis of COPPS is the building of partnerships to 


reduce crime and the fear it generates. Peak and Glensor also warn that it is not a mere police-


community relations program, but rather a genuine partnership with the community to 


address crime control. It is not only important to reduce crime, but also to reduce the fear of 


crime. In this regard, Peak and Glensor (1996:68) state that early research has shown that 


community policing is especially successful in combating the public’s fear of crime.  


 


This approach addresses property crime as well as petty crimes, and inspires confidence in 


people that the police are taking their mission seriously. It also reduces the formless fears 


associated with neighbourhood decay. In this regard the rejuvenation in the inner city of 


Johannesburg is a good example, where increased police presence helped to restore 


confidence, as well as encouraged investments (Louw, et al. 1998:21). It also happens that 


community police officers would do more to address problems, when other local departments 


shrug off their responsibility. It happened time and again in the Donkerhoek Sector Policing 


Pilot Project in Galeshewe that the sector manager had to intervene and liaise between the 


community and the local government about problems like street lights, as the dark streets 


presented an ideal situation to commit crime. This was a genuine concern for the community 


of Donkerhoek, as the dark streets were conducive for crime, as was conveyed to the 


researcher during a meeting of the Sector Safety Forum of Donkerhoek in Galeshewe.  


 


Another important issue in this regard is the fact that fear of crime manifests itself in different 


types of responses; like distrust in the police and their ability to address crime and retaliation 
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by taking the law into their own hands. It is therefore an important responsibility of the 


community policing officer to address the fear of crime.   


 


3.2.3.2   Community Orientated Policing (COP) 


 


The police in Sacramento, California use the concept of Community Orientated Policing 


(COP) (Peak and Glensor, 1996:74), and divide it into Problem Orientated Policing (POP) 


and Neighbourhood Police Officers (NPO). This is also in line with the way the South 


African Police Service approaches community policing, although the SAPS call the officer a 


sector manager. It is clear when one studies the different writers on this concept of 


community policing that one theme is clearly evident throughout, namely that community 


policing is not simply implementing sector policing, or foot patrols or sector policing offices, 


but it means a change in the perspective of the police officer on the street. It is rather the case 


that the emphasis is on problem solving, rather than on fighting crime. 


 


Peak and Glensor (1996: 75) describe the Community Police Officer’s day to include the 


following: 


• “Operating neighbourhood substations 


• Meeting with community groups 


• Analyzing and solving neighbourhood problems 


• Working with citizens on crime prevention programs 


• Conducting door-to-door surveys of residents 


• Talking with students in schools 


• Meeting with local merchants 


• Making security checks of businesses 


• Dealing with disorderly people.”  


  


The above list of duties correlates closely with that of the sector manager in the SAPS. The 


principles in all the above concepts stay, to a large extent, the same throughout, although the 


names given to them differ. 


 


 







105 
 


3.2.3.3   Sector Policing 


 


The concept of sector policing is new in the SAPS and combines a lot of different strategies 


as well as enhancing some of them. The National Commissioner of the SAPS issued a Draft 


National Instruction on sector policing in December 2003.  The concept of sector policing can 


be traced back as far as the early 1970s, as only one of the many procedures attempted by 


American Police to address policing problems (Steinberg, 2004:3).  He indicates that during 


that time police leaders, as well as scholars, attempted to go back to basics to answer the 


question what the police must do to address crime. The result of this exercise was numerous 


policing innovations which he divides into four categories: “1) hotspot or targeted patrolling, 


2) controlling risk factors, 3) problem-orientated policing (POP), and 4) community policing 


(COP)”. 


 


According to Steinberg (2004:3), sector policing is a composite of many components with 


COP and POP at the core, but which also includes targeted patrolling and risk factor 


identification. Steinberg (2004:3) states that the way sector policing is implemented is 


affected and shaped by the host policing culture. As a result, sector policing in South Africa 


was affected by the fact that South African policing had a strong, active national centre, but 


had uneven policing on the ground. This culminated in the SAPS relying on high density, 


high visibility, and paramilitary policing operations. The SAPS hailed sector policing as a 


method to restore grassroots policing. This means that whilst the traditional response from the 


SAPS on a sudden increase of theft out of vehicles was to do patrols and conduct roadblocks 


in the area, the sector policing method will rather concentrate on identifying the physical and 


social environment which caused the hotspot to emerge. The assumption is that police 


members who have a detailed and intimate knowledge of the local circumstances are best 


equipped to identify and solve problems (Steinberg, 2005: 29). 


 


Steinberg researched the effectiveness of sector policing in the West Rand, South Africa, and 


found that their interpretation of sector policing differed somewhat from other places. Firstly 


the manner in which it was introduced was both risky and ambitious, as each police station 


was stripped of its centralized capacity. This meant that all the traditional units within the 


stations were disbanded and the members divided into the different sectors. There was no 
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longer a detective unit or a crime prevention unit, but rather detectives and crime prevention 


officials in a sector. 


 


In the sector policing concept, a station precinct is divided into different sectors and each 


sector is then allocated resources whose primary function is to address crime in that specific 


sector. Uniform members doing shift duties and who will mainly be responsible to attend to 


complaints will, for example, only be deployed in that sector. The same is true of crime 


prevention members and detectives, as well as crime intelligence members.  


 


The reason behind this is that the community and SAPS members will learn to trust each 


other and work closely together. This also means that the CPF will have a sub-forum in each 


sector which will work closely with the specific sector managers and members. For this 


reason, it is prescribed that a Sector Crime Forum (SCF) must be formed which purpose is a 


regular meeting of all role players in the sector community with the sector manager. Crime 


problems in the specific sector are discussed and the root causes thereof addressed. The role 


players are defined as CPF and sub-forums, NGO’s, local councils and authorities, business-, 


church-, and sport leaders, security companies, etc. These role-players’ main responsibilities 


are to mobilize and organize the community to establish the SCF in each sector, which will 


then serve as a platform to address safety and security needs in a specific sector, (Huisamen, 


2002:12).     


 


If one compares the routine work of the Community Police Officer noted above with that of 


the Sector Police Official=s, it is almost the same. It includes the following (Ndlalose, 


2004:41): 


• attending complaints reported on the radio, 


• the sector manager liaising with the community on a daily basis, 


• sector forum meetings, 


• giving information to the community, 


• identifying hot spots and 


• planning operational and observational duties. 
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The challenge for sector policing, as in all community policing models, lies in the 


involvement of the community. In the case of sector policing, the SAPS still lacks strong 


community support. Sector Policing has already proved itself in the area of better service 


delivery, as service has improved, response time is better, police are more visible, the 


community notices that something positive is happening and it=s only a matter of time until 


we see more community involvement and support  (Ndlalose, 2004:41). 


 


This is reiterated by Kempsen (2004:43), who stresses that feedback to the community is of 


the utmost importance and can be done through media reports, news letters and meetings. The 


needs of each sector will differ, as the profile of the sector and the type of problems in each 


sector will also differ. As such, the role players and solutions, as well as actions taken to 


resolve them will also differ. A sector in the CBD of a big city will have different needs than 


a sector in a rural area. 


 


3.2.3.4   Community Police Forum (CPF) 


 


Much has already been said about the CPF’s, especially about the policies regulating a CPF, 


as well as the development of the CPF structures through the past years. It is the 


responsibility of every station commissioner to establish a CPF in his station area. The station 


can have more than one sub-forum of the CPF to serve a specific part of the station area, or 


even a particular interest. Examples of this are a sub-forum for the business community, or 


the schools, or the liquor traders etc.  


In addition to this, each policing area, like the Diamondfield Area, is obliged to have an Area 


Board of the CPF. This structure is duplicated on provincial and national level with a 


Provincial Board and a National Board.    


 


3.2.4 Actions that constitute crime prevention 


 


As crime is the result of the interaction between predisposing and  precipitating factors, any 


action to either remove the desire to commit crime, or the belief that there is an opportunity to 


commit crime, can be perceived to be crime prevention ( Van Heerden, 1984:158). He 


correctly states that crime prevention not only constitutes the minimizing of predispositions 
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but also, in an operational sense, includes deterrence by creating one or the other obstacle to 


deter the criminal. He also distinguishes between common and direct deterrence. According 


to him, common deterrence is focused on the prevention of crime in the community at large, 


by improving the possibility that the criminal will be traced, convicted and punished. This 


will mean that an effective detective service assists indirectly in crime prevention.  


 


Direct deterrence includes the following: 


• presence of a police official 


• security guards 


• locks 


• obstacles 


• electronic alarms and other technological devices. 


 


In most instances, crime prevention consists of direct deterrence, like police presence through 


actions such as foot patrols, but that does not limit the importance of the role of the detective 


and the courts to play their part in crime prevention. 


 


Geldenhuys (2004: 49) analyzes the definition of the Guardian Committee for Crime 


Prevention, which has developed an operational definition for crime prevention in the SAPS. 


He explains that any action that includes the following constitutes crime prevention: 


 


• “all policing and community activities- including any joint intervention, initiative or 


technique between the community and police. 


• aimed at preventing or reducing - ensuring that crime does not happen at all or is 


visibly reduced to an obvious level. 


• predisposing and precipitating factors - refer to any existing condition (s) that may 


lead to or cause a criminal act@. 


 


According to Geldenhuys (2004: 50), tertiary crime prevention deals with actual offenders 


and begins the moment the crime is committed. It relies, amongst other things, on A...the 


effectiveness of the criminal investigation, the arrest of the suspect and the presentation of 


evidence to a criminal court”. 
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3.2.5 Crime detection as a tool in crime prevention 


 


 Crime detection, as one of the methods of preventing crime, is not often discussed in studies 


and most writers only mention it in passing. As mentioned before, the detective has an 


important role to play in crime prevention. Not only does the detective deter would-be 


criminals if cases are successfully investigated and perpetrators brought to justice, but in the 


case of the Stock Theft Unit, the detective plays the role of a community policing officer as 


well. They visit the farms on a continuous basis and liaise with the farmers, their unions and 


organizations as well as with the CPF’s, and they also prevent crime by ensuring compliance 


to rules and acts intended to ensure that it is more difficult to steal livestock; such as the Act 


that all stock should be branded, or that stock cannot be transported without the prescribed 


documents. In many instances the members of the Stock Theft Units also man roadblocks, 


etc. 


 


In Chapter 2 above, the mandate of the STU with regards to investigation was discussed at 


length, but according to National Instruction 2/1999, the duties of the STU include other 


activities like: 


• “conducting organized stock theft operations; 


• liaising and co-operating with the police forces of neighbouring countries concerning 


matters relating to stock theft; 


• attending stock auctions for the investigation purposes and to ensure compliance with 


relevant legislation; 


• in the performance of its functions, visiting farms, butcheries, abattoirs, traders in 


hides, pounds and stock speculators. 


• undertaking border patrols in order to identify routes used by stock thieves; 


• performing organized surveillance where trends in stock theft has been determined; 


• establishing and maintaining Stock Theft Information Centres; 


• co-operating and liaising with the Department of Agriculture concerning the 


enforcement of relevant legislation and investigating crimes in terms thereof; 


• tracing owners of stray and found stock which are reported to the Service; 


• attending and addressing, on invitation farm watch meetings, stock committees in 


residential areas, farmers’ association meetings; and District Agricultural Unions. 
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• gathering information and assisting in the evaluation thereof for investigation 


purposes; “(SAPS: 1999). 


 


In circular 3/1/5/1/28, dated 2004-07-22 (2004:2), it is stated that the activities of the STU 


currently consist  of 70% crime prevention activities and only 30% crime investigation, whilst 


the ideal is the reverse of the current situation, 70% investigation and 30% crime prevention. 


In this circular the following activities are classified as crime prevention:  visits tolive stock 


auctions, butcheries ,speculators, abattoirs, tuck shops (where meat is sold), funeral parlours, 


feedlots, live stock pounds, pension pay points, patrols, both international and internally in 


South Africa, operations, both international and internally in South Africa, tasking Crime 


Intelligence, stray animals, road blocks, import and export of animals, animal produce and 


genetic material, dealers in skin and hides, persons released or on parole, and community 


grounds. 


 


This proposed change does not necessarily mean that the STU should conduct fewer crime 


prevention actions, as it is impossible to separate crime prevention actions from crime 


investigation. It rather means that more emphasis should be placed on the investigation of 


crime. To do this, the STU will have to play a bigger role in coordinating stock theft issues, 


both within the SAPS and in the community. 


 


3.2.6  The Scanning, Analysis, Response, Assessment Model (SARA)  


 


SARA, (Scanning Analysis Response Assessment Model) is a problem solving model 


frequently used by law enforcement (Crime Preventions..., 2004). This model began with the 


work of Herman Goldstein, a law professor from the University of Wisconsin. In the late 


1970s he suggested to the police departments that they shift their attention from concentrating 


on issues like number of arrests (inward), to impacting on crime, fear and disorder (outward), 


(Module Three…, 2005) 


 


The difference between these two approaches was that in the first the number of arrests made 


at a drug location was used as an indication of success, whilst under the second approach one 


would measure the effectiveness of the strategies implemented to shut down the operation. 
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All strategies are assessed by how effectively the dealing in drugs is stopped.  This model 


was used to identify solutions for the current problem in this research. 


 


Problem solving is an integral component of the philosophy of community policing. This 


problem - solving approach is a methodical process for reducing the impact of crime and 


disorder problems in a community. When one evaluates the different concepts of community 


policing mentioned above, problem solving and cooperation with the community is a 


common denominator throughout. 


 


There are four components to the SARA model. Each of them is equally important. They are: 


 


• Scanning. This involves the identification of a cluster of similar, related or recurring 


incidents through a preliminary review of information, and then to select the crime or 


disorder problem out of all the competing priorities to examine it later. Two or more incidents 


similar in one or more ways constitute a crime, fear or disorder problem in a community 


(Module Three…, 2005). One must look for patterns or persistent problems in the community 


in order to focus all efforts on the solving thereof. In order to identify the crime- or other 


problems, many sources can be utilized. The observations of the police official dealing with 


the community are  important, but other sources can be used as well, like:  


• “Citizens surveys 


• Community meetings 


• Individual conversations with citizens 


• Community forums on crime problems 


• Conversations with workers from other city agencies 


• Information/data from other city agencies 


• Complaints(citizen and officer) 


• Crime analysis 


• Conversations with command staff, supervisors and detectives 


• Review of hot-spot data by location/crime/callers 


• Conversations with dispatchers 


• Review of information in police records 


• Information from staff and police and local government research and planning 
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divisions 


• Information from national groups. Organizations and associations 


• Federal and state government 


• The media” (Module Three…, 2005).  


 


In Lewisham, a London borough, street robberies were common. It was thought that the 


rising youth crime was the reason for this. They utilised the SARA problem solving 


methodology and linked spatial and temporal analysis into the design of crime reduction 


initiatives (Proving the SARA…, 2005). 


 


• Analysis. This entails the use of many sources of information to determine firstly, 


why a problem is occurring; secondly, who is responsible and who is affected; thirdly, where 


the problem is located; fourthly, when it occurs; and lastly, what form the problem takes. 


This analysis requires one to identify patterns to explain the conditions that trigger the crime 


or disorder problem. The information used can differ from crime pattern- and crime trend 


analysis, interviews, surveys etc. Analysis is the most difficult step in the process (Module 


Three…, 2005), which is also skipped by many people using the method as they rush to 


develop a timely solution. It is a very important component, as one has to understand the 


problem before even trying to develop a solution for it.  Patterns of incidents require a 


thorough analysis before trying to solve a problem. If one skips or rushes through this part of 


the SARA model one will not be successful; as the solutions will be based on guess work, not 


facts.  


 


In Gainesville, Florida (Module Three…, 2005), they experienced a rise in convenience store 


robberies. In this case the police focused their attention on the identification of those factors 


that made the stores attractive to robbers. In addition, they looked at other places where the 


police have successfully dealt with such robberies. In the analysis stage they looked at 


information of the previous 5 years and found the following: 


 


• “There were 47 convenience stores in Gainesville. 


• Of the 47, 45 had been robbed at least once. 


• Some had been robbed as many as 14 times. 
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• An average of 72 convenience store robberies occurred each year. 


• Fifty percent of all business robberies were of convenience stores. 


• Seventy-five percent of the convenience store robberies took place between 7 p.m. 


and 5 p.m. 


• In 92 percent of the robberies, only one clerk was present. 


• In 85 percent of the robberies, the robber waited until the clerk was alone before 


striking.” (Module Three…, 2005). 


 


Other sources and cities were consulted and one interesting development in Ohio was found 


to be applicable. There ordinances were adopted to rule the training of clerks, the fact that 


minimal cash should be kept on hand, drop safes, clear view of counters from the outside as 


well as adequate lighting in the stores’ parking lots. 


 


 


In Lewisham, London, (Proving the SARA…, 2005), surveys conducted with residents and 


shopkeepers, indicated an increase in street crime and particularly in the town centre area, as 


well as in the transport hubs in town. They formed a project group with an administrator, a 


data analyst, and representatives from both the police and the local government. The survey 


indicated that especially the elderly felt less safe in the CBD than in any other place in the 


borough and in particular when travelling on buses and trains to and from the town centre. 


They also indicated that crime was more prevalent during late afternoon and evenings. The 


CBD businesses experienced a fall in business later in the day and they alleged that it was the 


result of fewer elderly people in the town centre during the late afternoon because of their 


fear of crime, as well as the increasing numbers of young people in the streets. 


 


The group discussed and looked at issues like: 


• “Data from the local education authority on school exclusions and juvenile offenders, 


• school children routes to and from schools, 


• data from police on recorded street crime, victim, offender and stolen goods 


information, 


• data from a study of the CCTV  in town centres, 


• data from the Transport Police, 
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• qualitative data from social services dealing with the elderly to try and identify some 


individual experiences and perceptions” (Proving the SARA…, 2005). 


 


Different techniques can be utilized during the analysis phase. In Lewisham, for example 


(Proving the SARA…, 2005), they utilized different spatial techniques. At first they used GIS 


(Geographical Information System) to mark the study area, based on the crime distribution 


and the analysis of crime hot spots. Later they added additional data like crime, offender data, 


etcetera. 


 


• Response. After identifying the most important findings of the problem analysis phase, 


the response must be focused on at least two of the following: (1) preventing future 


occurrences by deflecting offenders; (2) protecting likely victims; or (3) making crime 


locations less conducive to problem behaviours. It is important to note that the responses 


must be designed to have not only a long-term impact on the problem, but also that they do 


not require a commitment of police time and resources that is not sustainable over the long-


term. To be effective, it is important that solutions should have an impact on at least 2 sides 


of the crime triangle. (Module Three…, 2005). The example used in this instance is that if 


one only concentrates on the offender side of the crime triangle, new offenders will in all 


probability just replace the old ones. Another approach to stay clear from, is to apply 


solutions developed in other communities to similar problems. It is important to utilize this 


problem solving model for long term solutions. 


 


In the example of Gainesville mentioned above (Module Three…, 2005), the response was 


that they required that two clerks had to be on duty during late-night hours, these clerks had 


to go through a specified training course, they were to keep only the minimum cash on hand, 


drops safes were to be installed and the counters were to be in clear view from the outside and 


the parking lots had to be well lit. (Module Three…, 2005). 


 


This phase is the most important one, as it entails doing something about the problem after 


analyzing it. If the problem was correctly identified and analyzed, it will not be so difficult to 


identify and develop a response. If one can again refer to the Lewisham model (Proving the 


SARA…, 2005), they propose that the following procedure should be adhered to: 
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• Brainstorming- as many strategies and interventions as possible should be 


identified. 


• Prioritize them in terms of the applicability and chance of success. 


• Draw up an implementation plan with key personnel and delivery timescales. 


• A SWOT analysis should be conducted of each proposed intervention or 


strategy.  


• Assessment. It is important to determine what impact the responses had on the 


identified crime/disorder problem. To do this, information must be collected from various 


sources before and after implementing the responses. It is imperative that assessment be 


considered during the analysis stage, as it is at that stage that baseline data must be collected 


to be able to determine whether the intervention made any impact on crime. If, for example, 


one looks at street crime in the central business district of a city as the problem, and the 


solution for this was decided to be the installation of CCTV, one must compare the crime 


trends in that area before and after installation to determine whether it had an impact on the 


crime, or not. 


One can use both quantitative and qualitative measures to measure the impact (Module 


Three…, 2005). The specific measures used will differ from problem to problem. It can be a 


reduction in crime, fewer complaints, an improvement in response time, increased customer 


satisfaction, etcetera.  


In the example of Gainesville, a six- month study indicated a 65 percent decrease in such 


robberies in a year on year comparison. This increased to a 70 percent decrease in a one-year 


study (Module Three…, 2005). 


 


In the first part of this chapter crime prevention was discussed, with special emphasis placed 


on community policing and the fact that it entails a problem solving approach. It is also 


important not only to look at traditional ways of combating crime, but to include other, less 


known means, like crime detection. The Stock Theft Units are not traditionally seen as 


preventing crime as their core business, yet when one looks at their mandate; most of their 


tasks can be classified as crime prevention. 
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The SARA model should be utilised to address stock theft in the area, because it is a problem 


solving model utilising all resources and role-players to find a solution that is viable for the 


specific problem. 


 


The latter part of this chapter relates to the different structures currently in place, both within 


the SAPS, or used by them to address crime. This is important as these structures are legally 


mandated by government to address crime and will expedite the process of problem solving.   


 


3.3 Structures utilized by the South African Police Service for policing stock theft 


 


There are many structures available to the SAPS to police crime, including stock theft. It is 


important to note these structures, as they greatly assist the SAPS to address the issue of stock 


theft on a broader platform and more comprehensively than in the past. In the following 


paragraphs those structures that are instituted by law or policy are discussed. 


 


3.3.1 The Joint Operational and Intelligence Structure (JOINTS) 


 


The National Operational Coordinating Committee (NOCOC) coordinates the SAPS and 


South African National Defence Force (SANDF) activities at national level (Schönteich, 


2000:19). In February 1997, the South African Agricultural Union (SAAU) requested that the 


escalating attacks on farms should be addressed. A task team was then established to address 


rural protection. A plan, known as the Rural Protection Plan, was drawn up with the aim to 


encourage all role-players involved in rural safety to work together in a coordinated manner 


in order to do joint planning (Schönteich, 2000:19). 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







The National Operational Coordinating Mechanism structure is as follows: 


 


Figure 3.1: National Operational Coordinating Mechanism Structure  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Source: (Schönteich, 2000:20)  


 


Every one of the abovementioned committees has a so-called priority committee. These 


priority committees vary with regard to the issue that needs to be addressed. Such committees 


vary from gang violence, taxi violence to rural protection which is relevant to this study. The 


rural protection priority committees were added in October 1998 and were responsible to 


draw up the Rural Protection Plan (Schönteich, 2000:20).  


 


In 1997, according to Circular 3/5/2/294 of 2003 (par 2), the structure was changed as a result 


of important developments. Some of these are the establishment of the National Security 


Council (NSC) and the six (6) clusters at Cabinet and Director General level. The important 


cluster for this study is the Justice, Crime Prevention and Security (JCPS) cluster. The 


Cabinet approved a Joint Operational and Intelligence Structure (JOINTS) to act as the 


operational arm of both the NSC and the JCPS. The functions of the two structures differed 


somewhat from those of the NOCOC. Firstly, the JOINTS served fourteen departments 


compared to the 5 of the NOCOC.  Secondly it also serves the NSC. 


 


The operational coordinating structure of the JOINTS is as follows” 


• National JOINTS (JOINTS) 


• Provincial JOINTS (PROVJOINTS) 
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Area JOINTTS (AREAJJOINTS) • 


Local JOINNTS (LOCJOOINTS) (Soource: Circuular 3/5/2/2994 of 2003 (par 2)). • 


  


In aa graphical hhierarchy thhe structure  can be deppicted as follows: 


 


Figuure 3.2. Thee hierarchy of the JOINNTS 
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According to Schönteich (2000:20) there were 186 commando units consisting of 82 000 


members, left in 2000. They were called the Territorial Reserve Force System and covered 


98% of the area of South Africa. 


 


The commando structure is as follows: 


 


Figure 3.3: The Commando Structure  


 
Source Schönteich (2000:21)  


 


Schönteich (2000:21) distinguishes between three types of commando structures. The first 


category, the “area bound” reaction force commando, consists of people who live in towns 


and cities. They can be called up in the event of an emergency. In such an event they are 


provided with arms and uniforms which must be returned at the completion of duty. They are 


paid for the hours that they work and are trained jointly with police reservists to conduct 


patrols, execute roadblocks, do follow-up operations, as well as cordon and search operations 


and farm visits. 


 


The second category, the so-called Home and Hearth protection reaction force commando, is 


staffed mainly by farmers, smallholders and their employees. Their main task is to assist other 


farmers or smallholders in their respective districts in the event of an attack on a farm or 


smallholding. They then take the necessary action until the members of the first group arrive 


on the scene. 
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The third group, the Home and Hearth protection force commando, is also staffed by farmers, 


smallholders and their employees. They are not called up, but their responsibility is to protect 


themselves in the event of an attack. They are issued with a rifle if they do not own one. 


 


This has since changed with the closure of the Commandos with the so-called SANDF exit, 


SAPS entry model, in which the SAPS has to take over the role previously executed by the 


Commandos. Currently the commandos may only be deployed in rural safety matters, or in 


special circumstances where there are intelligence driven operations. 


   


3.3.3 The Stock Theft Information Centre (STIC) 


 


In the SAPS the following Stock Theft Forums exist: 


   


Figure 3.4: Stock Theft Forum Structure  


  
Source: SAPS National Instruction 2/1999:8  


 


The National Stock Theft Committee was established on 1 December 1995, to deal with all 


national issues pertaining to stock theft which cannot be resolved by the lower committees, or 


which need the intervention of any department represented on the National Stock Theft 


Committee only.  
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The following departments and/or institutions are represented on the committee: 


 


Figure 3.5: The Government Departments represented on the National Stock Theft 


Committee:  


 
Source: SAPS National Instruction 2/1999:8  
 


On provincial level, the PSTC was established at every province to deal with the issues that 


the local level cannot resolve. The local structure is called a STIC (Stock Theft Information 


Centre), which is a discussion forum between local stock owners and the Stock Theft Units 


(STU). The STIC’s must be established on request of the stock owners in the jurisdiction area 


of a specific STU, to enable the community or stock owners to make a positive and real 


contribution to effectively police stock theft. They may only be established to discuss stock 


theft related issues and can even be an informal discussion forum. 


 


According to the National Instruction (1999: 8), the function of the STIC is to motivate stock 


owners to become involved in the prevention of stock theft and to increase their own security 


measures by collecting and passing on information about stock theft, suspects and crime 


trends in their respective areas, and to receive such information from STU members. The 


terminology used in the National Instruction is not “farmer” but “stock owner”, which implies 


all owners of stock can participate.   


 


In National Instruction 2/1999 (1999:14), it is prescribed that the STU’s must engage in other 


discussion forums during the year. This includes one for the STU commanders, one during or 


after provincial or national operations, and lastly, one for STU’s and neighbouring countries. 
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The STU commanders serving areas bordering neighbouring countries, like the Diamondfield 


Area bordering with Botswana, must meet at least 4 times per annum with their counterparts 


to discuss cross-border stock theft.   


 


3.3.4 African policing structures 


 


 The SAPS is involved in the development of policies and strategies to address stock theft 


across national borders on the African continent. Two of the most important structures in this 


regard are the Eastern Africa Police Chiefs Cooperation Organization Conference (EAPCCO) 


and the Southern African Regional Conference on Stock Theft (SARPCCO Countries). The 


Chiefs of Police for the Eastern Africa Region meet regularly to address mutual policing 


matters of concern. One of the issues that is addressed regularly on the Southern African 


Regional Conference on Stock Theft (SARPCCO Countries) which is a meeting of Southern 


African countries, is that of stock theft, and especially cross border stock theft. One of the 


aims of the conference is to address crime and again stock theft is a standing point on the 


agenda. The importance thereof is the fact that cross border stock theft is increasing, and it is 


important that these crimes are policed aggressively. 


 


3.3.5 Reservists  


 


The reservist system in the police is an old and well-established system in which trained 


volunteers are used to perform some police functions. The main difference between this 


system and that of the commandos is that the reservist is not paid. A reservist is defined as “a 


member of the community who performs policing duties or activities for the SAPS on a 


voluntary basis without being paid for those services, (How to become a reservist…, 2005). 


 


The reservist corps is divided into the following 4 categories: 


• Category A Reservists: Functional Policing. 


• Category B Reservists: Support Services. 


• Category C Reservists: Specialized Functional Policing. 


• Category D Reservists: Rural and Urban Sector Policing.  
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The category of reservists that is important for the purposes of this study is the category D 


reservists who are used for rural and urban sector policing. The SAPS utilise them to: 


• “carry out operational duties as part of sector policing in urban and rural areas in a 


specific sector or in specified areas as determined by their commanders;  


• may wear uniform, depending on their duties; and  


• are trained in the aspects of sector policing and/or functional policing that apply to 


their duties. Additional training is needed if they are involved in sector policing or 


functional operations” (How to become a reservist…, 2005).  


Reservists are used extensively in the SAPS and they even recommend in their manual for 


sector policing that at least two reservists should be recruited to assist the sector commander 


(Topic: Sector policing…, 2005).  


The new National Instruction on the South African Reserve Police states that a reservist 


appointed in Category D: Rural Safety Policing 


• “must perform duties excluding specialized functional duties, in operational facets of 


policing related to sector policing in urban and rural areas at station level; 


• may wear uniform;  


• must be trained in the aspects of functional policing that relate to his/her duties;  


• may, in accordance with Regulation 5 of the Regulations, be called up by the National 


Commissioner or a provincial commissioner to report for duty at a place on a date and 


time determined by the National Commissioner or provincial commissioner and to 


perform duties related to sector policing in urban and rural areas at such places and for 


such periods as may be determined by the National Commissioner or the provincial 


commissioner concerned;  


• is exempted from the usual selection requirements relating to academic qualifications 


and psychometric tests; 


• may only perform his/her duties in areas specified by the commander concerned; 


• must report for duty in a manner prescribed by the commander; 


• must be utilized for sector policing as determined at intervals by the National 


Commissioner or his/her delegate; 
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• may be transferred to any other category if he/she complies with all the requirements 


for the specific category and has undergone or is willing to undergo the required 


training for that category; and 


• may not, without the written permission of the National Commissioner, perform 


general operational duties for the Special Task Force, Protection Services, a national 


key point, an airport or any intervention unit” (Rural Safety Farm Attacks…, 2005). 


As discussed before in Chapter two, crime on farms, which includes stock theft and attacks 


on farms, is a contentious issue. The closure of the commandos is also a very emotional issue, 


and as such the utilization of especially the category D reservists in rural safety policing, is 


very important to address stock theft. The SANDF-exit and the SAPS-entry strategy are 


supposed to address the replacement of commando members with reservists to address rural 


safety. Unfortunately the process is not yet concluded and in some cases has not even started 


yet, but there is a clear indication that the reservists will play an important role within the 


sector policing policy to address rural safety and combat crime.  


3.4 Summary 


In this chapter a strategy to police stock theft was discussed. The different relevant 


community policing concepts, as well as those actions that constitute crime prevention with 


special reference to detection of crime as a tool in crime prevention was referred to. The 


SARA model was used to develop a strategy. 


The different structures that exist to assist in policing stock theft was discussed briefly as it 


can be used effectively in any strategy to prevent stock theft. In the next chapter the findings 


of the research will be presented, whilst chapter 5 will deal with the interpretation of the 


findings. 
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Chapter 4 


 


Presentation of the findings 
 


4.1 Introduction 


  


 In Chapter 2 the dynamics of the closure of the STU’s was discussed. This was followed in 


Chapter 3 with a discussion on a strategy for policing stock theft. The Chapter includes 


concepts such as community policing, actions which constitute crime prevention and 


emphasises the fact that crime detection is also a tool in crime prevention. The structures used 


by SAPS to address stock theft were referred to and lastly the results of crime were reviewed. 


In this chapter the findings of the questionnaires, the results of the focus group interviews, 


and the analysis of dockets and results of individual interviews with role players are 


discussed.  


 


4.2 The findings from the questionnaires 


  


 Questionnaires were sent out to 150 respondents and a total of 94 were received back. This 


questionnaire consists of 6 sections. These sections in turn deal with background information 


about the respondent (section A), experience of stock theft (section B), crime prevention 


measures (section C) and experience of the SAPS in the investigation of stock theft since the 


closure of the STU’s (section D) by stations, whilst the experience of stock theft 


investigations by STU is discussed in section E. The last section, namely section F, deals with 


the experience of the CPF. A total of 42 questions were posed, but because two questions had 


sub-sections, there were 60 questions in total. Thirty-four were closed questions and 26 were 


open ended questions. The questionnaire is attached as annexure A. 


 


  In the following any reference to “the SAPS” means the station personnel and the STU 


relates to duties conducted by the Stock Theft Unit. It is an important distinction, as the 


relevant station is responsible to respond to or investigate all crime in the station precinct, 


whilst the STU is based at Area level and is responsible to respond to and investigate only 


certain types of crimes in their area of responsibility, which includes up to 13 stations. The 







discussion on the results of the questionnaires will be dealt with per question that was posed 


in the questionnaire.  


 


4.2.1 Background of respondent and contextualisation of stock theft (Section A) 


 


 In this part of the questionnaire 11 questions were posed which were intended to determine 


whether the respondent was the owner of the farm; the type of farming on the farm, the 


number of years that the respondent has been farming, whether the respondent resides on the 


farm or not, membership of a farmers’ union and the police station used by the respondent. 


Lastly the respondents’ perception of the occurrence of stock theft was tested. 


 


4.2.1.1   Ownership of farm, farming type and farming experience of the respondent 


 


 Are you the owner of the farm? (Question 1) 


  


 The majority of respondents; 83 % (or 78) indicated that they were the owners of the farms, 


whilst 5.3% (5) indicated that they were not. Unfortunately 11, 7% (11) did not respond. 


  


Figure 4.1. Answer to the question “ Are you the ownership of the farm?”. 


Yes 83.0% 78


No 5.3% 5


Did not respond 11.7% 11


 
 What is the main type of farming on the farm? (Question 2)  


  


 The majority of respondents breed cattle (33.6%) and sheep (30.4%), with game and goat 


farming the other two significant farming types.  
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 Figure 4.2 Answer to the question “What is the main type of farming on the farm?” 


 


Goats 19.2% 41


Sheep 30.4% 65


Cattle 33.6% 72


Game 9.8% 21


Other 7.0% 15


 
 If you indicated “other”, indicate what it is. (Question 3) 


  


 The classification “other” used by the respondents to indicate their farming types represents 


irrigation (41.2%),poultry 17.6%, horses (11.8%) and nature conservation, goats, ostrich, pig 


and corn farming with 5.9% each. 


  


 Figure 4.3 Answer to the question “Define “other” type of farming.” 


 


Goats 19.2% 41


Sheep 30.4% 65


Cattle 33.6% 72 Game 9.8% 21


Other 7.0% 15


Type of Farming


Corn 5.9% 1


Ostrich 5.9% 1


poultry 17.6% 3


Nature conservation area 5.9% 1


Horses 11.8% 2


Goats 5.9% 1


Irrigation 41.2% 7


Pigs 5.9% 1


Other type of farming
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 The first chart indicates the main type of farming, whilst the second indicates either the 


second type of farming or the main type, not provided for in the questionnaire. 


 


 How long has the respondent been farming? (Question 4) 


  


 The majority of respondents (86.4%) have more than 6 years’ experience of farming, 9.1% 


has between 3 to 5 years experience and only 4.5% has less that 2 years’ experience. 


  


 Figure 4.4 Answer to the question “How long has the respondent been farming?” 


1-2 years 4.5% 4


3-5 Years 9.1% 8


6 years > 86.4% 76


 
 Do you reside on the farm or not? (Question 5) 


  


 More than 78% of the respondents reside permanently on the farm, with almost 13% not 


residing there permanently, and 8.5% that did not respond to this question.  


  


 Figure 4.5 Answer to the question “Do you reside on the farm or not?” 


  


Yes 78.7% 74


No 12.8% 12


Did not respond 8.5% 8
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4.2.1.2   Membership to farmers’ union 


 


This question was posed to determine how many of the respondents were affiliated to the 


farmers’ unions. Most of the questionnaires were distributed through the organised farmers’ 


organisations and as such it is to be expected that most should be affiliated to one.    


  


 Do you belong to a farmers’ union? (Question 6) 


  


 The majority, (69.1%), of the respondents indicated that they belonged to a farmers’ union, 


but a significant number (19.1%), indicated that they did not belong to a farmers’ union. This 


relative high percentage of respondents not belonging to a farmers’ union correlates with the 


interview with the focus group in paragraph 4.3 below.  Again a significant number of 


respondents, (11.7%), did not respond to this question. 


   


 Figure 4.6 Answer to the question “Do you belong to a farmers’ union?” 


Yes 69.1% 65


Did not respond 11.7% 11


No 19.1% 18


  
 If you belong to a farmers’ union, to which one do you belong? (Question 7) 


  


 Of those respondents who indicated that they do belong to a farmers’ union, one belonged to 


the Kimberley farmers’ union, 8 each to Douglas and Postmasburg farmers’ unions, 7 to the 
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Ghaap farmers’ union, 39 to Kuruman farmers’ union with 2 belonging to NAFU (National 


African Farmers’ Union). 


 


 Figure 4.7 Answer to the question “If you belong to a farmers’ union, to which one do you 


belong?”


8 7


1


3 9


2


8


F a rm e r s  U n io n
0
5


1 0
1 5
2 0
2 5
3 0
3 5
4 0


D o u g l a s G h a a p K i m b e r l e y
K u r u m a n N A F U P o s tm a s b u rg


 
  


4.2.6.3 Farmers’ perception on service delivery by the South African Police Service –station of 


choice  


 


 The question was intended to gauge which station was used most by the respondents in order 


to make a proportional deduction about issues like service delivery etc.  


  


 Which police station do you use? (Question 8)  


  


 The respondents were requested to indicate which station they used when they had to contact 


the SAPS. This is not only for stock theft purposes. 
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 Table 4.1 Stations used by respondents 


Name of police station Number of respondents


Boetsap 5 


Campbell 9 


Daniëlskuil 5 


Delportshoop 2 


Dingleton 2 


Douglas 10 


Kathu 2 


Kimberley 10 


Koopmansfontein 1 


Kuruman 12 


Lime Acres 4 


Olifantshoek 2 


Plooysburg 1 


Postmasburg 7 


Postmasburg STU 6 


Severn 13 


Van Zylsrust 10 


Windsorton 2 


Hopetown 1 


Other 2 


Total 106 


 


 This question gave the respondents the freedom to make more than one choice and as a result 


106 stations or units were mentioned. It is interesting to note that 6 respondents indicated that 


they used the Postmasburg STU for this purpose. Campbell (where most of the NAFU 


respondents came from), Douglas, Kimberley, Kuruman, Severn and Van Zylsrust were the 


stations which 9 or more respondents used. If one adds Postmasburg station and STU, 13 


respondents used them as station of preference. This question was only intended to gauge 


which stations were used most and in which station jurisdiction the respondents were residing 
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or farming,  but the question was not as successful; as some used the STU rather than the 


station and some even used a station (Hopetown) which does not fall within the Diamondfield 


Area. It appears as if most respondents utilised the stations nearest to them, whilst others 


opted to use a station where they thought or experienced that they received better service. 


 


 The factor which decided the choice seems to be that the smaller the station, the better the 


cooperation; as Campbell, Severn and Vanzylsrust are really “small” rural stations. Another 


factor influencing the choice of station seems to be the expertise of the members at that 


particular station. Kimberley has a STU and a Farm Watch, Kuruman has members tasked 


specifically for stock theft and farm issues and Postmasburg has a STU. 


 


 It is also important to keep in mind that the questionnaires were distributed to all areas, but 


that factors like poor or good service delivery will sway respondents to complete the survey 


or not. This does not necessarily mean only service delivery from the side of the SAPS, but 


also whether they are satisfied with the farmers’ union for example.   


 


 


4.2.1.4   Farmers’ perception on the occurrence of stock theft 


  


 Question 9 determined the perception of the respondent of the occurrence of stock theft, 


regardless whether this perception is influenced by own experience, word of mouth or 


reports. 


 


 Has stock theft increased, decreased or stayed the same? (Question 9)  


  


 The majority felt that it has increased, while only 29.5% (26) perceived it to have stayed the 


same. Only 6 respondents (6.8%) though it decreased and a relative high number (14.8 %, 


13), indicated that they did not know. 


  


 There is some indication that the fact that stock was stolen from the respondents influenced 


their perception about the occurrence of stock theft. The majority of those who indicated in 


question 13 that they had been the victim of stock theft, (33), thought that stock theft had 







risen, with only 13 who thought it stayed the same, and 2 who indicated that they did not 


know. Not one of them indicated that they thought stock theft has decreased. Opposed to the 


above, those who were not victims of stock theft were more evenly divided with ten 


(25.64%), who indicated that they thought it has increased; 13 (33.33%) indicated “stayed the 


same”, 6 (15.38%), indicated a decrease and 10 or 25.64% did not know.   


  


 Figure 4.8 Answer to the question “Perception of the occurrence of stock theft.” 


 


Increased 48.9% 43


Stayed  the same 29.5% 26


Decreased 6.8% 6


Do not know 14.8% 13


 
  


 Indicate why you think so? (Question 10) 


  


 The respondents who indicated that they thought that the stock theft occurrence stayed the 


same, noted that they only occasionally heard of stock theft; that the occurrence of stock theft 


depended on the fact of how many suspects were arrested ,as it is quieter  just after an arrest; 


and on what they heard from the neighbours. 


  


 Those that indicated that they thought stock theft increased, mainly based this perception on 


the poor criminal justice system. Responses varied, from claims that “nothing happens with 


reported cases and cases are thrown out of court”, to allegations that pot slaughterers only 


receive a warning. In some instances they based their perception on own experience and 


indicated that they noted four incidents compared with no incidents the previous year, or as 


the one respondent put it “no thefts on my farm before 2002, since then 2 times, once 21 and 


then again 15 sheep were stolen and I know about 4 farmers in one area whose sheep were 
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stolen”. Another interesting reason provided by at least two respondents was that the increase 


can be attributed to the fact that there is cell phone reception in the area and that the thieves 


use this tool when they commit stock theft. 


 


 Another respondent indicated the reason for his perception that stock theft has increased was 


based on the fact that there are not many sheep and goat farmers left in his area, as they had 


switched to other types of farming, due to the stock theft problem. Another result of the 


increase in stock theft is that the one respondent indicated that he was forced to move his 


stock from the Windsorton to the Delportshoop area.     


 


4.2.1.5  Farmers’ perception on service delivery by the South African Police Service station 


of choice 


 


 Indicate whether you are satisfied with the service you received from your police (Question 


11). 


 


 The last question under the first section of the questionnaire deals with the satisfaction with 


the service from the police station. 


  


 Figure 4.9 Answer to the question “Satisfaction with service from the police station used.” 


 


Very satisfied 11.2% 1


Satisfied 42.7% 38


Do not know 16.9% 15


Not satisfied 18.0% 16


Very unsatisfied 11.2% 10
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 The majority of the respondents, (53.9%), indicated that they were satisfied with the service 


with 42.7 % “satisfied” and 11.2% “very satisfied”. Almost 30% of the respondents indicated 


that they were not satisfied with the service, with 11.2% of them “very unsatisfied”. A 


significant number of respondents, 16.9% (15), indicated that they did not know, indicating a 


huge gap in service delivery.   


  


 If one combines question 8 (Which police station do you use?) with question 11 where the 


respondent had to indicate whether he was satisfied with the service or not, the following 


stations were identified as rendering satisfactory service: Boetsap (80%), Kimberley (100%), 


Postmasburg (100%), Van Zylsrust (100%), Danielskuil (60%), Severn (54%) and Lime 


Acres (66.  


 


 In the case of Campbell (90%), Kathu (100%), Koopmansfontein (100%), Plooysburg 


(100%), Douglas (50%), Dingleton (50%) and Olifantshoek (100%), the majority of the 


respondents who used that station indicated that they were not satisfied with the service they 


received.  At many stations a relative high percentage of respondents did not know whether 


they were satisfied with the service or not. This is an indication that they either did not make 


use of the services of the station, or that they cannot make up their mind about the level of 


satisfaction on the service received from the relevant station. These stations are the following: 


Delportshoop (100%), Dingleton (50%), Kuruman (41%), Lime Acres (33%) and Douglas 


(30%). The Chi-Square was used in this test and as almost all the cells had counts of less than 


5 it is not a viable test, and the results are only an indication of whether the respondents were 


satisfied or not.       


 


 It also seems as if there is a significant relationship between the fact that a respondent belongs 


to a farmers’ union (Question 6) and his perception on service delivery from the SAPS. Of 


the 65 respondents who indicated that they belonged to a farmers’ union, 49.23% indicated 


that they were satisfied with the service of the SAPS, with 34.31% not satisfied and the rest 


who were indecisive and indicated that they did not know. One of the reasons for this can be 


the fact that there are better cooperation and information sharing between the SAPS and the 


farmers’ union and that as organisations they are part of many operations which result in 







better understanding of the situation by members, than may be the case with the non-aligned 


farmers.  


  


4.2.2 Experience of stock theft (Section B) 


 


 Section B of the Questionnaire deals with the own experience of the respondent in contrast of 


the previous section which only briefly dealt with the perception of the respondent. 


 


4.2.2.1 Farmers’ perception on service delivery by the station and the Stock Theft Unit 


with regard to stock theft related issues 


 


 Which police station or Stock Theft Unit serviced you with regard to stock theft related 


issues? (Question 12) 


  


 


 Figure 4.10 Answer to the question “Police station or unit used for stock theft purposes.”  


  


 


Boetsap 2.8% 3


Campbell 6.5% 7


Danielskuil 2.8% 3
De Ben 0.9% 1


Douglas 6.5% 7
Kimberley STU 3.7% 4


Kimberley 16.8% 18


Koopmansfontein 0.9% 1


Kuruman 14.0% 15


Lime Acres 0.9% 1


Postmasburg 12.1% 13


Postmasburg STU 13.1% 14


Severn 4.7% 5


Van Zylsrust 9.3% 10


Other  4.7% 5


 
   


  It is clear that not many of the respondents used the Kimberley STU. The reason for this is 


not clear; as it can either be due to the fact that they only investigate the more serious crimes 


or that they scaled down the cases that they investigated after the unit closed down and while 


they functioned as a task team. 
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 Postmasburg STU, on the other hand, was often used as 13 % of the respondents indicated 


that they used them. Kimberley station (16, 8% or 18 respondents) was utilised most, second 


was Kuruman with 14% (15), whilst Postmasburg station was utilised by 13 respondents 


(12%). The difference between this figure and figure 4.7 is the fact that figure 4.7 measures 


which station is used by the respondent, whilst figure 4.9 depicts the unit or station used to 


investigate stock theft cases. This means that the occurrence of stock theft will influence the 


number of respondents indicating that they used the particular station, but is not an indication 


of how many cases of stock theft were reported by the respondent. 


 


4.2.2.2 Farmers’ experience of stock theft 


 


 In this part the questions posed were intended to determine whether the respondent was the 


victim of stock theft and if he/she was, how many times and what the type of the stolen stock 


was. Other questions relate to the value of the stolen stock and the  modus operandi of the 


thieves. 


 


 Was any of your stock stolen during 2004? (Question 13) 


 


 On the question of how many respondents had stock stolen from them, the majority (51%), 


indicated that they had experienced stock theft with 41 %, who had no stock stolen. 


  


 Figure 4.11 Answer to the question “Was any stock stolen during 2004?” 
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Of those respondents who indicated that stock was stolen from them the majority, 42,9% 


(21), had one case, 28%, or 14 respondents experienced stock theft 2 to 3 times, 10,2% (5) 


experienced it 4 to 5 times with 18,4% (9) who had 6 and more experiences of stock theft. It 


is an indication that stock thieves target some farmers more than once, as almost 57% of the 


respondents had more than one experience. 


 


  How many times were stock stolen from you during 2004? (Question 14) 


 


 Figure 4.12. Answer to the question “If stock was stolen, how many times?” 
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Yes 51.1% 48


No 41.5% 39


Did not respond 7.4% 7


Was stock stolen from respondent?
1 time 42.9% 21


2-3 times 28.6% 14


4-5 times 10.2% 5
6 + times 18.4% 9


How many times?


   
  What type of stock was stolen from you? (Question 15) 


  


 If one looks at the type of stock stolen, sheep were stolen most. Sheep (47%), goats (27%) 


and cattle (15%) were stolen most, with poultry and game representing 8%. This figure is 


only an indication of what type of stock was stolen per incident and not of how many of the 


different types of stock were stolen. 


 







  


 


 


 Figure 4.13 Answer to the question “Type of stock stolen.” 


 


Cattle 14.9% 11
Sheep 47.3% 35


Goats 27.0% 20 Game 5.4% 4


Poultry 2.7% 2


Other 2.7% 2


 
 What is the value of the stolen stock? (Question 16)   


  


 In figure 4.14 below the value of stock stolen per respondent is indicated. Most (11), had a 


loss of between R501 and a R1 000, but if one adds the two values of between R5 001 and 


R10 000 (6) and R10 001 and more (7), it indicates that more incidents where stock of a 


higher value was stolen, occurred. It corresponds with figure 4.11 that more farmers had more 


than one experience of stock theft. 
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 Figure 4.14 Answer to the question “Value of stolen stock.”


 
0
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11


2
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Value of stolen stock   
  The modus operandi of the thieves (Question 17)  


  


 The question was an open-ended one in which the respondent had to indicate what his 


experience was of how thieves went about to steal the livestock. As a result, various modus 


operandi were provided. The one is not necessarily exclusive of the other. 


 


• Time of day/night. 


The question of when the stock theft took place was answered that it mostly took 


place during the night (7) and less so during the day (2). 


 


• Method of transporting the stock.   


Some only indicated the mode of transport, which varied from “on foot” (2) to 


“used vehicle” (8). 


 


• Access to the stock.  


   The respondents were very descriptive in their answers on how access was gained 


to the stock. They indicated who they thought was responsible and in 5 cases 


indicated that it was their own employees who were responsible. They further 


indicated that the stock was stolen in the “veld” (15), in camps (which could be the 
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same as in the veld) (4), and out of the kraal, 3. This is an indication that where the 


stock is near to the house of the farmer or there is continuous supervision over 


them as is the case with a kraal, the chance of stock theft will be less. The methods 


used varied a lot, from stock chased over national borders, “cut hole in fence”, 


chase stock through/over fence, poach from road and from canoe, use traps, ply 


employees with liquor, break locks of gates, stock chased to neighbour’s farms, 


used dogs to catch stock and  lifted fence up, to cutting the fence to remove the 


stock. 


 


• Actions against stock whilst on farmers land. 


The respondents indicated that in some cases the thieves left the skin and innards, in 


some cases they cut off the head and in other instances they tied the stock up and 


removed it live. The variation in methods or modus operandi indicates that there are 


a number of thieves. If it was only one person or group, the modus operandi will not 


vary much. 


 


In summary, it is clear that the majority of the respondents were victim of stock 


theft and that those who were the victim of stock theft had more than one experience 


of such a crime. Sheep were stolen most and in most cases the value of the stolen 


stock was R500 and upwards.  The issues relating to the modus operandi used by 


the thieves as identified by the respondents will definitely assist the SAPS in 


preventing crime.  


 


4.2.2.3 Farmers’ experience with regard to reporting cases to the South African Police 


Service 


 


 The questions in this part of the questionnaire were intended to determine how the 


respondents perceived the SAPS with regard to them reporting cases to the SAPS. 


 


 


 







 Did you report the case(s) to the SAPS, and if “Yes, was a case registered? (Question 18 and 


19.  


  


 The next set of questions was posed to determine whether the respondent firstly had stock 


stolen from him, secondly whether he reported it to the SAPS and lastly did they, (the SAPS), 


open a case or not. It is an important question, as many respondents as well as the focus group 


alleged that there was an increase in stock theft, but that the victim did not want to report it to 


the SAPS.  Figure 4.15 show that 51.1% of the respondents experienced theft of their stock. 


Of the 48 (51.1%) who had stock stolen, 79.6% indicated that they reported the case to the 


SAPS, but only in 83.3% (35) of the cases reported was a docket registered, (Figure 4.16).  


 


 Figure 4.15. Answer to the question “The relation between experience of stock theft and the 


reporting thereof in relation to the registering of a case docket.”


 


Yes  51.1 % 48
N o  41.5%  39


D id  no t re spo nd 7.4%  7


W as  stoc k s to len  f rom  resp o nd en t?


N o  20.4%  11


Yes  79.6 % 43


D id res po n de nt rep o rt the ft?


 
  Why was a docket not registered? (Question 20) 


 


 This question was included in order to determine the reason for dockets not registered. It was 


alleged that when the community loses trust in the police they opt not to register cases.  
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 Figure 4.16. Answer to the question “Why was a docket not registered?”  
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No 16.7% 7Yes 83.3% 35


Was a docket opened?


Too long since crime was committed 29.2% 7


SAPS cannot do anything 37.5% 9


SAPS refused 4.2% 1


I retrieved the stock myself 4.2% 1


I traced my stock myself 12.5% 3


Other 12.5% 3


Reason for not opening a docket


 
  The question why dockets were not opened was not restricted in the questionnaire to only 


those cases of stock theft that were reported to the SAPS in the previous question, but was a 


general question which resulted that more than the 7 respondents who indicated in question 


19 that a case was not opened although the theft was reported to the SAPS, responded. The 


main reason for not opening a case was that the respondents felt that SAPS could not do 


anything about it.  


 


 This can mean that there was no chance of tracing the sheep or suspects due to the time that 


had lapsed from the time of the theft to the time of discovery; or to a feeling that the SAPS is 


incompetent to do anything. In fact, 29.2% (7) indicated that no case was opened due to the 


time factor. In 4 instances the respondents indicated that they had traced and retrieved the 


stock themselves and as a result did not open a case. Only in 1 case did the SAPS refuse to 


open a case. Again it is not clear whether it was out of negligence or because they felt that no 


crime was committed. One of the reasons provided for in the questionnaire was that the 


respondent did not register a case, because the stock was not marked properly. This option 


was included, as many farmers complained in the past that the SAPS charged them for 


contravening the law by not marking their stock properly when they wanted to lay a charge of 


stock theft, instead of investigating the theft.  







144 
 


 


 Not one respondent did, however, indicate that they refrained from registering a docket out of 


fear that they would be prosecuted for not marking the stock as prescribed. This can mean 


that all stock are marked properly, or that the respondents still elected to register a case 


irrespective of them being charged for not marking the stock properly. 


 


4.2.2.4 Farmers’ perception on the culprits committing stock theft 


 


 This question was included to determine who the respondents thought was the perpetrators of 


stock theft. 


  


 Who do you think is responsible for stock theft? (Question 21) 


  


 The question who they felt was responsible for the stock theft is only touched on in question 


17, but was specifically dealt with in question 21 of the questionnaire. The majority indicated 


that it was employees, either their own (28 or 18, 5%), or those of a neighbour (25 or 16, 6%). 


Secondly 38 (25.2%), of the respondents indicated that residents from informal settlements 


were responsible, with organised syndicates in the third position with 16, 6% (25) of the 


respondents naming it as a reason. The last reason provided was that in 13 cases (8.6%), the 


respondents felt that opportunistic passers-by were responsible. Twenty-two respondents 


(14.52%) indicated that they did not know, or named other reasons. 


   


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


 Figure 4.17. Answer to the question “Why was a docket not registered?”  
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 It appears as if the perception that the respondents’ own employees are responsible for stock 


theft is not based on own experience, if one compares question 13 (was stock stolen from 


you?) with this question. There is a significant indication that it is not based on experience of 


own stock being stolen. Only 12 of the 48 respondents (25%), who had stock stolen from 


them thought it was their own employees, whilst 16 or 41.03% of the 39 respondents who 


indicated that they were not the victims of stock theft, thought stock theft was committed by 


own employees. 


 


 In the case of employees of the neighbouring farm, the trend shifted somewhat with the 


percentage of the respondents almost equally divided between the victims (29.17%), and the 


non-victims (28.21%) who thought that the neighbours’ workers were responsible. 


  


 Twenty-five of the eighty-seven respondents indicated that they thought organised crime 


syndicates were involved. There is an indication that the fact that the respondent had own 


experience of stock theft (question 13) played a role in the perception that organised 


syndicates were involved; as 31.25% of the victims and 25.64% of the non-victims indicated 


likewise. The difference is small and an explanation for this is that it may be a general 
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perception under the farmers and not one based on own experience. In the case of informal 


settlements, however, there is a significant indication that the fact that the respondent had 


own experience of stock theft influenced his perception;  as 26 of the 48 victims (54.17%) 


indicated that they thought informal settlements played a role in stock theft, compared to only 


11 of the 39 non-victims (44.83%). 


  


 Own experience clearly did not play a role in the choice of opportunists, as only 6 of the 48 


victims and 7 of the 39 non-victims indicated that they thought opportunists were responsible. 


This seems to be an indication that the majority of the respondents, victim and non-victim 


alike thought that stock theft was usually planned and not a spur of the moment crime.       


  


 Specify the culprits, whom you classified as “other” in question 21, who you think is 


responsible for the stock theft. (Question 22) 


  


  As can be seen in figure 4.17, 12 respondents’ response was “other” to the question of who 


they thought was responsible for stock theft. In question 22 they had to clarify who the 


“other” was. A single respondent indicated in each case that unemployed people, people from 


nearby town, people using the road and a neighbour were responsible. Two respondents 


indicated that their own employees were responsible, whilst 3 thought the police were 


responsible. This last response is an indication of the level of trust, or rather the lack thereof, 


in the police. The respondents who indicated this as an option indicated in question 8 that 


they used the Olifantshoek (2), and the Dingleton (1) station. It does not necessarily indicate 


that the problem is with that specific station, it can be the perception in general of that 


specific respondent. The one respondent who indicated that he made use of Postmasburg 


police station, for example, indicated in question 7 that he belonged to the Ghaap farmers’ 


union and that is in the area serviced by stations like Danielskuil, Delportshoop and Boetsap. 


 


4.2.2.5 F armers’ perceptions on reasons for victimization and extent of stock theft 


 


 This section dealt with the farmers’ perception on the question why they were the victim of 


stock theft and also what they thought the extent of stock theft was. 
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 Why do you think you are the victim of stock theft? (Question 23) 


  


 Question 23 dealt with the reason why they thought they were the victims of stock theft. 


Many reasons were provided, but they can mainly be divided into three categories. What is 


worrisome in this instance is the fact that 42 respondents did not complete this question and 


that another 9 indicated that they did not know. Added together, this represents more than 


50% of the respondents. One of the reasons for this can be the fact that not all respondents 


had stock stolen during the period, or that they were not sure why they were the victims of 


crime. Another fact to keep in mind is that the respondents were encouraged to indicate all 


reasons and in their responses they sometimes provided more than one reason for them being 


victims of stock theft. 


 


• Place where farm is situated. 


 


 Under this category is included the fact that the farm is near to a road, a town or 


informal settlement or the border with a neighbouring state. The majority, 15, 


thought that it was due to the fact that there was a road near to   where the stock 


was kept. In second place, 11indicated that it was due to the fact that the farm was 


near to a town, two respondents thought that the reason was that there was a border 


nearby. 


 


• Place where stock is kept on the farm. 


  In this category 4 respondents indicated that the stock was kept far from their 


homes. One indicated that the furthest point border of his farm is 22 kilometres 


from his house. Related to this issue is the fact that 2 respondents indicated that 


they did not live on the farm, but in the town. In both instances this indicates a 


problem with control over the stock. 


 


• Neighbours and workers. 


 







  Three respondents indicated that their neighbours played a role in them being the 


victims of stock theft. The reasons provided were the choice of the neighbour’s 


stock on the farm and his lack of control over his stock. In two instances they 


indicated that they thought that their workers were responsible.  


 


• Negligence or lack of cooperation. 


 


 One respondent indicated that his own negligence led to the theft of his stock, 


whilst 2 indicated that the police do not do enough patrols or provide assistance to 


prevent the thefts. 


 


 Of the other reasons given was the fact that stock theft is seasonal (1) and that it is an area 


problem (1). One respondent stated that the thieves do not care whose stock they steal. 


  


 Figure 4.18 Answer to the question “Reason why respondent is the victim of stock theft.” 
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  The extent of stock theft problem. (Question 24). 


  


 Question 24 dealt with how big a problem the respondent felt stock theft to be in his or her 


area. This question differs from question 9 where the perception was tested of the problem of 


stock theft in South Africa. 
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  Half of the respondents felt that stock theft was a problem, with 32.6% indicating a big 


problem and 17.4% a very big problem. On the other hand 32.6% indicated that it was not a 


problem, with 27.9% indicating “not big” and 4.7% a “very small” problem. Fifteen 


respondents, 17.4 %, indicated that they did not know. 


  


 Figure 4.19. Answer to the question “The extent of stock theft in area.” 


  


Very big 17.4% 15
Big 32.6% 28


Do Not know 17.4% 15


Not big 27.9% 24


very small 4.7% 4


 
  


 There is some indication that the fact that stock was stolen from a respondent or not 


significantly influenced his perception of the occurrence of stock theft in his immediate area. 


Of the 48 who indicated in question 13 that they were the victims of stock theft, 14 (29.17%) 


indicated “very big”, 18 (37.50%) “big”, 5 (10.42%) “do not know” and 11 (22, 92%) “not 


big”. Not one respondent indicated that they though stock theft was not a very big problem in 


the area. In contrast hereto, those respondents who were not victims of stock theft recorded a 


different trend, with  37 who indicated in question 13 that they had not been victims of stock 


theft, 1 (2.7%) indicated “very big”, 9 (24.32%) “big”, 10 (27.03%) “do not know” and 13 


(35.14%) “not big” and lastly 4 (10.81%) “not a very big problem”. 


  


 The perception of the respondent on the occurrence of stock theft in his immediate area 


influenced his decision to report the case to the SAPS (question 18). There is a significant 


indication that it prompted the respondents to report the cases more readily to the SAPS. All 


14 respondents who thought that stock theft was a very big problem reported the cases to the 


SAPS. Only 15 of the 20 who indicated that they thought it was big problem reported it, 
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whilst six of the eight who “did not know” reported it. Eight of the twelve who thought it was 


not a big problem, reported it. 


 


4.2.3 Prevention measures (Section C) 


  


 Section C of the questionnaire dealt with crime prevention measures and intended to 


determine what measures the respondents implemented to safeguard their stock. As the matter 


of  security firms was mentioned before, and due to the fact that there is a perception that the 


farmers utilize so-called vigilante groups, the questions were structured in such a way to 


determine whether the respondents used such groups or not. 


 


4.2.3.1 Safety measures used by farmers 


 


 What do you do to safeguard your stock? (Question 25) 


  


  Figure 4.20.  Answer to the question “What precautions are taken to safeguard the livestock 


and which security firms are used?” 
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Cat security
16.7%


1


Security Firm used


Dip Security
16.7%


1


 
  


 The majority of the respondents indicated that they worked with the SAPS (25.2%), with 


18.5% who indicated that they branded their stock. This last input is worrisome, as the 
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farmers are supposed to brand all stock. It can be that more do brand their stock, but that the 


other respondents simply did not think to mention it in the survey.  


  


 In order to gauge the effect of marking stock (option 1 in question 25) on the fact whether 


stock was in fact stolen from the respondent (question 13); the responses to those questions 


were compared with each other. There is some indication that marking stock played no role in 


the prevention of stock theft; as 46 of the 77 respondents who had indicated that their stock 


was marked, had stock stolen. The perception about the occurrence of stock theft in the 


immediate area of the respondents (question 9) played a significant role, as 64 of the 77 


respondents who indicated that they marked their stock, also thought that stock theft is a big 


problem in their area.   


   


 The same trend can be seen in the next option in question 25, as there seems to be some 


indication that working with the SAPS did not play a role in the prevention of stock theft; as 


19 of the 27 respondents who indicated that they work with the SAPS had stock stolen from 


them. In this choice it also seems as if the perception of the respondent that stock theft has 


increased or stayed the same in his area (question 9), influenced the decision to work with 


SAPS. Thirty -two of the 37 respondents thought that stock theft either increased or stayed 


the same, with only two who thought it went down. 


  


 Twenty-five respondents (16, 6%), indicated that they worked with the commandos with the 


same percentage (16.6%) indicating that they patrolled their farms themselves in the 


evenings.  


  


  It seems as if the effect of the respondent patrolling his own farm did not have a significant 


deterrent effect. Of the 48 respondents who indicated in question 13 that they had stock stolen 


from them, 28 or 58.33% indicated that they patrolled, compared to the nine respondents 


(23%) out of 39 who indicated that they did not have stock stolen. Twenty-eight of the 27 


who indicated that they patrolled their own farms had stock stolen from them with only 9 


who had no thefts. 


 There is an indication that membership of the commando also does not play a significant role 


in the prevention of stock theft, as eight of the 15 respondents who indicated that they 
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belonged to the commando had stock stolen from them. This is the smallest difference in the 


responses from the respondents who belonged to the commandos for this question, as eight 


had stock stolen while, 7 had no stock stolen.  


   


 Twelve (8.6%) made use of a herdsman, with 7.9% who indicated “other” as a reason. Lastly 


ten respondents indicated that they made use of a security firm. Making use of a herdsman 


seems to play no significant role, as nine of the 12 respondents who indicated that they used 


herdsman to guard the stock, had stock stolen from them. 


  


 Question 26: Which security firm do you use? 


  


 As can be seen in figure 4.20, ten respondents indicated that they utilized security firms. Of 


these, only six indicated which firm they used, with four of the six using Maphogo-a-


Mathamaga. No set trend can be found, as the respondents reside all over the Diamondfield 


Area with two each in Douglas and Olifantshoek, and Boetsap, Daniëlskuil and Severn with 


one each. The number of respondents (6) who indicated that they use Maphogo-a-Mathamaga 


(6.3%), is such a negligible number that no valid conclusion can be drawn from that. The 


only conclusion is that the majority of the respondents, who made use of a security firm, use 


Maphogo-a-Mathamaga.  


  


4.2.4 Experience of the South African Police Service (Section D) 


 


 The next part of the questionnaire, section D, dealt with the experience of the respondents of 


the SAPS in the investigation of stock theft. This section dealt only with the experience of the 


station investigation and not that of the STU’s which were dealt with in the next section, 


section E. As both sections posed the same questions for the stations and the STU’s 


respectively, the responses will be discussed and compared with each other. 


 


4.2.4.1.   Farmers’ experiences of farm visits by South African Police Service and Stock 


Theft Unit members 


 







This section deals with the question of the experience of the respondents with regards to the 


farm visits conducted by both the SAPS (station personnel) and the STU’s.   


  


 What is your experience of the SAPS (Question 27.1) and the STU (Question 28.1) with 


regards to farm visits? 


 


 Figure 4.21 Answer to the question “Comparison of the experience with farms visits, SAPS 


vs. STU.”. 
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 The question posed was what the experience of the respondent was with regards to farm visits 


by the SAPS or the STU. If one looks at figure 4.21, it is clear that the SAPS (station) was 


perceived by the respondents to have fared worse with the farm visits than the STU’s.   


 


 Although the same number of respondents, 32, in both instances, indicated that they thought 


the SAPS and the STU’s did well (good and very well), the difference is evident in the fact 


that more respondents, (32), thought the STU fared well, compared to only 21 who thought 


they performed poor, as is the case with the station where 32 indicated the station did well 


with the farm visits compared to the 49 who indicated they fared poorly.  The difference lies 


in the respondents who indicated “do not know”. In this case the majority of the respondents, 


(26), indicated such a decision (“do not know”), with regards to the STU, with only 7 in the 


case of the stations. The reason for this is the fact that the STU in the past only visited farms 
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where they were called to investigate cases of stock theft, and then only the more serious 


cases. This limits the number of respondents who would have received a visit from them. 


 


  If one compares question 8   (The police station used by the respondent) with question 27.1 


(Satisfaction of farm visits by SAPS), the majority of respondents who used the following 


stations were satisfied with the farm visits: Boetsap (80%), Danielskuil (80%), Dingleton 


(100%) and Kimberley (100%). Stations where the majority of the respondents were not 


satisfied with the service are Campbell (56%), Douglas (100%), Kathu (100%), 


Koopmansfontein (100%), Kuruman (74%), Plooysburg (100%), Severn (63%) and 


Olifantshoek (100%). The only station where the majority indicated that they did not know 


was Delportshoop (100%). Unfortunately all the cells have counts of less than five and as 


such the Chi-Square is not a valid test and as a result the statistics are only an indication of 


the level of satisfaction per station. 


 


 Question 12 deals with the station or STU that the respondents used for stock theft related 


issues. If one compares that question with question 28.1 which deals with the perception of 


respondents about the farm visits by the STU, the majority of respondents at 7 stations 


indicated that they were dissatisfied with the farm visits, versus 5 stations or units where the 


majority indicated that they were satisfied with the service. At two stations, namely 


Koopmansfontein (100%) and Douglas (57%), the majority of the respondents indicated that 


they did not know.   


  


 Motivate your response in question 27.1 (SAPS) (Question 27.2) 


  


 If one compares this section with other open ended questions in the questionnaire, like 


question 23 about the reason why the respondents were victims, a significant number of 


respondents answered this question and added a lot of detail as well. Only 26% did not 


answer the question and it appears as if the question (one way or the other) necessitated the 


respondents to respond. One can deduce that the issue is one that they feel strongly about. 


 


  Those that indicated that the SAPS performed poorly with farm visits were quite vocal. The 


comments ranged from “never”, “do not have positive results from the SAPS”. “Use Mapog 
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with good results.”, “only interested in commercial farmer’s cases” (this comment came from 


a respondent who belong to NAFU and is a small farmer) to “poor, totally unsatisfactory 


reaction and reporting of cases.” Many of the respondents indicated that the last visit was a 


long time ago. This could refer to as long as 5 years ago or to only once a year. 


  


  Other respondents who had a problem with service delivery indicated that they thought that it 


was due to “personnel shortage”, “financial constraints” or  “sometimes the vehicle is 


broken.” These comments are applicable to respondents from Severn, Postmasburg, Van 


Zylsrust, Daniëlskuil and Kuruman. It seems as if the perception of farm visits is an 


individual one, as respondents from the same area will make opposite comments with some 


praising the police and others criticising them for not doing farm visits. 


  


  On the hand, the responses from those respondents who indicated that they thought that the 


SAPS did well ranged from “they visit me quite often”, “regularly”, “gave me good service 


over the years”, “at least once a month” to “weekly”. 


  


 Many of the respondents indicated that they did receive farm visits, but that they were not 


enough, or that the visit only followed after they requested or prompted such a visit by laying 


a complaint, for example. 


  


 It is clear that whether or not a visit will be conducted, the frequency thereof per month or per 


year and the format of the visit are determined by an individual at the station. It appears as if 


the farmers do not have much say in it, and as if there is no “contract” between them and the 


SAPS with regards to the when, how and the frequency of such visits. 


  


 The fact that stock was stolen from the respondent (question 13), played a role in perception 


about the farm visits by the SAPS. There is a significant indication that it influenced their 


perception negatively, as 30 of the 47 who had stock stolen (63.83%) thought that the service 


was not good, while only 19 out of the 39 respondents who were not victims (48.72%), 


indicated the same.  
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 Motivate your response in question 28.1. (Question 28.2)  


  


 As is the case with the respondents in question 27.2,  the respondents in this question, which 


is related to the STU, provided conflicting views ranging from excellent to very poor, with 


some “in the middle” comments where they qualified the lack of visits. 


 


 Positive comments ranged from “frequent visits”, “they’re good but can improve”, “good”, 


“good when the STU still existed”, “the people who were available and attended to my stock 


theft took a lot of time and trouble to trace the suspects”, to “excellent work” and 


“professional”. 


  


 On the negative side the comments varied from those indicating that there was no STU, to the 


fact that no visit whatsoever was conducted. They commented, for example that “STU has 


never done any farm visits on our farms”, “we do not even have a STU”, I do not know which 


STU must service me”, and “they’re really not good”. 


  


 One specific group of respondents, the small farmers of Campbell, clearly has a problem with 


the STU. It appears as if their perception is one of bias, double standards and that they, the 


small farmers, do not understand the concept of the marking or branding of livestock. The 


comments ranged from “they’re not interested in black farmers’ cases”, “they do not come 


out”, “you just hear of the STU when commercial farmers’ stock is involved. They called 


them direct if it appears as if Campbell is dragging their feet...”, “they require tattoos and 


markings before continuing with the investigation to “they’ve double standards, in some 


cases they require tattoos before continuing with warrants and investigations and in other they 


require only cut marks.”  


  


 Some of the more neutral comments were from those respondents who were either satisfied 


and qualified their response as such, or those who did not receive a good service, but 


understood the reason for that and mentioned it their response. Most of these qualifications 


related to the fact that the STU’s still managed to do something in spite of limitations due to 


human, vehicle and other resource shortages and other challenges for the unit. These 


comments ranged from “the workload of the STU is so high that the unit does not have 
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enough time for farm visits,” “workload and members of the STU’s do not permit any other 


liaison” and lastly “their area is so big that I think that they do not have the time for extra 


visits, only complaints.” 


  


 A similar conclusion can be drawn from the above comments, as is the case with the farm 


visits of the SAPS. It appears as if there is no structure or plan by the STU’s about farm visits 


and that they only “visit” the farms when they attend to a complaint. As stated before, the fact 


that the STU only attend to some of the cases of stock theft and the fact that not all the 


respondents were victims of stock theft, or, more specifically, victims of those types of stock 


theft cases that the STU investigates, it follows logically that only a small portion of all the 


farmers respondents would have an experience of the services of an STU. 


  


 This should not be the case, as all farmers should at least know about the STU where they 


should report cases, which area they work in, and what type of cases they are responsible for 


and how they should engage the STU when they have problems. If that was the situation, 


confusion and negative perceptions about them would not have been the case, as it is 


currently with the NAFU in Campbell. In addition, the STU should engage the farmers, be it 


through farmers’ union structures, or personally or individually, to agree on the number of 


visits that will be conducted to a farm by the STU. This should start with an introductory 


meeting or visit where the vision, mission and mandate, as well as contact particulars must be 


conveyed to the farmer. Due to the vastness of the area, the number of farms and the number 


of members stationed at the STU’s, two visits per year would be an acceptable target. 


  


 The fact that stock was stolen from the respondent (question 13), played a role in the 


perception about the farm visits by the STU. There is a clear indication that it influenced the 


respondents’ perceptions negatively, as 20 of the 46 who had stock stolen (43.48%), thought 


that the service was not good, while only 11 out of the 33 respondents who were not victims 


(33.33%), indicated the same. Even so, the percentage of respondents who had negative 


perceptions was significantly less than in the case of the SAPS. In this case, a significant 


number of respondents indicated that they did not know, with 23.91 % (victims of stock theft) 


and 45.45% (not victims), indicating that they did not know.  


 







4.2.4.2.   Farmers’ experiences with the South African Police Service and the Stock Theft 


Unit’s reaction time 


 


 What is your experience of the SAPS (Question 27.3.) and the STU (Question 28.3) with 


regards to reaction time? 


  


 This question dealt with the issue of the reaction time of the stations and STU’s. Thirty- four 


respondents thought the SAPS did well, with 27 indicating that they performed poorly. The 


margin of respondents for the STU’s reflects more positively, as 32 thought they did well, 


compared with the 21 who indicated a poor performance from them. It must be a matter of 


concern though, that such a significant percentage of respondents was not satisfied with the 


reaction time. 


  


 Figure 4.22 Answer to the question “Comparison of the experience with reaction time SAPS 


vs. STU.” 
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  The majority of respondents at 9 stations or units (question 12), had indicated that they 


thought the STU or station fared well regarding the reaction time with stock theft cases. 


These stations/units were Boetsap (100%), Kimberley (40%), Kuruman (56%), Lime Acres 


(100%), Postmasburg (100%), Van Zylsrust (66%), Kimberley STU (100%) and Postmasburg 


STU (80%). Even the option “other” had a majority of 66% who were satisfied. 
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 On the other hand, the majority of the respondents who were not satisfied indicated the 


following stations: Campbell (100%), De Ben (100%), Douglas (29%) and Severn (50%). In 


the case of Douglas, 71% indicated “do not know” and therefore the majority of the 


respondents who chose either satisfied or not (leaving out those who did not know), were not 


satisfied (29%). 


 


 Motivate your response in question 27.3. (Question 27.4) 


  


 In this question the fact that stock theft is a very emotional issue came to the fore. Not a 


significant number of respondents responded negatively, but their comments related a feeling 


of negativity and bitterness. This is clear in a comment like “SAPS Douglas is not interested 


enough or care enough to do anything”,  by the same respondent who, in the previous 


question, indicated that he was very  satisfied with the farm visits by the Kimberley farm 


watch, “The members of the farm watch unit visit me regularly”. Other comments were “It 


has happened that I phoned SAPS and they then either arrive late or not at all.”, “I reported 


the case at Dingleton SAPS and they did not even attend the scene. The STU Postmasburg 


came out 20 days later to take a statement.” 


  


 The comments further ranged from “poor” to “not good”. In some instances the initial 


response by the SAPS was good or excellent, but the follow-up was such that it resulted in 


poor service, like the one respondent put it “The police came quite quickly but no statement 


was obtained and we had to cover the tracks and protect them. Four days later we phoned the 


SAPS again. The STU was only informed 5 days after the crime. They reacted immediately. 


The tracks were unusable. STU took the statement immediately.” 


  


 This is an indication that the first member on the scene did not do the work properly.   


 The respondents from Campbell indicated that there was poor reaction time, because the 


SAPS’ vehicles were not always available. 


  


 The respondents who had a good experience in this regard also used very descriptive 


language. Comments like “Good, if you take into account the number of stock thefts and that 
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only two members at Kuruman are responsible to investigate it.”, “If we've a problem, contact 


Boetsap- they react immediately.”, “In spite of the poor state of the roads they do respond 


immediately when called out.”, “Day or night Boetsap members are ready to respond.” and 


“The reaction was really quick after they were phoned.” 


 


 The fact that stock was stolen from the respondent (question 13), played a role in the 


perception about the reaction time by the SAPS on stock theft cases. There is a significant 


indication that it influenced their perception negatively, as 23 of the 48 who had stock stolen 


(43.75%) thought that the service was not good, while only six out of the 34 respondents who 


were not victims (29.4%), indicated the same. It seems as if the experience of stock stolen did 


not have such a big effect on the perceptions with regards to reaction times, as it had on the 


issue of farm visits. This is an indication that the SAPS do respond to complaints, as they are 


obliged to do so, but there is no such instruction binding them with regards to farm visits, and 


as result they do not regard farm visits a high priority.  


 


 Motivate your response in question 28.3 (Question 28.4). 


   


 Many of the respondents provided the same responses as in the previous question, and their 


responses are addressing the SAPS and not the STU as such. It seems as if those respondents 


did not have any experience of the STU. In general, the comments about the STU were very 


positive, with the majority stating that they were assisted “immediately”, “within 24 hours”, 


“quickly”, etc.  


  


 Some of the other respondents indicated that although the STU did not assist them 


immediately, they understand the reason for the delay due to “the big area”, but that they 


“follow up when they are available”. One respondent commented as follows with regard to 


the Stock Theft Task Team:  “Good if they come here, but often they are at other towns and 


then you have to wait because there are only two of them.”  Others indicated that the delay 


was due to the fact that the STU was only informed of the case by the station at a late stage. 


This problem will be solved if the farmers know in which type of cases the STU should be 


called out, so that they can contact them and the station at the same time. 
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 Of those respondents who made negative comments, the majority came from Campbell and 


comments related to a lack of feedback and the delay to obtain a search warrant. It is clear 


that their perception is based on a case that was not resolved to their satisfaction. 


  


 The fact that stock was stolen from the respondent (question 13), played a role in the 


perception of the reaction time by the STU on stock theft cases. There is a significant 


indication that their experience of the handling of their cases influenced their perception 


positively, as 24 of the 46 who had stock stolen (52.17%) thought that the service was good, 


while eight out of the 29 respondents who were not victims (27.59 %), indicated the same. 


The difference is that in the case of the non-victims, 48.28% was indecisive on this issue and 


indicated “did not know”. 


 


4.2.5 Investigation of stock theft cases (Section E) 


 


This section deals with the respondents’ experience with the investigation of their stock 


theft cases both by the SAPS and the STU’s. 


 


4.2.5.1.   Farmers’ experiences regarding the investigation of the reported stock theft cases 


 


 What is your experience of the SAPS (Question 27.5) and the STU (Question 28.5) with 


regards to the investigation of stock theft cases? 


 


 Both these questions relate to the perception of the respondents with regards to their 


experience with both the SAPS (station) and the STU in the investigation of their stock theft 


cases. A comparison between the perceptions of the respondents is drawn in figure 4.22 


below. In the following part the respondents first motivated their choice with regards to their 


experience with the SAPS, and then with regard to the STU.  


 


 The same trend as before with the farm visits and reaction time is found with regards to the 


investigation of stock theft cases, with more respondents satisfied with the performance of the 


STU (26) than with that of the stations (21). Again a bigger percentage of the respondents 


thought that the STU fared well, compared with those that felt they performed poorly, 26 







versus 18. In this case the opposite was found with regards to the SAPS, with 28 who thought 


they did poorly, compared with the 21 who thought they did well. 


 


  


 Figure 4.23 Answer to the question “A comparison between the perception of respondents 


with regards to the investigation of stock theft cases by the SAPS and the STU respectively.” 
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 If one compares question 8   (The police station used by the respondent) with question 27.5 


(Satisfaction of investigations of stock theft cases by SAPS), the majority of respondents who 


used the following stations were satisfied with the investigation of stock theft cases by the 


SAPS: Boetsap (60%), Plooysburg (100%), Postmasburg (50%) and Kuruman (50%). The 


stations which were perceived to do poor investigations were: Campbell (76%), Danielskuil 


(60%), Douglas (70%), Kathu (100%), Lime Acres (33%) and Olifantshoek with 50% of 


respondents who indicated that they received poor service.  


 


 It is interesting to note that at Kimberley the majority of the respondents indicated that they 


were satisfied with the performance of the SAPS with regards to farm visits (Question 27.1), 


but in this case (Investigations) the majority of respondents were indecisive (did not know). 


There is a uniform farm watch unit at Kimberley, but the cases are investigated by the 


detective unit at the station. The responses of the respondents in this regard can be an 


indication that they did not have stock theft cases and as a result cannot comment; or because 
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they do not know what level of investigations was conducted. At Kuruman the farm watch is 


executed by members of the detective unit and here 50% indicated that they were satisfied, 


while 50% of respondents did not know.    


 


  If one makes the same comparison between questions 12 (which station/unit do you use for 


stock theft cases?) and the perception on satisfaction about the investigation of stock theft 


cases by the STU (question 28.5), seven of the stations or units were perceived to do good 


investigations. These stations and units where the majority of the respondents indicated that 


they were satisfied were: Boetsap (100%), Danielskuil (100%), Kimberley (30%), Van 


Zylsrust (100%), Kimberley STU (100%), Postmasburg (80%) and “other” (66%). The 


stations or units (six) where the majority of the respondents were not satisfied were: 


Campbell (67%), De Ben (100%), Douglas (42%), Lime Acres (100%) and Severn (56%).    


 


 There is a significant indication that the membership of a farmers’ union (question 6) played 


a significant role in the perception of the SAPS, regarding the investigation of stock theft 


cases. Twenty-one of the 55 respondents who had indicated that they belonged to a farmers’ 


union indicated that they were satisfied with the investigations, with only 13 not satisfied. 


Interesting enough is the fact that the same number of respondents that was satisfied, (21), 


also indicated that they did not know.    


 


 Motivate your response in question 27.5. (Question 27.6). 


  


 The comments that were negative were not as severe as in the case of the question with 


regards to the reaction time. Most of the comments related to a lack of feedback, an issue 


which will be discussed in detail in the next set of questions. In two instances the respondents 


made negative remarks, but qualified it as a lack of experience; for example “If the STU 


attend it is good. The uniform men - not so good because they do not really know what to 


do.” and “They roam around in the veld and it appears as if they do  not know what to do. 


They leave without feedback.” The lack of experience and expertise at station level is an issue 


that obviously needs to be addressed, as the station will always be responsible for the first 


reaction to the scene, as well as for the investigation of some cases. 


  







164 
 


 In this case, as was the case before, the experience of the respondent is based on individual 


cases, and as such one must keep in mind that some cases are easier to solve than others, but 


that many respondents based their comments solely on the outcome of the case. It can mean, 


for example that in case A the investigator did excellent work, but could not secure a 


conviction due to several reasons, one being that the farmer did not mark his stock and it 


could not be proven that the recovered stock belonged to him. In such a case the respondent 


would still indicate that he was not satisfied with the service. At the other end of the 


continuum the investigator may have done almost nothing in the investigation, but the suspect 


pleaded guilty and the respondent was satisfied. It is therefore imperative that the 


investigators be as frank and honest as possible with complainants and keep them abreast of 


the progress at all times.     


  


The positive comments made were “They know what they do, good with interrogations and 


following leads. For Inspector Paul Schoeman it is not a problem, it is just a pity that there is 


not more like him.”, “ In 2002 I reported a case where one sheep was stolen, the suspect was 


arrested and sentenced to 12 months.”, “ Thorough investigation is done each time.”, “ The 


police found the bones of the missing cow. They took the trouble to take it to the vet in 


Kuruman to determine if in fact it could be the bones of a cow missed for only three weeks.”, 


and “ People whose sheep were stolen made positive remarks on SAPS.” 


  


The fact that stock was stolen from the respondent (question 13), played a role in the 


perception about the investigation of stock theft cases visits by the SAPS. There is a 


significant indication that it influenced their perception negatively, as 21 of the 47 who had 


stock stolen (44.68%) thought that the service was not good, while only seven out of the 28 


respondents who were not victims (25 %), indicated the same.  


 


 Motivate your response in question 28.5. (Question 28.6) 


   


  The respondents mostly responded either negatively or positively, with only a few in between 


responses. There were more positive responses than negative ones and the positive comments 


were more descriptive, indicating that the respondents felt strongly about it. Individual 


experiences also played a major role in the forming of the perceptions. Respondent 39 
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commented that “no case has been solved as yet”, whereas respondent 40 commented that 


“they caught the culprits immediately.” 


  


 The positive comments were “They know what they're doing and usually do a thorough 


investigation at the scene and use their informers.”; “All cases reported to the STU are 


attended immediately. Scenes are attended.”; “They go to a lot of trouble and investigate the 


cases thoroughly. They've solved 2 or 3 of my cases.”, “The persons were involved with the 


farming community and because they only concentrate on stock theft they knew the critical 


important information as well as what to look for and where to look as well.”, and lastly, 


“Reaction time is not too bad if one take into account that there is only two members and to 


vehicles. It will improve a lot if these resources can be provided more.” Once again, the 


respondents from Campbell made negative remarks in the same vein as before, which will not 


be discussed in detail, as it was already stated that the issues at the station must be resolved 


between the SAPS, the STU and the NAFU members. 


  


 The fact that stock was stolen from the respondent (question 13), played a role in the 


perception about the investigation of stock theft cases visits by the STU. There is a significant 


indication that it  influenced their perceptions negatively as 19 of the 46 who had stock stolen 


(41.3%) thought that the service was not good, while only one out of the 28 respondents who 


were not victims (3.75%), indicated the same. A relative high number in both instances were 


indecisive, with 11 or 23.91% (victims) and 17 or 60.71% (non-victims) who indicated that 


they did not know. This can be attributed to the fact that the STU does not investigate all 


stock theft cases and as a result not all respondents would have experienced their skills, or 


lack thereof in investigating cases.  


 


4.2.5.2.    Farmers’ experiences of the feedback received from the South African Police 


Service and the Stock Theft Unit about the investigation of the stock theft cases 


 


 This section deals with the issue of the feedback provided to the respondents with regards to 


the progress in the stock theft cases that they had reported and which were investigated by 


both the SAPS and the STU’s. 


  







 What is your experience of the SAPS (Question 27.7) and the STU (Question 28.7) with 


regards to feedback about the investigation of stock theft cases? 


  


 For purposes of comparison between the experience of respondents with regards to feedback 


from the SAPS and the STU, the responses for both questions were added together. 


 The respondents indicated (as evident in Figure 4.23), that they were not satisfied with the 


feedback they received on the cases they had reported. In both cases more respondents 


indicated that they were not satisfied than those who thought the stations and the STU’s did 


well. In the case of the station, 14 (well) compared with the 38 (poor), with the STU also not 


delivering the goods, while 20 thought they did well, but 26 that they performed poorly. This 


is the highest percentage difference for all the questions dealing with farm visits, 


investigation and reaction time and indicates that the respondents felt more passionate about 


this issue. It is therefore obvious that this issue needs urgent attention. 


 


 Figure 4.24 Answer to the question “Comparison between the perception of the respondents 


with regards to the feedback on cases on stock theft cases by the SAPS and the STU.” 
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  Most stations fared poorly, when one takes the perceptions of the respondents with regards to 


their experience of receiving feedback from the SAPS on cases (Question 27.8) into account 


and compare them with the stations (Question 8) they use. Only three stations; Boetsap 


(60%), Postmasburg (40%), and Van Zylsrust (50%) had more respondents indicating that 


they were satisfied than those that were not. In the case of Postmasburg 20% was not satisfied 


and 80% did not know.  
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 At Danielskuil and Dingleton the perceptions were divided evenly, with half indicating that 


they were satisfied and the other half of the respondents indicating that they were dissatisfied. 


All the other stations were perceived to deliver a poor service in this regard. The percentage 


of respondents who were dissatisfied is quite high with only Kuruman (42%) and 


Olifantshoek (50%) who scored 50% and below. As most of the fields had less than five 


counts, the Chi-Square test is not valid, and the results are only an indication, but as the same 


trend was found at the majority of the stations, feedback to complainants is clearly lacking in 


most cases and should be addressed by the SAPS.      


 


 Motivate your response in question 27.7 (Question 27.8) 


 


 In this instance a significant number of respondents indicated that they did not receive any 


feedback. One respondent indicated that he had to enquire himself to get feedback, and 


another that he received no feedback until the case was finalised. Once again, all the 


respondents from Campbell indicated that they received no feedback at all. One of them 


indicated that “They cannot even say what happened with the case. I report a case the same 


night it happened, the investigator goes away. When I ask the station commissioner he alleges 


that he does not know about such a case. This results in one not wanting to report cases 


anymore. They label you at Campbell; here comes the nuisance (klakous)”.  


  


Ten of the respondents had a good experience in this regards and it seems as if it is the 


individual investigator that made the difference, rather than a uniform approach. The fact of 


the matter is that it should be prescribed when, and how feedback must be provided to the 


complainant. If one looks at the questions posed before about farm visits, reaction time, 


investigation and now feedback, the lack of feedback is mentioned time and again by a 


significant number of respondents. 


    


 Question 12 deals with the police station or STU that the respondent used for stock theft 


purposes. If this response is combined with question 28.7 which deals with the perception of 


the respondent about the feedback he received on the investigation of that specific case, there 


is an indication that more stations and units were perceived to deliver a good service in this 
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regard than those who received a poor rating. The six that were perceived to provide feedback 


are: Boetsap (100%), Danielskuil (100%), Van Zylsrust (66%), Kimberley STU (100%), 


Postmasburg STU (60%) and “other” stations (66%). Campbell (80%), Douglas (58%), 


Kimberley (40%) and Kuruman (46%) had more respondents who were dissatisfied with the 


feedback, than those who were satisfied at that respective station or unit. It is significant that 


with the exception of Campbell, which had a relative high percentage dissatisfied with the 


feedback, the percentage of respondents who were dissatisfied was lower than the percentage 


of satisfied respondents at the other stations or units that were perceived to deliver a 


satisfactory feedback   


 


 The fact that stock was stolen from the respondent (question 13), played a role in the 


perception about the feedback on cases by the SAPS. There is a significant indication that it  


influenced their perception negatively as 30 of the 47 who had stock stolen (63.83%) thought 


that the service was not good, while only 19 out of the 39 respondents who were not victims 


(48.72%), indicated the same.  


   


 Motivate your response in question 28.7 (Question 28.8) 


  


 In the case of the STU, the perceptions were balanced quite evenly. One respondent indicated 


that they “give feedback on both successes and failures”. In total, the positive comments were 


more than in the case of the SAPS. One respondent gave advice in this regard, stating that 


“members can give feedback more often to the farmers and exchange information”. There is 


substantiation for this, as some respondents indicated that they did receive feedback, “but that 


he did not know what the verdict in court was.”  


  


 The fact that stock was stolen from the respondent (question 13), played a role in the 


perception about the feedback on cases by the STU. There is a significant indication that it 


influenced their perception negatively, as 20 of the 44 who had stock stolen (45.45%), 


thought that the service was not good, while only six out of the 27 respondents who were not 


victims (22.22%), indicated the same. A relative high percentage of respondents indicated in 


both instances that they did not know what the quality of the service in this regard was. In the 


case of the non-victims (15 or 55.56%), this phenomenon is understandable; as they cannot 
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comment on the feedback if they had no cases reported; but in the case of the victims it can 


be an indication that the 10 (22.73%) of the respondents who indicated that they did not 


know, did not have their cases investigated by the STU, as their cases did not fall within the 


mandate of the STU.  


 


4.2.5.3.   Farmers’ experiences with the involvement of the South African Police Service 


and Stock Theft Unit in the farming community 


  


 The intention with this question was to gauge how the respondents perceived the SAPS and 


the STU’s to be involved in the farming community that they serve. 


 


 What is your experience of the SAPS   (Question 27.9), and the STU (Question 28.9), with 


regards to their involvement in the community? 


  


 For purposes of comparison between the experience of respondents with regards to the 


participation of the SAPS and the STU in the community, the responses for both questions 


were added together. For the purpose of this question “community” means the farming 


community. This question was included in the questionnaire, as it was alleged that the SAPS 


and the STU were not involved with the community. The principle of community policing 


and strategies like sector policing are based on active community and police participation. 


One would expect a higher level of involvement from the local police than from the STU, 


which can be based hundreds of kilometres away. 


  


 It is clear that the respondents perceived the SAPS or stations to be more involved in the 


farming community than the STU. Thirty-nine respondents indicated that the SAPS fared 


well, compared to the 37 who thought they performed poorly. In the case of the STU, 26 


indicated “well”, compared to the 38 who indicated “poor”.  


  


 This is also an issue that needs to be addressed, as almost half of the respondents in the case 


of the station and almost two thirds of the respondents in the case of the STU, indicated that 


there was no, or not enough involvement in the community.  


  







 Figure 4.25 Answer to the question “Comparison between the perception of the respondents 


with regards to the involvement in the community by the SAPS and the STU.” 
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 More stations were perceived as not to be involved in the community by the respondents, than 


those perceived to be involved. (Question 8 combined with Question 27.9). Eight stations; 


namely Douglas (60%), Kathu (100%), Kimberley (62%), Koopmansfontein (100%), 


Kuruman (59%), Lime Acres (33%), Olifantshoek (100%) and Plooysburg (100%) were 


perceived by the respondents as not involved in the community. The percentage in brackets 


after each station indicates the percentage of the respondents who thought that the members at 


that specific station were not involved in the community that the particular station serves. 


Where the percentage is lower than 50%, it is an indication that the other respondents 


indicated that they did not know, and that fewer respondents indicated that they were 


satisfied, than those who were not satisfied. 


  


 Six stations were deemed to be involved in the community. These stations are: Boetsap 


(60%), Campbell (44%), Danielskuil (60%), Delportshoop (100%), Postmasburg (83%) and 


Van Zylsrust (100%). Severn and Dingleton both had equal number of respondents who were 


satisfied and those that were not satisfied with the involvement of the SAPS in the 


community.  


  


 The results of question 24 (perception about the occurrence of stock theft in your area) were 


compared to determine whether this perception plays a role in the perception of the 


respondents about the involvement of the SAPS in the community. There is an indication that 
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the perception of the occurrence of stock theft influences the perception of the involvement of 


the SAPS in the community; as the more serious the respondent thinks the crime situation is, 


the higher he rates the involvement of the SAPS in the community. Twenty-eight respondents 


(32.94%) rated the crime occurrence as a big problem, with 31 (36.47%) of the respondents 


who rated the involvement as good. This is the highest count in both instances, and indicates 


that the respondents perceived the attendance of the SAPS to complaints as involvement in 


the community. The second highest count in both questions is “not big”, 23 (27.06%), with 


regards to the crime situation and 19 (22.35%) as “not good”, with regards to the SAPS’ 


involvement in the community. It is again an indication that own experience played a role in 


the perception of the involvement in the community. Those  respondents who did experience 


a stock theft indicated that they thought that stock theft was not a problem in the area, but this 


perception then influenced the perception of police involvement in the community negatively. 


They deemed the SAPS as not involved in the community.    


 


The same method as described above, was applied with regards to the perception of the 


respondents about the involvement of the STU in the community, (Question 8 combined with 


Question 27.9). In this case there was an even distribution of the perceptions, as at seven 


stations the majority of respondents indicated that they were satisfied, compared to seven 


other stations where the majority were dissatisfied. Those respondents who did not 


experience a stock theft indicated that they thought that stock theft was not a problem in the 


area but this perception then influenced the perception of STU’s involvement in the 


community negatively. They deemed the STU as not involved in the community. A total of 


40 (51.28%) respondents thought that the stock theft problem was “big”, whilst 23 (29.49%) 


thought that the STU was involved in the community. On the negative side, 24 (30.77%) 


indicated “not a big problem” with stock theft, while 37 (47.43%) of the respondents rated 


the involvement of the STU as poor. This is a significant higher incidence than in the case of 


the SAPS.    


  


 Motivate your response in question 27.9 (Question 27.10) 


  


 The majority of respondents indicated that the SAPS members are really involved in the 


community. They classified things like farm visits, meetings of organised agriculture, 
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meeting of farmers’ unions or –associations and CPF meetings as examples of what they 


perceived as community involvement. They raised the fact that only some of the police 


members at the station are involved, while others never attend such events. This is 


understandable, as some members at a station are specifically tasked with visiting farms, for 


example. In such an instance, the farmer will not likely see other members visiting his farm. 


A valid point made, however, is that the other members should, at one time or the other, have 


been involved in the patrols in the area, or executing roadblocks etc.  


 


 In those instances where the respondents were happy about the involvement, they were rather 


vocal about it, with one respondent saying “Dingleton poor Postmasburg good. I receive 


better service from my neighbour station – Postmasburg”,  and another indicating the extent 


of the involvement with “Severn is really involved in the community. The station 


commissioner was the head fire manager and did good work. The SC or second in charge 


usually attend the farmers’ associations meetings and inform us on cases, and other issues 


like firearm act etc. “A few respondents indicated that the SAPS were very involved through 


the station commissioner, but “only because he is also a farmer”.  


  


 The fact that stock was stolen from the respondent (question 13), did not play a significant 


role in the perception of the respondents about the involvement of the SAPS in the 


community. There is some indication that it influenced their perception less negatively, as 


was the case in the previous questions.  In this case the same trend is found, with both the 


respondents who had stock stolen, as well as those that did not have stock stolen. In both 


cases the percentage of negative and positive perceptions were evenly balanced, with 20 


(good) versus 19 (negative) in the case of those that had stock stolen, and 18 (good) versus 18 


(negative) in the case of those that did not have  stock stolen.   


  


 Motivate your response in question 28.9 (Question 28.10) 


  


 In the case of the STU, the respondents had conflicting perceptions, with about half indicating 


that they thought they were not involved and the other half indicating involvement. A 


significant number of those who indicated no or limited involvement, stated that they thought 
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it was due to the fact that they were either too far from the town to participate fully, or were 


understaffed and could not cope, or that they did not have enough members to do so.  


  


  The opposite is equally true, namely that the involvement was because of the fact that the 


STU investigated a case in the area, or as part of normal duties at auctions.   Some of the 


positive comments did, however indicate involvement far and above the normal; as one 


respondent put it “They knew everyone's problems as well as the area, the farming 


community and as a result wasted no time to get stuck in the work.” They are also involved in 


the relevant structures at certain places, but unfortunately not at all of them, as stated for 


example “They work closely with the community, liaise with farmers’ associations and are 


represented on the GOCOC. In addition they also do patrols during nights in problem areas.” 


  


 It is not possible for the STU to attend all meetings, gatherings, auctions etc., but there must 


be a structure in place to which they commit themselves to adhere to, in order for the 


community to gauge whether they are really involved or not. It would make sense, for 


example for them to attend   the AJOINT meeting, where they meet   representatives of 


farmers’ associations, who can then liaise with them and report back to their constituency. In 


the same instance they must attend farmers’ union meetings and only those meetings of the 


farmers’ associations where there is a problem that needs to be attended to. The danger in this 


is that if the representative of a farmers’ association does not report back to his constituency, 


it will still leave a perception of non-involvement with the individual farmer.  


  


 The fact that stock was stolen from the respondent (question 13), played a role in the 


perception about the involvement of the STU in the community. There is a significant 


indication that it influenced their perception positively, as 20 of the 46 who had stock stolen 


(43.47%), thought that the service was not good, versus the 19 or 41.30% who felt the STU is 


involved in the community. In the case of the respondents who were not victims, 18 


(54.54%), indicated that they were not convinced that the STU were involved in the 


community. One must keep in mind that the STU at the time consisted of only 2 members at 


Postmasburg and at Kimberley there was only a task team with two members. Their 


involvement at the time was restricted to the invest tigation of cases and as such one can 
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understand why a higher percentage of the persons who had dealings with them were 


satisfied.  


 


4.2.5.4.    Farmers’ opinions about the closure of the Stock Theft Unit 


 


 This question was included to determine how the farmers perceived the closure of the STU’s. 


Did they for example feel that the closure was justified or not?  


  


 How do you feel about the closure of the STU’s in 2002? (Question 29) 


  


 With the exception of 3 respondents who indicated that they did not know what the effect 


was, due to the fact that they had not had any stock thefts, and the respondents from 


Campbell who indicated that they thought the closure was a good thing, the overwhelming 


consensus was that the closure was to the detriment of all involved. As mentioned before, it is 


clear that the STU and the respondents from Campbell at one time must have had an 


altercation or disagreement and this clouded the relationship. This must be addressed with 


immediate effect in order to clear the air and forge a healthy working relationship. 


 


 The language of the comments is a clear indication that the closure is a contentious issue with 


the farmers. Comments like “Stupid decision, whoever took it.”, “It was a reckless decision”, 


and “It really was not a good thing. They were experts in their field. Other members cannot 


deliver the same level of service. In my opinion it was a big mistake and left a big gap in the 


police, as too many cases come in for them to give stock theft the attention it deserves. As 


result we're not informed of suspects and trends anymore. Big losses were the result of the 


closure.” 


 


 One respondent indicated that “Stock theft will continue and most possibly increase, 


dependent on the economy. There is a need and place for such a unit if results are to be 


professionally given.  If the SAPS stations are trained properly and receive enough members 


it will not be necessary to have a specialized unit.”, thus giving another option instead of only 


looking at the STU for a solution.  
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4.2.5.5.   Farmers’ opinions about methods and techniques utilised by the South African 


Police Service and the Stock Theft Unit, as well as the farming community, in 


addressing stock theft 


 


 This section dealt with the question about the perception of the respondents with regards to 


what the SAPS, the STU’s and their own farmers’ structures did to address stock theft. 


 


 What do you think the SAPS are doing correctly to address stock theft? (Question 30) 


  


 This question was included to get the inputs from the respondents about the issues that they 


thought the SAPS was doing well. There were still some of the respondents who made 


negative comments like “they do nothing” or those who indicated that they did not know, but 


the majority noted something that the SAPS did correctly. These comments include the 


following: 


• Sudden and unsuspected roadblocks and patrols during the night. 


• Encourage stock owners to tattoo and brand animals. 


• Preventative visible policing. 


• Movement in areas. 


• The quick response of the SAPS still acts as a deterrent for the thieves. 


• Joining forces with other law enforcement agencies by holding roadblocks, patrols and 


especially moving patrols at night. 


• A thorough and in-depth investigation. 


• Use informers to identify suspects. 


• Regular farm visits. 


• Follow up all information, as well as suspicious vehicles. 


• Good cooperation with the local population. 


• Ensure that farmers count their stock regularly and keep a record of stock and the 


movement of the stock on the farm. 


• Farm watch. 
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The abovementioned comments constitute a summary of all the comments of the respondents. 


Some of the issues were repeated time and again, but were not duplicated in the summary. If 


one must identify the underlying issue here, it is the issue of visibility and cooperation with 


the farmers and the other agencies. In the following questions the same issues cropped up 


when the respondents had to note what the SAPS was doing wrong and what needs to be 


done. 


 


What do you think the SAPS are doing wrong to prevent stock theft? (Question 31) 


 


As stated above, the same issues that the respondents mentioned in the previous question that 


the SAPS did correctly, were mentioned as aspects that the SAPS did wrong. Respondents 


qualified their responses   by adding “they do not move around enough..” the indication is 


that although the SAPS is doing patrols, it is not enough and more such actions need to be 


taken to be successful. 


 


Some of the respondents explained why they thought so, by mentioning that there are not 


enough staff, vehicles and other resources to be able to do the identified actions. One 


respondent put it as follows: “More manpower is needed. More SAPS staff should be 


employed. Shortage of human resources. The police must promote themselves more in the 


community with road shows; shows (tentoonstellings), open days at the police stations, talk 


shows on the farms for farmers and workers.” 


 


Issues that were not mentioned before include the following comments “The 


transport/movement of stock can be monitored better especially from province to province 


where different SAPS units are operating.”, “visit the elderly on the farms”, “Vehicles can, 


from time to time , patrol the secondary roads and stop suspicious vehicles, especially during 


the night”, “there are not enough investigators”, “the dog unit is not available to trace the 


stock”, “Specialist units like the dog unit are too centralized and too few. Each police precinct 


should have a specialist unit in order to ensure that they are available when needed.” 


 







177 
 


One respondent commented that it seemed to him as if the information about the time and 


place of a roadblock and/or patrols is leaking out to the culprits, and that it will be a good idea 


to have sudden and unannounced roadblocks and patrols. 


 


What, do you feel, is the role of the farmers’ union in the prevention and managing of stock 


theft? (Question 32)  


  


 This question was asked to gauge two issues; the perception of the respondents about the role 


of the farmers’ union in crime prevention and also whether they perceive the farmers’ union 


to be involved or not in the prevention of stock theft. 


 


 It is clear that most of the respondents felt quite strongly about the above and most provided a 


detailed input on this question. Only a few respondents indicated that they did not know what 


the role of the farmers’ union is, but almost all of the respondents who indicated that they 


belonged to the Kimberley farmers’ union indicated that they did not know. The issues that 


came strongly to the fore are that it is the role of the farmers’ union to liaise with all role 


players, coordinate crime prevention actions, assist the SAPS, provide feedback to the 


farmers and educate and inform them on new developments in legislation etc. They also 


indicated that the farmers’ union strengthened their collective bargaining power on certain 


issues. One of the comments needs mentioning, but is the exception and not the rule, “Very 


good as we patrol, catch and beat up the thieves ourselves.” 


 


 Most of the comments were positive, however, and can add value to the prevention of stock 


theft and the cooperation between all role players. 


• “They have to demand that SAPS does more farm visits, roadblocks and more 


patrols along the border; 


• To develop a positive attitude with the farmers to work with the SAPS; 


• Assist with investigations; 


• Their cooperation with the SAPS must be good; 


• The SAPS must engage the farmers more and give guidance to ensure that they 


assist in crime prevention and handling stock theft. There will be more eyes to 


observe; 
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• They have more power and can negotiate better with other organizations;  


• Organized involvement of members in cooperation with SAPS; 


• Help with supervision on the roads, be the eyes and ears of the police, be on the 


lookout for strange vehicles and people in the area. My neighbours and I talk 


regularly about the cases and the people  who move through; 


• Liaise between SAPS and the farmers and provide information to and from SAPS:  


• They must put pressure on the government to provide more funds and members 


for STU's; 


• The farmers’ union must invite the police to their meetings. There they can speak 


to each other and try to solve the problems. The farmers’ union can also appoint 


members to attend the CPF meetings. They're already doing it; 


• Involvement with SAPS and as a result we're kept up to date with things that are 


happening in our area. The farmers’ union is the link between the farmer and the 


SAPS. The union must also encourage farmers to report cases and to participate 


fully with the SAPS; 


• The farmers’ union has a representative who liaise with the STU in Kimberley; 


• Regular information like branding  of stock regulations; 


• Mark stock, report all cases, give all information to police, know all your and your 


neighbours’ farm workers; 


• It is the responsibility of the farmers’ union to encourage farmers to report stock 


thefts, and ensure that members do comply with the Branding of Stock Act, 


encourage members to cooperate with the police and even to join as reservists; 


• Out of the union a committee was elected  which is in the process of obtaining  


radios so that the farmers can patrol themselves; 


• Co-operation with SAPS. Unity under the farmers as well as cooperation, loyalty 


and looking after each other’s property; 


• The farmers’ union can do a lot by inviting the SAPS to attend meetings to listen 


to the complaints of the farmers.” 


  


 


 


 







 Are you satisfied with the role of the farmers’ union? (Question 33)  


  


 This next question was whether the respondent was satisfied with the role the farmers’ union 


played to prevent and combat stock theft. The majority of the respondents indicated that the 


farmers’ unions played a good (42) and very good (7) role in this regard. Only 8 respondents 


indicated that they were not satisfied with the role of the farmers’ union. A relative high 


number of respondents, 21, indicated that they did not know. This correlates well with 


question 6 of the questionnaire where the respondents had to indicate whether they belonged 


to a farmers’ union or not, as depicted in figure 4.5. There 18 respondents indicated that they 


did not belong to a farmers’ union. The fact that a relative high number of respondents 


indicated that they did not know what role the farmers’ union played in this regard can be 


related to those respondents not belonging to a farmers’ union and as a result not knowing 


what the unions do. 


 


  Figure 4.26 Answer to the question “Are you satisfied with the role of the farmers’ union?” 
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 What is the effect of the fact that the respondent belonged to a farmer’ union (Question 6) 


playing in the perception of the respondent about his satisfaction with the role of the farmers’ 


union (Question 33)?  
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 It seems as if the fact that the respondent belonged to a farmer’ union played some role in his 


perception of satisfaction. Seventy-five percent of those that belonged to the farmers’ union 


were satisfied, with only 8.62% who indicated dissatisfaction. The respondents who did not 


belong to a farmers’ union, (8.62%), indicated that there is some appreciation for the role of 


the farmers’ union. Of the 15 in this group, 9 indicated that they did not know, but four 


indicated that they were satisfied, versus the two who were not satisfied with their role. 


  


 What do you think the farmers’ union must do further? (Question 34)  


  


  This question was included in the questionnaire to get inputs from the respondents on ideas to 


improve the role of the farmers’ unions. As is the case with the other questions where the 


same sequence was followed by first testing the perception, then questioning the role and then 


soliciting new inputs on improvement, the feedback of the respondents tend to be a repetition 


of those provided in question 32. Some “new” proposals in this regard are the following: 


• Get involved with community policing; 


• Help to keep the specialist units in the SAPS; 


• Assist in operations between the SAPS and the commandos; 


• Try and convince the SAPS to re-establish the STU; 


• The members can organize themselves into groups and periodically do patrols with 


the SAPS; 


• They must work with the SAPS and join the CPF. 


 


One respondent pleaded that the roles of the farmers’ union and that of the SAPS must not be 


confused with each other: the role of the SAPS is to enforce government policy as entrenched 


in the law, whilst the role of the farmers’ union is to be the link between the farmers and 


those institutions with which the farmers are not involved in on a daily basis. 


 


What, do you think, is the role of the commando in the prevention and combating of stock 


theft? (Question 35)    


  


  This question was included to gauge the perception of the respondents about the role that the 


commando plays or should play in the prevention of crime. A small number of the 
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respondents indicated that they either did not know, or did not belong to the commando, or 


that the commando is not operational in the area any more. Many of the answers were 


identical to that provided for the role of the SAPS and the farmers’ union, which is 


understandable, as the action taken is mostly restricted to a few options, and secondly the 


same faces seem to be involved with the commandos, the farmers’ union and, in some 


instances, the CPF’s. 


 


 The issues raised were with regards to the increase of farm visits, patrols, roadblocks, border 


patrols, visibility and liaison with the SAPS and the farmers’ union. Many of the respondents 


indicated that they wished for the commandos to remain operational and continue with the 


work that they have done in the past. The majority of the respondents indicated that they were 


satisfied with the role of the commandos. 


   


 Are you satisfied with the role of the commando? (Question 36) 


  


 The role the commando played in the prevention of stock theft had mixed results; with 30 


respondents indicating that they performed well, and 27 that they performed poorly. Almost a 


quarter of the respondents (21), indicated that they did not know. This is in contrast with the 


previous open-ended question (question 35), in which the majority of the respondents who 


mentioned their satisfaction with the role of the commando, made positive comments. Most 


of the respondents did not, in the case of the previous question, indicated whether they were 


satisfied or not, but restricted their answers to what they perceived the role of the commando 


should be. There were many of the respondents in question 35 who indicated that the 


commandos were not functioning anymore, or were in the process to be disbanded. They 


perceived it as negative, if one looks at their comments, and that can be the reason for the 


relative high number of respondents, who in question 36, indicated a poor performance.  


 


Figure 4.27: Answer to the question “Satisfaction with the role of the Commando in the 


prevention of stock theft.”  
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 What, do you feel, can the commando do to prevent stock theft? (Question 37) 


  


 There was a marked decrease in the number of respondents who answered this question, 


compared to the responses in question 35. It seems as if those respondents who indicated in 


question 35 that the commandos were closed or are in the process to close, elected not to 


answer this question. The suggestions in this case related to roadblocks, liaison with the 


SAPS, and more involvement with the community, being more visible and conducting more 


patrols, farm visits and roadblocks. There was a plea for more funding and resources for the 


commandos to do their work properly, and also praise for the good work they have done in 


the past. 


 


  One of the respondents indicated that the commando members can be an invaluable source of 


information, as they are spread out in the community, and that they must also assist in waylay 


operations. 


    


 4.2.6 The role of the Community Police Forum (CPF) in the prevention of crime (Section F) 


 


In section F of the questionnaire the knowledge of the respondents about the CPF, their 


participation in the CPF and their perception about the effectiveness of the CPF in assisting to 


combat and preventing stock theft, were tested.  


 


 


 


182 
 







4.2.6.1    Farmers’ knowledge about the Community Police Forum 


 


Do you know what a CPF is? (Question 38) 


 


As depicted in Figure 4.27, the majority (57) indicated that they knew about the CPF. 


Although the respondents indicated that they knew about the CPF, this fact can be challenged, 


as some of the respondents who indicated they knew about the CPF gave the reason for not 


belonging to the CPF as that they were not invited to do so. One can argue that they then do 


not know what the CPF entails, as membership is automatic and everyone can belong to a 


CPF if he/she elects to do so. 


 


Thirty respondents indicated that they did not know about the CPF, which is a significant 


number of which the SAPS should take note. Their publicity campaign with regards to the 


CPF had obviously not reached the intended target population. It should be publicised and 


propagated at the meetings of the farmers’ unions and associations. 


 


Figure 4.28: Answer to the question “Do you know about the CPF?” 
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It appears as if many respondents knew of their CPF, but not what they do or what they can 


gain from belonging to the CPF.  


 


4.2.6.2 Farmers’ involvement in the Community Police Forum, their knowledge of the 


Community Police Forum and their perception of the role of and what the 


Community Police Forum should do 
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The next questions deals in more detail with those questions relating to them belonging to the 


CPF, whether they really know what the CPF does, and what they recommend the CPF 


should do. 


 


 Do you belong to the local CPF? (Question 39)  


 


When questioned about their membership to the CPF, only 20 respondents indicated that they 


did belong to a CPF, compared to 62 who indicated otherwise. That means that of the 57 who 


initially in question 38 indicated that they knew about the CPF, only about one third indicated 


that they belonged to the local CPF.   


 


Figure 4.29: Answer to the question “Membership of the local CPF.” 
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In question 39, 62 respondents indicated that they did not belong to the CPF. The reasons 


provided by the respondents varied a lot. One of the most common reasons was the fact that 


they indicated that only elected people served on the CPF. Some indicated that the farmers’ 


union nominated representatives to represent the farmers on the CPF. Other reasons varied 


from. “my wife is a member”, to ”never heard of such a thing”, “ I’m not notified of any 


forum meeting”,” never approached to be involved”, ”there is no CPF”, “ very involved in 


other organisations”,” as a result of my work” and “liaise by means of the farmers’ union who 
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is represented at the SJOINT with the forum.”  One of the respondents even indicated that the 


CPF was a farce. He commented that: “Our CPF does not have any meetings with the 


community. I know that the reports sent to the area commissioner were a farce and a fraud the 


past years.” This is a very serious allegation that needs to be addressed by the SAPS. 


 


In question 6, fifty-nine respondents indicated that they belonged to a farmers’ union, 17 


(28.81%) of them indicated that they belonged to the CPF. This can be seen as an indication 


that the farmers’ union either has representatives representing them on the CPF’s, or that they 


do not actively encourage their members to belong to the CPF. Another reason might be that 


because they are involved with the farmers’ union, they   do not have time to attend other 


meetings.   


 


Are you satisfied with the role of the CPF? (Question 41)   


 


In figure 4.29 the perception of the respondents is depicted with regards to their satisfaction 


of the role of the CPF. Only a small number has indicated that they were either satisfied or 


not satisfied with the role of the CPF; while the majority of the respondents (40) indicated 


that they did not know. This strengthens the argument that not many respondents know what 


the role of the CPF in this regard is. 


 


Figure 4.30: Answer to the question “Membership of the local CPF.” 
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 All the questions posed about the CPF and the knowledge of and involvement in the CPF by 


the respondents clearly indicates that there is a definite need for improvement. This issue will 


be discussed in more detail in Chapters 5 and 6. 


   


 What do you think the CPF can further do? (Question 42) 


 


 Many of the comments were either negative, or indicated that the respondents did not know, 


which supports the fact that only a small percentage of the respondents knows about the CPF 


and an even smaller percentage belongs to a CPF. This is proved by some of the comments 


where one can clearly see that the respondent does not know anything about the CPF. One 


respondent, for example suggested that they must conduct more farm visits and roadblocks. 


Some positive comments or suggestions were that they must expand to include more people, 


meet more regularly, inform the farmers about their functions; that a new CPF must be 


elected which must be work-shopped to know what they should do and lastly to be more 


involved in the community. 


 


 The questionnaire gave valuable insight into the perceptions of the farming community on a 


number of issues. In some instances it is clear that the individual experience of the respondent 


directed his/her responses. A number of respondents obviously had a bad experience, hence 


the quite vocal and sometimes nasty remarks. These comments clearly indicate a lack of the 


following: communication by the SAPS, clear policy on issues like farm visits, attendance to 


farmers’ organisation meetings, involvement in the farming community etc. It is equally 


obvious that the farmers are not actively involved in the CPF, and that they fear the closure of 


the commandos. The SAPS needs to address the effect of the closing of the commandos and 


actively engage the farming community in the prevention of stock theft. 


   


4.3 Result of focus group interviews   


 


As noted in the method of data collection, Chapter 1, paragraph 1.6.2, a focus group interview 


was conducted with those members who were previously working at the Stock Theft Unit 


Kimberley. Four questions were decided upon beforehand and they will be discussed in the 
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order that they were posed to the respondents. From the transcribed data, four themes and 


twelve sub-themes were identified, and will now be presented. 


  


4.3.1 Reason for the closure of the Stock Theft Unit, Kimberley 


 


A question on the reasons for the closure of the Stock Theft Unit, Kimberley was posed to the 


members of the focus group to determine what they thought about it. 


 


The sole reason given by all four respondents was that the unit was closed because the work-


study investigation conducted before the closure, and on which recommendations the unit 


was subsequently closed, was done poorly. (In the SAPS the opening or closure of any new 


police station or unit is only approved after Management Services in the SAPS conducted a 


scientific study to determine the viability or not of such a step).  


 


The respondents vehemently denied allegations that the unit was closed because of poor 


performance of the members of the unit, as stated by some analysts. They based this 


presumption on the fact that no member of the unit was interviewed to get clarity on the 


workload of the unit. The second premise they relied on, was the fact that the person who 


conducted the work-study did not know the extent of their work and did not take into account 


what is required from a stock theft specialist detective. Here they specifically referred to the 


work hours spent on particular tasks that were not taken into account in the work-study 


report.  


 


They specifically named different and time-consuming tasks that had to be done in order to 


be effective, tasks that they thought were not taken into account in the work-study report, or 


were not given the proper weight in comparison to the number of case dockets investigated 


by the unit.  


 


These tasks and factors are as follows: 


 


4.3.1.1.   Time spent at auctions 
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Their argument is that to police an auction takes an entire day, as it requires one to be there 


before any livestock is delivered, to check the branding on the animals and to stay there until 


the last lot has been checked. The auctions (veeveilings) they refer to, are those organised by 


professional auctioneers specialising in the auctioning of livestock, to which farmers bring 


their livestock to be auctioned. These auctions are held regularly, for example, on every 


Wednesday in 10:00 at Kimberley. This requires not only many man-hours, but also enough 


human resources to do this without holding up the auction. They claim that between seven 


and eight members are required to do this properly. Furthermore, the farmers get abusive if 


they have to wait in line.  


 


Each animal has to be checked individually, then it must be checked on the computer whether 


the animals do belong to the farmer and if not, determine who the authorised person is to sell 


the animals. Another factor that needs to be considered is that there is an auction somewhere 


in the service area of the Stock Theft Unit every day of the week, with two each on Tuesdays 


and Thursdays. If one takes into account that the unit previously only had 8 members, it is 


clear that to police only the auctions, the unit did not have enough human resources and 


would have to either prioritise which auctions to police, or only do spot checks at some of the 


auctions. In addition to this, they stated that this was also one of the reasons that the 


experiment to train one detective per detective unit to specialise in stock theft cases did not 


work, as only one detective cannot visit the auctions and police them properly. (Here they 


referred to the policy of the SAPS to cascade the knowledge and expertise of specialised units 


to station level.).  In Kimberley up to 6000 cattle and sheep go through the auction on each 


auction day, and that will require many more detectives to do it properly. 


 


4.3.1.2.    Size of the area serviced by the unit 
 


The second argument they raised was that the size of the area serviced by the unit was not 


taken into account. It is, according to them, about 36 000 square kilometres. The furthest 


point they had to service was about 200 km from their office, meaning that as it was usually 


on gravel roads, and it took about 2 to 3 hours just to reach the farm. Only then could they 


start taking a statement from the farmer and start the investigation. The point they wanted to 
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make is that to investigate one case properly took several days to travel there and back, as 


well as to gather the stock, to count them and to investigate the case properly. 


 


4.3.1.3.    Gathering stock to count it 


  


According to them, there is a National Instruction from the SAPS, that in all cases where 


more than 30 sheep were stolen, the farm had to be visited, all stock gathered and each camp 


checked and all stock counted before proceeding with the investigation. The docket is only 


allocated to one person, and as such only counts for his productivity, but the work-study did 


not take into account the fact that all the other members who assisted the investigating officer 


with the investigation can show nothing for their efforts. According to them, the criteria for a 


detective at the unit are 8 new dockets per month. They argue that   one detective may be 


involved for days at a time assisting another detective with a big case and can show no docket 


for his efforts during some months. Such a member is then deemed to be unproductive. 


 


4.3.1.4.    Poor performance of the unit 


 


When questioned about their own productivity, they denied that poor production was a reason 


for the closure of the unit. One of the respondents mentioned that during his ten years at the 


unit, there were minimal complaints about service delivery. They alleged that the closure was 


not about production or client satisfaction, but rather a management decision taken to close 


the unit. 


All the issues raised by the respondents are valid points, which should have been taken into 


account when the productivity of the unit was determined prior to the decision to disband it. 


If the only criteria for productivity of the unit were the number of dockets received per 


month, it would be advisable that the issues raised by the respondents should also be taken 


into account.  


 


It is clear that the closure of the unit has been a very personal and emotional experience for 


the respondents, and as such their inputs must be regarded in that light. Unfortunately the 


method used by the SAPS in determining the reasons for the closure of the unit is not 


available for public scrutiny. 
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4.3.2 The effect of the closure of the unit on stock theft 


 


This question was posed to determine the perception of the focus group on what they 


perceived the effect is of the closure of the Stock Theft Unit, Kimberley was on the 


occurrence of stock theft in the area previously serviced by the unit. 


 


4.3.2.1.   More stock per incident is stolen 
 


When asked what they thought was the effect of the closure of the stock theft unit, they 


indicated that more stock was stolen per incident than before, and they felt that only about 


half of these thefts are reported. The two members on the stock theft task team have received 


cases where between 39 and 52 heads of stock per incident were stolen. The average 


monetary value of stolen stock per month of the cases investigated by the stock theft task 


team is R 100 000, and rises to above R 200 000 during some months.   


  


4.3.2.2.  The farmers have lost confidence in the South African Police Service 


 


The focus group alleged that the farmers have lost confidence in the SAPS, because the 


farmers feel that they do not get the service they deserve at the police stations, and as a result 


have started to refrain from reporting stock theft. One incident was mentioned of a farmer 


who had lost more that 30 sheep in a month’s time, but had not reported any of the thefts. The 


reason given is that the “station” police official allegedly just takes the statement and then 


leaves or as the respondent put it, “ hy sê, wat help dit die polisieman kom uit, vat sy 


verklaring, klim in sy bakkie en ry weg en verder hoor hy niks verder nie.”(He said what does 


it help to report it, as the police member only comes out to the farm, obtains a statement, gets 


into his vehicle and leaves and thereafter he does not hear a thing from them?)  Another 


respondent cited an incident where a farmer lost 60 sheep in a three-month period and when 


asked why he did not report it he said that he is “keelvol” (fed up) with the police because 


they do not even come out to the scene of crime, but only take a statement and that is the last 


time you’ll see them.    
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4.3.2.3.  Lack of the required specialist investigative skills at the stations 


 


Another effect of the closure is the fact that some cases that require specialist knowledge do 


not receive the attention required. One such incident occurred just after the closure of the 


unit, where a fraud case was reported, involving almost 380 000 head of stock. Two of the 


respondents that are currently on the Stock Theft Task team started to investigate, and since 


then they have not once stopped investigating these types of cases, as they are reported 


continuously. The farmers thereafter started to call them directly or request specifically that 


they must investigate their cases. The respondents also feel that to train detectives at the 


different detective branches as specialist stock theft detectives has proved to be a failure, as 


the respective detectives were not keen to investigate the stock theft cases, due to the time 


and hassle involved. This was, as they perceive it, due to a lack of interest and motivation and 


the fact that expertise cannot be picked up overnight, but only after years of experience. A 


relative simple thing like when, where and how certain samples have to be recovered at crime 


scenes can become a nightmare for a rookie detective.   


 


The current crime trends in the area support their claim that the farmers do not report all stock 


theft cases. It is not clear whether they do this because they have lost faith in the police or 


not. Other research has shown a similar trend, namely that when the public lose trust in the 


SAPS, they refrain from reporting crime and make use of alternative methods to safeguard 


their property. The proposed new model by the SAPS to cascade the knowledge and expertise 


to station level seems not to be working if one considers the response from the respondents, 


but the question can be asked whether enough was done and whether enough time was 


afforded to make the system work. 


 


4.3.3 The feeling of the respondents about the closure of the unit 


 


This question intended to gauge the respondent’s personal feelings about the closure of the 


Stock Theft Unit, Kimberley. 


 


 


 







192 
 


4.3.3.1.  A waste of their expertise 
 


One respondent used the analogy of a specialist doctor and a general practitioner. He felt that 


they, meaning the focus group, had decided to be specialists in stock theft investigations, but 


because of a bureaucratic process, were forced to return to general investigations where they 


were somewhat out of their depth. They had initially decided upon the Stock Theft Unit 


because they wanted to specialise and because they love working with the farmers and being 


close to nature. This “waste” of their expertise frustrates them tremendously. 


 


4.3.3.2.  The negative effect on the economy of the Area 
 


One respondent indicated that the economy of the Northern Cape is mainly dependent on 


mining and farming. Farming with stock is one of the more important activities in the area 


and should, in addition to the diamond industry, receive specialised attention from the South 


African Police Service to ensure that the Northern Cape has a stable and dynamic economy, 


in line with the credo of the SAPS to protect and to serve. By disbanding the unit, they feel 


that the SAPS had failed in serving the people of the area properly. They even went so far as 


to state that not only the farmers were affected, but the man in the street as well, as some 


farmers have switched from stock farming to other types of farming, due to the stock theft 


problem resulting in higher prizes. This claim is supported by research as was indicated in 


Chapter 2, paragraph 2.6. 


 


4.3.3.3.  Frustration with the South African Police Service management    
 


The decision to close the unit frustrated the respondents and they fought against it by 


registering grievances in accordance with the SAPS’s prescribed procedure, but still did not 


manage to stop the closure. They feel that at the time they had predicted the effect   the 


closure would have on stock theft and that it (the closure) would not work out, but nobody 


would listen to them. 


 


One respondent said that the members who were placed at the general detectives had a 


personal battle to accept the change and for his own survival he had to make the decision that 


he must accept it, or face the consequences in his personal life. He drew the analogy of accept 
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or “gaan jy tot niet” (fall to pieces). They stressed that their sacrifice of working long hours 


overtime without pay for love of their work was never recognised, nor the fact that they  


delivered an invaluable service to the community. 


 


It is clear, as was stated above, that the closure has been and still is an extremely emotional and 


traumatic experience for the respondents. They obviously feel that their sacrifice and effort 


before the closure of the unit was not recognised by the SAPS. Even though they are very 


emotional, they have raised valid issues that should be taken into account by the SAPS, not 


only with regards to the functioning of the Stock Theft Unit, but also about the manner in 


which the closure was handled and the respondents’ participation in the whole process.  


    


 


4.3.4 Proposals to rectify the problems 


 


The purpose with this question was to get the recommendations of the focus group on how to 


rectify the issues they raised,   as well as how to address stock theft properly. 


  


When this question was posed, the respondents mentioned that when the closure of the Stock 


Theft Unit was announced, the impression was given that the specialised stock theft detectives 


would be transferred to the stations to investigate these crimes, but there were not enough stock 


theft detectives to be transferred to all the stations in the area of responsibility of the Stock 


Theft Unit in Kimberley. The unit previously serviced 13 stations and only 7 members were 


attached to the Kimberley Stock Theft Unit. At first the farmers’ union did not object to the 


closure of the unit, because they were under the impression that the expertise would be brought 


to station level and only later learned that quite the opposite was true. One of the reasons given 


by the SAPS for the closure of these units at the time was to boost the capacity for crime 


investigation at station level (Redpath.2000: v).   


 


They also indicated that it will take very long to train new specialised individuals to investigate 


stock theft cases, as expertise only comes with experience and time. It will also be, according 


to them, counter productive, as only one specialist per station will not be sufficient, because 


more members are needed to investigate the bigger cases properly. They argued that the other 
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members will not be willing to assist, as they will have a numerically bigger docket load per 


month, and will not readily assist another detective for days on end without having anything to 


show for their own effort. According to them, the members at the stations are not interested in 


being specialist stock theft detectives and as such will still not do a proper job with the 


investigations of these cases. 


 


They are all against the idea of a task team approach, as it is not a long term solution. It helped 


in the cases in question as they could address the more serious types of cases, but in the long 


term it will not be as effective. There was a good reason for the establishment of the unit (STU 


Kimberley), as a specific need was identified at the time which necessitated the establishment 


of the unit. The main reason was that a person had to specialise in the Stock Theft Act and 


related acts, as well as in the technical expertise needed to prove these crimes. Attorneys 


specialise in these cases and a generalist detective will not be able to match him in court. 


 


They propose that the following should be done to address the issue of stock theft in the 


Diamondfield Area: 


 


4.3.4.1.  The liaison role of the stock theft detective 
 


When questioned about the liaison role of the stock theft detective, one respondent mentioned 


the Community Policing Forum and the farmers’ union. The respondents indicated that the 


specialised stock theft detective must liaise continuously with all role players and that should 


include both the CPF and the farmers’ unions. As many farmers do not belong to either, it is 


important for this detective to visit each and every farmer in his area of responsibility. It is 


imperative that the farmers feel that the detective is interested in each farmer and cares about 


them.  A typical example they discussed was a case that came in just before the unit was 


disbanded, where a farmer approached them at an auction and claimed that the sheep in one 


“kraal” at the auction was his. When they examined the sheep, they had the tattoos of a 


different farmer and they had to revert to DNA testing to prove that they were was in fact the 


complainants’ sheep. If they didn’t have that relationship of trust, they would have accepted 


the fact that the sheep were the property of the other farmer whose tattoos were on the sheep. 


In this case the sheep were tattooed after they were stolen.    
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4.3.4.2. Establish a Stock Theft Unit in Kimberley 


 


 The respondents suggested that the “right” people should be recruited and that a mix of 


experienced and inexperienced members must be recruited. This will mean that an 


experienced and an inexperienced member must be used as a team to give in-service training 


to the new members. In addition to this, a specific area must be allocated to these teams to 


ensure that they get to know the area and the farmers well.  


 


4.3.4.3  Other recommendations 


 


 Some of the other recommendations made by the respondents include the following: 
 


• conduct farm patrols and farm visits  


• police the auctions and abattoirs, 


• conduct patrols on the roads, as well as road blocks to deter the thieves from using 


national roads to transport stolen stock, 


• build a relationship of trust with the farmers and other communities to report crime and 


other suspicious behaviour immediately  


• to address the growing game farming industry in the area.      


 


Once again most of the suggestions made by the respondents are things that are standard 


procedure for Stock Theft Units, as indicated in the Stock Theft Manual. What is interesting 


is the role of the CPF and the liaison responsibility of the stock theft detective. They also 


address the fact that game farming is growing in the Northern Cape, adding a new dimension 


to the responsibility of such a unit, as it was not a priority before. One should also accept that 


almost all their suggestions are applicable; not only where a Stock Theft Unit exists currently, 


but also to the model where the detective at station level investigates the cases. The 


respondents were, however, quite adamant that the Stock Theft Unit must be reopened and 


their suggestion of the training and selection of the new members are also valid.  
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4.4 Findings from the docket analysis 


  


  No docket analysis was conducted, but the statistics with regards to the performance of the 


two STU’s were analysed to determine their success. 


 


4.5   Results of individual interviews 


 


 Interviews were conducted with members and ex-members of the STU Postmasburg, as well 


as with the person in charge of the STU’s in South Africa at the SAPS headquarters in 


Pretoria, Senior Superintendent Oosthuizen. Mr Koos van der Ryst, a farmer living in the 


Koopmansfontein area and who is currently National Chairperson of the Red Meat Producers 


Organisation was also interviewed. He also represents the farmers on the National Stock 


Theft Forum. 


 


4.5.1  Stock Theft Unit Postmasburg 


  


 A group interview was held with an ex-member of the unit, a previous acting unit commander 


of the unit, and the newly appointed commander of the unit. 


  


  The interview was much more informal than the one held with the members of the Kimberley 


STU, although more or less the same questions were asked. The proceedings were not 


recorded and the interviewer kept informal notes of the main topics that were discussed.  


 


4.5.1.1    Reason for the closure of the unit 


 


  They felt and indicated that one of the reasons for the closure was to force transformation, as 


most members at most STU’s were white. A second reason for the choice of Kimberley to 


close, but Postmasburg to remain open was that there was an Organised Crime Unit in 


Kimberley which should have taken up some of the responsibilities of the investigation of 


some stock theft cases. They were informed that the STU Postmasburg will eventually also 


close. 
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  During the discussion the same pride could be seen as was evident with the respondents from 


the Kimberley STU when they boasted that their unit (Postmasburg STU) and the De Aar 


STU were the most successful units with regards to tracing and retrieving stolen stock in the 


Northern Cape Province. In the past year the number of members has increased from the 


initial 5 in 2002 to the current 12 members with a Captain in charge. 


 


4.5.1.2   The effect of the closure of the Stock Theft Unit 


  


 There was a decrease in stock theft. The STU Postmasburg has also started to scale down, as 


they were informed that the unit will also close in due course. As a result, they stopped 


receiving new dockets or attending to new complaints and concentrated on closing all the 


dockets on hand. 


  


 One of the negative effects of the closure or imminent closure of their unit was that organised 


stock theft increased and they attributed this directly to a decrease in visibility. They also 


indicated that the farmers lost trust in the SAPS and became negative as a result. 


Consequently, farmers do not report cases. 


 


 The respondents also felt that the uniform police (Stations) do not put in the same effort as 


what they did at the time. 


 


4.5.1.3   Perception on the closure of the Stock Theft Unit 


 


 One of the respondents indicated that he lost all trust in the officers, became very bitter and 


looked for other opportunities outside the SAPS. Two of the members of the STU 


Postmasburg left the SAPS, one took a transfer and one was declared medically unfit and left 


the SAPS. According to the one respondent, it became a problem to address the farmers about 


the closure of the unit, as it was a very emotional issue. 


 


4.5.1.4   Suggestions on dealing with the closure of the Stock Theft Unit 


 


   They indicated that they thought that the following should be done; 
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• establish new units with qualified members 


• provide the necessary tools 


• provide enough members to be able to do all tasks assigned to them 


• communication and marketing of the units 


• thorough and successful investigations 


• specialised training and a strict selection process of new members 


 


They indicated that the farmers are not involved in the CPF and utilised the SJOINT 


structures as an alternative. One of the reasons for the non-involvement of the farmers in the 


CPF’s is the fact that there are too many organisations and meetings and that the farmers 


seem to be afraid that their interests will be regarded as less important than the needs of the 


majority. 


 


The group felt that sector policing can work in the rural areas. They also indicated that they 


had an excellent working relationship with the commandos and D-group reservists. They 


recommended that sector policing should take   the place of the commandos with regards to 


rural safety, but that the D-group reservists should be increased to specifically work with the 


farmers. 


 


Their suggestions with regards to crime prevention for stock theft are the following; 


• Increase farm visits 


• Conduct waylay (voorlê dienste) duties 


• Moving roadblocks in conjunction with the STU 


• Training for station members from STU members 


• Working as a team. 


 


4.5.2 Interview with the representative of the farmers’ community 


 


An interview was conducted with the representative of the farmer community, who is also the 


chairperson of the National Stock Theft Forum. He is also a farmer in the area where the 


survey was conducted. The interview was used to get another perspective on the perceptions 


of the respondents of the survey (Van der Ryst. 2006) 
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He indicated that the farmers have lost trust in the SAPS, especially the SAPS (station), and 


as a result they do not report stock thefts anymore. There is no eagerness or drive from the 


stations to investigate the cases and according to him, the SAPS does not register all the cases 


and manipulate the statistics. As an example he named one farmer in his immediate area that 


had numerous cases, but according to him nothing has come of it. He therefore questioned the 


decrease in stock theft statistics and indicated that it was rather a case of the farmers not 


reporting cases.  


 


When questioned about the responsibility of the farmers, he indicated that many farmers are 


not members of organised agriculture and as a result they are not informed about relevant 


issues. He felt strongly that all farmers should be members of organised agriculture. From the 


side of organised agriculture’ side they advise farmers actively to mark the stock, keep proper 


stock records and frequently check the fences to assist in the event of theft to improve the 


chances of recovering the stock and prove ownership thereof. 


 


He mentioned an interesting phenomenon. In the Campbell and Griekwastad area there are 


apparently people who are “bosslagters” (bush butchers); people who slaughter stock in 


unhygienic circumstances and then sell the meat to buyers. 


 


They pack the meat and sell it out of the “bakkies” in the bigger towns and cities. As a result 


there is no control over the quality, and no taxes are paid on the money received in this 


fashion. 


 


His advice to address the stock theft issue successfully includes the following: 


• Address the justice system to improve the conviction and cases to court rate. 


• Put the right person in the relevant job. 


• Committed police members must be given the task. 


 


 He sees the role of the farmers’ union as: 


• To motivate farmers to report all cases, as statistics will motivate for more 


personnel, vehicles and money. 
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• To mark and count the stock regularly and properly. 


• To be the eyes and ears of the SAPS to prevent stock theft. 


 


4.6 Summary 


 


In this chapter both the findings of the questionnaires and the focus group interviews were 


discussed in detail. In addition, the individual interviews with different role-players were also 


discussed to balance the views of the respondents of both the questionnaires and the focus 


groups. The same theme was consistently used in all these research methods, so that an 


informed deduction could be drawn from it. In most instances the different respondents had 


similar views on subjects. This will, however, be discussed in detail in Chapter 5 where the 


findings will be interpreted.  
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Chapter 5 


 


Interpretation of the findings 
 


5.1 Introduction 


 


The Scanning, Analysis, Response and Assessment (SARA) model was utilized to interpret 


the findings of this research and find solutions for the problems identified in the research. It is 


clear from the results of the research that a solution must not only be found to reduce stock 


theft (statistically speaking), but more importantly that solutions must be identified to change 


the mindsets and perceptions of the farming community in order to address the fear of crime 


and a lack of trust in the SAPS. It is also very important that these solutions should address 


the issue of specialization in stock theft investigation. 


  


As previously explained, the SARA model consists of 4 components, each of which is 


equally important. The data collected during the empirical leg of the study, as well as the 


information gleaned from the literature review, will now be interpreted and structured 


according to these components.  


 


5.2 The Scanning phase 


 


In this component it is important to look for patterns or recurring problems in a proactive 


manner, in order to ensure that potential problems and gaps that can lead to stock theft and 


ineffective service delivery, are timeously identified. It entails both crime patterns and crime 


statistics and also problems that are common to all the different role players. All the facts and 


results in the previous chapters which include the group interviews, the questionnaires and 


individual interviews, as well as the literature review, were scanned. Various topics were 


identified as important to the research. To keep the discussion focussed, the different topics 


were divided into five different groups. The five groups will now be discussed.  
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5.2.1  Need for specialization 


 


The need for specialization was never disputed in the research by   the SAPS or the 


respondents. The SAPS stated for example that they closed some specialized units in order to 


take the expertise to station level. Specialized detective units have been used since 1961 and 


one of the first three specialized units was a Stock Theft Unit (Dippenaar: 1988). And the 


reasons provided by the SAPS for the closure of specialized units is an about turn of the 


concept of specialization used by them up to now. 


 


The only difference of the current application of the closure is in the application level of the 


specialization. The SAPS intended to cascade the expertise to station level, but was unable to 


do so effectively. This was mainly due to an insufficient number of trained members. On the 


other hand, the farming communities expected that a specialized unit, rather than a regular 


detective, should investigate their cases. 


 


If one takes the results of the questionnaire into account, it is clear that the closure did not 


attain the goals that the SAPS set out to reach. In Chapter 1, two reasons that the SAPS gave 


for the closure of the STU’s were  mentioned, namely to bring the expertise and capacity to 


investigate to station level, and the fact that the specialist units appear to have performed less 


well than the station detectives.   


 


The closure of the units resulted in the farming community losing trust in the SAPS, with a 


subsequent under-reporting of stock theft, causing farmers to take the law into their own 


hands. The alternative measure, the task teams, was also just effective in the short term. The 


members of the STU’s did deliver a specialist service, if one looks at the results of the 


questionnaire in which  the respondents overwhelmingly indicated that they were very 


satisfied with the services delivered by the STU, especially with regards to the investigation 


of and response to stock theft.  


 


 It is clearly evident from the results of the questionnaires, that the investigators at station 


level delivered a poorer service with regards to the investigation of stock theft cases, than the 


service provided by the STU detectives. The respondents were not satisfied with the 
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performance in the investigation of stock theft cases and the feedback they received in this 


regard from the SAPS at station level. This is once again an indication that the closure of the 


STU’s did not attain the goals that the SAPS intended. It was supposed to improve the 


performance at station level. 


  


 The stations clearly do not have real expertise to investigate complicated stock theft cases. 


This was demonstrated in the responses of the respondents with regard to their perception and 


experience of the investigation of stock theft cases. For example, almost as many respondents 


indicated that they were not satisfied with the station SAPS’ reaction time than those that 


indicated that they were satisfied; 34 indicated “well” and 27 indicated “poorly.”  On the 


question about their perception about the investigation of stock theft, more respondents 


indicated that they were satisfied with the STU in this regard than those that were satisfied 


with the investigation by the stations. 


 


The cases to court rate, detection rate and disposal rate have all been negatively affected by 


the closure of the Kimberley STU. The fact that the members of the Postmasburg STU were 


under the impression that that unit was also going to close, also impacted negatively on their 


successes. The reason for this was that they did not take on new work and some members 


even left the SAPS and the unit in anticipation of the impending closure. The closure clearly 


did not have the intended effect of taking the specialist knowledge to the stations, as the 


number of STU members that were at the unit when it closed were not enough to be deployed 


to all the stations, nor was it policy at the time to transfer the affected members to the other, 


smaller stations. The detectives at the smaller, more rural stations were either not trained, or 


those that were trained were not as committed to do the work as the members previously 


attached to the STU. 


  


 The general consensus of the respondents, with a few exceptions like those from Campbell, is 


that the closure of the Stock Theft Units was a mistake which did not deliver the desired 


result of bringing the expertise to the stations. It had the effect that the farming community 


lost trust in the SAPS, which prompted them to refrain from reporting crime and to resort to 


the use of vigilante groups. The last result is not supported well by the research, but there is 


an indication that some respondents did resort to the use of force, as can be seen in the 
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responses of some of the respondents, as well as the fact that a few made use of Mapogo. The 


mere fact that they used Mapogo to safeguard their possessions is not in itself an indication of 


vigilantism. but again the responses from some of the respondents alluded to the fact that they 


used them, not only to safeguard their possessions, but also because they thought that they 


would do something more drastic than what the police could legally do.   


 


From the results of the research, it can   be deduced that the STU is not the only solution to 


the problem, and that a combination of a STU and specifically trained and assigned 


individuals who are trained at the stations will be able to be more effective than only 


establishing a STU. The reason for this is that the level of expertise will be broadened to have 


a much wider reach. It also means that the one goal identified by the SAPS when they 


decided to close the STU’s will also be reached, as such a  combination (STU and specialist 


individual) will ensure that the expertise is sent to station level, yet still backed up by a 


specialist unit. This implies that   the SAPS members, the farming community and the 


farmers’ unions, need to be empowered on various levels, to adopt a holistic approach 


towards the prevention and management of stock theft cases.  


 


5.2.2 Fear of crime 


 


The fear of crime, or the farmers’ response to crime culminated in them not reporting crime, 


taking the law into their own hands and joining so-called vigilante groups. In addition, it 


resulted in them losing trust in the police and developing a very negative perception of the 


SAPS. If one looks at the results of the questionnaires, it is evident that there is a significant 


number of respondents who have a negative perception about the SAPS. In addition, the 


service delivery was perceived to be poor and some stations were identified as scoring even 


poorer than the others. 


   


Burton et al (2004:107) indicate that only 36% of victims reported stock theft to the SAPS in 


a previous survey. The reasons provided at the time indicated that the majority (30.2%), 


thought it not to be important or necessary, “no chance of recovery”, to report (31.8%), and 


8.8% who indicated that the police were not available. The rest indicated that they used other 


means to resolve the issue which can be an indication of security firms used and even that 
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vigilante organizations were used. However, the issue of not reporting stock theft is not 


isolated to South Africa only. In Australia, for example, the percentage of cases reported to 


the police is even worse in some states, even though states like Western Australia, 


Queensland, Tasmania and the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) have specialised officers 


or squads dedicated to the investigation of stock theft crime. As Stephenson (2003:3) 


indicates, the appointment of the specialised investigators does not necessarily have any 


influence on the farmers’ reporting of livestock theft. In Queensland, which has 10 Stock 


Squads according to the report, (Stephenson, 2003:3), a mere 17% of the farmers   reported 


stock theft to the police. The reasons for not reporting in that study also support the reasons 


provided by the respondents in this study.  


 


In the former study, the reasons which the highest number of respondents indicated, namely, 


too difficult to prove (57%); and difficult to determine if a crime had occurred (55%); too 


much time had passed; police have no knowledge about farming (56%), too much time has 


passed (53%) and police can’t do much (44%), are an indictment of the farmers not counting 


their stock regularly and also that they deem the police inefficient to solve and prevent stock 


theft. The reasons provided correspond with those found in this research. 


 


Another issue is that, although other countries such as Australia and Namibia use specialists 


to investigate these cases and SARPCCO members have agreed to develop a standardized 


Stock Theft Training Curriculum for SARPCCO members that will focus on prevention, 


investigation and detection of crime, that alone is not necessarily going to address the non- 


reporting of crime. 


 


There are many instances in research surveys that indicate that public perceptions about 


personal safety, as well as the government’s ability to provide safety to the community are 


low and have deteriorated since 1994 (Sekhonyane and Louw 2000:14).   In Sekhonyane’s 


research it was also indicated that people support violent collective action against criminals, 


because the criminal justice system is not performing satisfactorily and to their liking, and 


they feel unsafe.  


 


As recently as September 2006, when crime surveys have again shown that the community of 
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South Africa is very concerned about the crime in South Africa, it has prompted both the 


Minister of Safety and Security, Mr. Charles Nqakula and Mr. Mbeki to call on all South 


Africans to play an active part in crime prevention as already referred to in Chapter 2.  


 


The research results, and especially the questionnaire, indicate that the main reason for not 


reporting stock theft was that the respondents thought that the SAPS could not do anything 


about it. This is a clear indication that it is extremely important that a higher percentage of 


incidents must be reported to the SAPS, and of those that are reported, more should lead to a 


docket being opened. This implies that all role players must work together to address both the 


reporting of crime and the opening of docket. The SAPS needs to improve its service delivery 


aggressively and the farming community and –structures must ensure that all cases are 


reported 


  


If one scans the statistics, there is a marked decrease in stock theft, but if one takes the 


percentage of cases that was not reported into account, the crime situation is totally different. 


The perception of the majority of the respondents indicated that they thought that stock theft 


had risen and that it was a big problem in the area where they lived. In Chapter 4 the 


perception of the respondents regarding the increase / decrease of stock theft was discussed. 


The majority indicated that they thought that stock theft had increased. Only 6.8% indicated a 


perception that stock theft came down. Linked to this, the fact that the respondent was a 


victim of stock theft negatively influenced his perception with regard to whether he thought 


stock theft had increased or not.  


 


The reasons that the respondents gave for their perceptions were the perceived poor criminal 


justice system, motivated by the fact that their experience was that stock theft cases generally 


had a poor chance to be closed positively with a conviction. As stated before, many of them 


based their perception on own experience and a smaller number heard this from someone 


else. This perception poses a real tough challenge for the SAPS, as they will have to improve 


their service in all spheres to change these perceptions. Even in those instances where these 


perceptions are wrong, the SAPS will have to put in place structures and procedures for good 


communication to ensure that they are not wrongly blamed for negative results. This, 


however, is going to be a tough task, as perceptions will not change with the SAPS merely 
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conveying a message to the farmers, but rather by obtaining commitment from all role 


players to address the entire problem of stock theft collectively, and in the process forge a 


sound relationship based on trust and respect.   


 


This negative perception needs to be addressed. It is clear from the above argument that the 


actual incidence of stock theft remains an unknown fact, and that the SAPS operates from the 


perspective that it has decreased, and the farming community that it increased. This leads to 


motivational lines for the opposing perceptions to cross, and is a key challenge to address, if 


the problem of stock theft and its prevention have to be addressed. The task at hand is thus 


that a more accurate picture of the actual nature and extent of stock theft in the area need to 


be obtained.  


 


From the above it transpires that there is a pressing need to ensure greater reporting of the 


incidence of stock theft to the SAPS by the farming community. This may not be an easy 


task, as various infrastructural challenges, such as vast distances, the underresourcing of the 


SAPS, and attitudinal challenges, such as the negative attitude of many farmers against the 


SAPS have to be overcome.  


  


5.2.3 Community policing 


 


The results of the research indicates that the concept of community policing is not yet well 


established in the area, especially with regards to sector policing, CPF’s, etc. These results 


will be discussed with special reference to the CPF’s, sector policing and the commandos. 


 


5.2.3.1.  Lack of knowledge about and involvement in the Community Police Forum 


 


The majority of the respondents did not even show a basic knowledge of the CPF, and most 


were not involved in the CPF. Some were at least represented in the CPF through a farmers’ 


union which had a representative on the CPF. The majority of respondents did not belong to a 


CPF, and most did not even know what the CPF is. The number of respondents that indicated 


that they knew what the CPF is can be challenged, as most of them could not provide a 


correct reason for not belonging to the CPF. This included reasons that are clearly not valid, 
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like “not being invited”. When questioned about suggestions about the role of the CPF in 


crime prevention, some respondents even indicated that the CPF should conduct more farm 


visits, a clear indication that they do not understand the role and responsibilities of the CPF.  


This means that they do not utilize the existing structure to facilitate the communication of 


their problems and specific needs to the SAPS. This situation is a big problem that the SAPS 


needs to address urgently. It is very important that all farmers and related organizations must 


firstly know precisely what the CPF stands for and how they can benefit from it, and 


secondly that they actively participate in and belong to the local CPF.  The SAPS wants all 


organizations and communities to participate in the CPF’s and would rather engage them in 


the CPF’s, than to deal with them as individual groups or persons. 


  


5.2.3.2 The existence and effectiveness of sector policing 


  


 Sector policing is also almost non-existent in the Diamondfield Area in the farming 


community. The reason for this seems to be a lack of personnel in the SAPS, the fact that the 


commando members seem to be reluctant to join the reservists corps in order to support the 


sector policing concept in the place of the commandos, and issues like the fact that high 


crime areas received first preference during the implementation of the sector policy. In most 


station areas the high crime area will be in the town area itself, and not in the rural areas. The 


SAPS will have to find a balance between high crime areas and the importance of 


establishing sector policing in the rural areas. On the other hand, the farmers themselves need 


to join forces with the SAPS by joining the reservists, and actively participating in sector 


policing. 


 


5.2.3.3.  The role and closing of the commandos 


 


It is clear that the closure of the commandos left a huge gap and made the farmers negative. 


The majority of the respondents indicated that they were satisfied with the role the 


commandos played and that they were against the closure of the commandos. The closure 


resulted that farmers who previously belonged to the commandos, did not join the reservist 


corps. One of the reasons for this is the fact the SAPS was not paying their reservists, and the 


fact that issues like whether they will maintain their SANDF ranks in the reservist corps or 
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not, and where they will be deployed were not resolved in the time of the study. Most will 


prefer to be deployed in the area where they reside and farm. 


 


The closure also left a gap in the prevention of crime and in the rural safety, which is not yet 


covered by the establishment of sector policing in the specific area. The commando was a full 


partner in the JOINT structures to ensure proper crime prevention in the rural areas, as well 


playing a role in rural safety issues. Not only did the SAPS lose force multipliers in the 


personnel of the commandos, but the crucial role the commando played in communication 


between the SAPS and the farming community is also lost.  It is of interest to note that the 


actions perceived by the respondents to be positive on the side of the commandos are in fact 


ordinary crime prevention actions like patrols, roadblocks and farm visits. Every one of these 


can be conducted in a sector policing concept by making use of the reservist corps. 


 


Community policing does not only entail the CPF and the concept of sector policing, but 


these two concepts constitute some of the best ways to ensure that the relationship between 


the SAPS and the farming community is sound. It is also the best method to ensure that the 


needs of the farming community are addressed in a structured way. If properly instituted and 


utilized, the CPF will definitely lead to excellent cooperation and to restore trust in the SAPS. 


The success or failure depends on the inputs and cooperation of both the farming community, 


as well as the SAPS. 


  


5.2.4 Crime Prevention 


 


The following issues were identified by the respondents and are supported by the research:  


farmers not marking stock; the fact that poaching was neglected in the past as a policing 


priority; that policing did not reach all farmers equally; that stock is stolen during the night; 


that a perception exists that own employees are responsible for stock theft; that the incident 


of stock theft increases near to informal settlements and that the SAPS is not “visible” 


enough. These matters of concern will be reflected upon now. 
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Poaching is becoming a problem 


   


ng was not included in the definition of stock theft at the start of this research, but it 


 


.2.4.3  Policing is not reaching all farmers 


he current structures like the SJOINT and the AJOINT, the CPF and others mainly engage 


5.2.4.1   Stock not marked 


  


The fact that stock was not marked in some instances led to some farmers not reporting the 


stock theft cases out of fear that they will be prosecuted, which in turn resulted in wrong 


perceptions and negativity, as is the case  with  the respondents from Campbell. Lastly it 


resulted in cases not proved in court, because ownership could not be proved. Even a 


representative of the farmers on the highest level, confirmed that the marking of stock is a 


problem. It is imperative that all stock is marked properly to ensure that cases can be solved 


and that no time is lost to charge the farmer for this neglect even before starting to investigate 


the theft. This will mean that the SAPS and organized agriculture must step up their current 


endeavours to inform the stock owners about the need to mark stock, as well as assisting 


them to do so. Again it will require more than just an information programme, as many 


farmers have proved to be reluctant to do so. When stock is subsequently stolen and the cases 


cannot be solved or proved in court, they blame it on poor investigation or the criminal 


justice system, instead of realizing that their negligence is the cause. 


 


5.2.4.2 
 


Poachi


became an issue during the research. According to the respondents of the focus group 


interview, game farming is growing rapidly in the Diamondfield Area. This is supported by 


the census statistics on farming, as game farming has increased dramatically.   One of the 


respondents in the questionnaire indicated that he experienced poaching in the Witsand 


Game Reserve. Poaching therefore also needs the special attention of all role players, and 


especially that of Nature Conservation. 


5


 


T


the organized farming organizations and neglect to engage those farmers who do not belong 


to a farmers’ union, or to new structures like the NAFU. 
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ot all respondents belong to a farmers’ union, in fact in the study it came out that 9.1%.of 


ne cannot only engage the farmers’ union in these endeavours. Also relevant to this is the 


 


ntire farming community is not engaged, a skewed picture with regards to the 


 


This negative perception is clearly evident in the responses from the respondents who had not 


  


e of visible policing actions was mentioned time and again by the respondents. It is 


N


the respondents did not belong to a farmers’ union. This percentage excludes the respondents 


who indicated that they belong to the NAFU. It is imperative that all farmers must be 


included in anything the SAPS attempts to do, to ensure the safety and security of the farming 


community.  


 


O


fact that so many respondents indicated that they had not seen a police official on their farms 


for years. If this is true, it is an indication that the station has not included the farm on their 


list of farms for farm visits, or simply just did not visit the farm. This should not be the case, 


as the SAPS should ensure that they firstly have every farm in their area on file, and also that 


they visit them on a regular, controlled basis. 


 


 If the e


occurrence of crime and other important issues will be seen. Not all incidents of crime will be 


reported, resulting in crime prevention operations conducted at the wrong times and places. 


Relevant and important information will also not be forthcoming, that could have lead to the 


arrest of perpetrators, or even the prevention of crime. In addition, such a situation will lead 


to wrong perceptions about the SAPS, as is   currently the case with the respondents from 


Campbell.  


 


received a farm visit over the last few years. One commented “watter polisie?”, (what 


police?) when asked whether he was satisfied with the service, and added that he had lived on 


the farm for the past 10 years, and had not once seen a police official on the farm. It is 


inexcusable that a farm has not been visited once a year, not even mentioning once in 10 


years! 


 The issu


clear that patrols, roadblocks, farm visits, waylay operations, response time, feedback and 


involvement in the community and such actions are important to the respondents. They 


mentioned these actions when questioned about what the SAPS did not do right, and also 
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5.2.4.3 Stock stolen during the night   


 is clear from the responses that stock is stolen mostly during the night. The number of 


  


2.4.5 Involvement of employees in stock theft 


here is a definite indication that the employees, either own or those of neighbours, were 


his is an issue that should be addressed by the farmers’ unions and other organized 


mentioned it as what they thought should be done. 


 


It


respondents who indicated this was not high, but they are significantly more than those that 


had indicated that stock theft were committed during the day. It means that crime prevention 


operations should be conducted at night to address it. It is a fact that the SAPS needs to 


address this problem during crime prevention operations, by conducting roadblocks and 


patrols at night. It would be advisable if the statistics of the SAPS, the so-called matrix or 


crime trend analysis can be compared with an impromptu survey under the farmers of a 


specific area, to determine whether stock theft is committed during the day or night, and that 


operations are then planned and executed accordingly. 


 


5.   


 


T


perceived by the respondents to be responsible for the stock thefts on their farms. There are 


numerous reasons for this; one being that the workers are not vetted properly before 


employed by the farmers, as confirmed by some of the respondents themselves. They 


obviously did not say this about themselves, but referred to their neighbours. Another 


accusation was that the neighbour did not provide the workers with meat and they were then 


forced to steal from them.  


 


T


structures. The issue of vetting farm workers before employing them is a contentious issue 


that should be handled with circumspection. One of the solutions can be to “blacklist” a 


worker who was found guilty of stock theft with the farmers’ union in that specific area, so 


that a prospective employer can know beforehand that the worker was in fact found guilty 


and if he then hires him, he does so knowingly. 
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5.2.4.6 Cross border stock theft 


ross border stock theft is not such a big problem if one looks at the statistics of both 


  


2.4.7  Informal settlements 


ts of informal settlements were, according to the respondents, responsible for the theft 


 


Crime prevention is one of the pillars of the model to address stock theft. Most of the issues 


 


or example, be senseless for the farmers to mark their stock properly, but the SAPS 


 


 


C


Botswana and South Africa. It was, however raised as a reason for being a victim of stock 


theft by some respondents. Botswana is the only neighbouring state that borders on the 


Diamondfield Area. The border is in the jurisdiction area of the Postmasburg STU. The 


statistics do not indicate that there is a big cross border stock theft problem with Botswana. If 


the number of stock involved is taken into account, as depicted in Chapter 2 for the 2002 to 


2003 period, the number is negligible, 32 goats and 13 sheep. The fact that this issue was 


raised by the respondents is, however, an indication that it needs attention. The mere 


possibility of cross border stock theft is something that needs to be addressed.  


 


5. . 


  


 Residen


of stock. The reason for this is clear; as it is the lower income group and people who are 


really destitute, who reside in these settlements.  As a result, the mere fact that an informal 


settlement is situated near to a farm, poses a challenge to both the farmer and the SAPS to put 


processes in place to prevent stock theft. The traditional methods of crime prevention might 


no be enough, and the solution will ultimately require innovative ideas and methods.  


that were raised by the respondents were in one way or the other connected to crime 


prevention. The fact that crime prevention generated so many and such passionate responses, 


clearly indicates that it is a very important issue that must be addressed as a matter of 


urgency.  In this case, the challenge will be to define the roles of the different role players and 


to obtain their commitment to work together to address stock theft effectively. 


 


 It will, f


neglects to conduct roadblocks. The marking of stock was specifically enforced to assist the 


SAPS to determine ownership of suspected stolen stock. If the police then do not conduct 


operations, there is no necessity for the stock to be marked, and the effort put in by the 
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Effective crime prevention will address most of the issues pointed out by the respondents. 


 


The growing game farming industry also poses a unique challenge, as most of the expertise of 


. 


2.5 Communication 


ite lack of communication between the different role players   can be detected 


 


In addition to this, there was not enough active engagement between the SAPS and the 


farmers to mark their stock is wasted. On the other hand, if the SAPS conducts regular 


operations and trace   suspected stolen stock, but the farmers did not mark their stock, it will 


be a waste of the police efforts. The different role players must work together to   effectively  


address stock theft. It is essential that everyone knows his/her own role and responsibilities 


and that all parties work together as a cohesive unit. 


 


The issues discussed under this heading were those that were emphasized most by the 


respondents, and which are clearly what they deemed as a priority. Obviously not all the 


farmers feel that it is important to mark their stock. Some see it as a burden that doesn’t add 


any value to their products. The challenge will then be to change their mindset and to obtain 


full cooperation in this regard.  


 


the STU’s lies in the investigation of stock theft, and not in that of poaching. This will 


demand a new approach, not only from the crime prevention perspective, but also as far as 


the investigation of poaching is concerned. The other issues mentioned in paragraph 5.2.4 


must really be taken into account when operations to prevent crime are planned. It must be 


stressed however, that   innovative ideas need to be generated and explored to assist the 


traditional way of addressing stock theft. 


5.


  


 A defin


throughout the study. The Stock Theft Units did not communicate their mandate to their 


clients, nor did they introduce themselves to the farmers. The farmers did not even know 


under which STU they resorted for service. 


 


farmers, the farmers’ unions and -associations. Much has already been said about poor 


communication, as it is part and parcel of almost every problem raised in this chapter. Some 


of the problems will be discussed in more detail. 
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5.2.5.1  not function as intended  


ne of the structures prescribed by the SAPS to facilitate cooperation and communication 


any of the above can be ascribed to poor communication and wrong perceptions. These 


5.2.5.2 The misconceptions about the Stock Theft Unit  


As remarked previously, there is a real problem between the Kimberley STU and respondents 


 the communication channels, methods and procedures are not clearly defined and 


  Stock Theft Information Committees do


 


O


between the SAPS and the farming community is the Stock Theft Information Committees, 


(STIC). The instruction is that a Provincial Stock Theft Committee, PSTC must be 


established to oversee the process, and that a STIC must be established in the area of 


jurisdiction of each STU. This must be done on request of the farmers in the jurisdiction of 


the STU. There is currently no such STIC in either of the two STU’s areas of jurisdiction, and 


this can be one of the reasons for poor communication and cooperation between the STU’s 


and the farmers. 


 


M


include matters like the STU not engaging all farmers and informing them about their work, 


what they do and who are working in which area.  


 


  


 


from Campbell and the National African Farmers Union (NAFU), which is clearly portrayed 


in the questionnaires. The farmers from Campbell, who mostly consist of NAFU members, 


quite strongly conveyed their dissatisfaction with the service of the STU Kimberley, which 


they perceived to be biased and racist. Whether it is a wrong perception or real fact, it needs 


to be addressed. It seems as if these respondents do not have the correct information about the 


mandate of the STU, nor do they adhere to the legislation pertaining to the marking of their 


stock. If they are then charged for not marking stock, they perceive it to be an indication that 


they are targeted by the SAPS. Poor communication also means that wrong expectations are 


formed. 


 


If


effectively utilized, all the good work already done will be wasted. Good communication will 


firstly assist to improve coordination and cooperation, and secondly it will assist to address 


wrong perceptions. The SAPS can reduce crime as much as possible, but if that fact is not 
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.3 The analysis phase 


his part of the SARA model entails the use of the questions why, who, where, when and 


5.3.1 losure of the Stock Theft Units 


any of the problems identified in this research can be traced back to the closure of the 


 is not necessary to deliberate the fact whether the decision to close the unit was justified or 


5.3.2 ommunication 


d problem is the fact that there is currently poor communication between both the 


 


This is clearly evident if one looks at the fact that the SAPS engages mainly the farmers’ 


communicated properly, it will do nothing to change perceptions. The same good relations 


that apparently exist with all farmers’ unions must be extended to the NAFU as well. 


5


 


T


what to determine the reason for the problem. It is a very important part of the process, 


because one has to fully understand the problem in order to be able to find a solution for it. 


 


C


 


M


STU’s and the fact that nothing, or not enough, was done to ensure that the same level of 


expertise in the stock theft investigations exists at station level. The result thereof was that the 


success rate in the detection rate of stock theft   decreased, that farmers   started to refrain 


from reporting crime; resorting to taking the law into their own hands or making use of 


vigilante groups.  


 


It


not. A policy should have been put into place to replace the expertise at station level, to 


ensure that the farmers receive the same quality of service than before. The respondents 


indicated that at first they thought the closure was a good idea, as they were under the 


impression that it meant that the same level of expertise would have been developed at the 


stations. Only after the level of service dropped, did they resort to not reporting and being 


negative about the SAPS. 


 


C


  


 A secon


SAPS and the farming community, and   between the STU and the farming community.  
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here are many different forums and committees to use for good communication, such as the 


he problem of poor communication is not only that of the SAPS, but also that of the 


he STU also did not communicate properly with all the farmers, and that is why only those 


5.3.3 Community Policing 


he whole concept of community policing is also not applied effectively in the area. Sector 


unions, but neglect to engage those farmers that do not belong to a farmers’ union, or who 


belong to a newly formed farmers’ association like the NAFU. If the responses of the 


respondents are anything to go by, many farmers had for years not seen a police official on 


their farms, nor do the newly formed NAFU members know what the mandate of the STU is.  


 


T


AJOINT, the SJOINT, the STIC, the CPF etc. that were all designed specifically for this 


purpose, yet are not used to the full potential.  


 


T


individual farmers themselves, as well as the different organized farmers’ committees. They 


also do not always actively use the structures available to develop sound communication. It 


seems as if the fact that the commandos are closing, had an even more negative effect on the 


communication between the farmers and the SAPS; as the farmers who were in the command 


structure of the commando used the interaction between the SAPS and the commandos, like 


the AJOINT, to convey those issues that had an impact on the farmers, to the SAPS. They 


would, for example, inform the committee about stock theft trends that they experienced and 


then be part and parcel of the planning of the operation to address the problem. 


 


T


farmers that had so much stock stolen from them   that the case fell within the parameters of 


the mandate of the STU, knew of them and had a good perception of the work they had done. 


Similarly, the NAFU members did not know what the mandate of the STU was, and 


perceived the refusal to attend to their complaints as favouritism or even racism. 


 


 


T


policing is not implemented properly at most of the stations in the Diamondfield Area. In 


some instances, sector policing has already been implemented, but only in those “hotspot” 


sectors in the towns. The only stations that can really boast effective community policing and 


some progress in the establishment of sector policing in those sectors within a station area, 
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e SAPS management in the area to form one 


econdly, the commandos have closed or are in the process of being closed, and the ex-


 addition, the farmers are, as was stated before, only marginally involved in the CPF’s. 


 sues that came up during the research, and specifically in the questionnaires,  are issues like 


are Kimberley with their farm watch and those smaller stations that do not have a town as 


such to serve, like Boetsap, Severn, Plooysburg, Van Zylsrust, etc. In the majority of the 


cases the feedback from the respondents with regards to these stations was positive, which 


indicates that community policing definitely has a role to play. 


 


 The other stations were all instructed by th


sector to service the farming community, but unfortunately most could not manage to 


establish the sector and progress to phase 5 (full implementation). The main reasons for this 


are the fact that statistically the crime in these sectors is not such a problem as in the town 


area itself and when scarce resources like personnel and vehicles need to be prioritized; they 


will obviously be allocated to the so-called hotspot areas. 


 


S


commando members do not want to join the reservist corps to assist in the sector policing 


concept. One of the reasons for this reluctance is the fact that clarity has not been reached 


about the ranks of the commando members when they are recruited as reservists; the training 


that they need to go through   again and the fact that they will not be paid for their services, as 


opposed to when they were in the commandos.  


 


In


Enough has already been said about this topic, but it is very important that farmers do get 


involved in the CPF’s. The concept of community policing does not, however, only entail the 


CPF, sector policing and the such, but also includes a mind shift, as was described in Chapter 


3. This means that the SAPS should consult as widely as possible with all role players in 


policing matters. One of the groups that is not involved currently, are the farm workers. 


 


Is


cross border stock theft, the fact that stock is not marked properly, that poaching is not 


receiving the attention it needs; that own employees are perceived to play a role in stock theft  


and that stock theft is more prevalent near to informal settlements. It is very important for the 


SAPS to take these issues into account when planning operations to prevent stock theft, or to 


implement actions to communicate with the community. These issues need to be addressed 
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In Chapter 6 specific recommendations will be made to resolve these problems. It is 


 


.4 The response phase 


he third phase of the SARA model is that a proper response needs to be developed which 


 was proposed (Proving the SARA…, 2005), that the brainstorming technique be used to get 


ne can argue that the focus group interview with the STU members, the interview with Mr. 


 


more effectively, for example in the case of the perception that own workers are responsible 


for stock theft,  the vetting of new workers, establishing sound relations between the farmer 


and the workers, and ensuring the involvement of the workers in crime prevention, etc.  


 


important that the solutions or recommendations are not restricted to what the researcher 


proposes, but that possible solutions include problem solving mechanisms that can be utilized 


by the role players to be used in their own unique situations. This is important, because the 


situation will evolve as interventions to address current problems are addressed, and new 


ones emerge. 


5


 


T


must have a long term effect on the problem. Such a solution should not require a 


commitment from the SAPS which will not be sustainable over the long-term.  


 


It


as many ideas as possible which must then be prioritized. An implementation plan must 


subsequently be drawn up, that must include the persons that will be responsible to execute 


the action, as well as delivery time frames. After this, a SWOT analysis should be conducted 


of each identified intervention or strategy. 


 


O


Van der Ryst, as well as the recommendations of the respondents in the questionnaires can be 


deemed to be the results of a brainstorming exercise. The inputs of the aforementioned were 


prioritized and will now be discussed. In addition, a brainstorming exercise was arranged 


with detectives, STU members, members of the community, CPF members, and organized 


agriculture, including the NAFU. The inputs were used to draw up a SWOT analysis, which  


was used to draw up a   plan to implement the recommendations made in this research. This 


implementation plan is attached as annexure L. 
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5.5 he assessment phase 


The proof of the research and proposed solutions lies in the results on stock theft, community 


 


.6.  Summary 


 


 this Chapter the SARA process that was followed to come to the conclusions was 


he implementation plan that will ensure that the recommendations are adhered to, is 


T


 


perceptions, and community relations, improved detection of cases and very importantly, that 


the expertise to investigate stock theft professionally is available at all or most stations. It will 


also be deemed to be a success if the intervention assisted in establishing sector policing and 


ensuring that clear communication channels are established. In order to gauge the success or 


not of the recommendations, it is imperative that a baseline must be established against which 


the impact of the interventions can be measured. This baseline is the current crime statistics 


as depicted in the previous Chapters and against which crime decreases or increases can be 


measured. This will be quite easy to do, but will not reflect issues like the non- or under 


reporting of stock theft cases. The latter, as well as perceptions of the farming community 


about the SAPS, will have to be assessed by a similar survey as the one that was conducted in 


this research. 


5


In


discussed in detail. The findings of the process will be further discussed in Chapter 6 where 


conclusions and recommendations will be made, based on the findings in Chapter 5. 


 


T


attached as Annexure M.  
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Chapter 6 


Summary, conclusion and recommendations 
 


Introduction 


 this chapter the research process and findings will be summarised, a conclusion based on 


 ummary 


he research has dealt with many issues which can be divided into five topics, namely, the 


 


Conclusion 


The problem studied in this research is the effect that the closure of the specialist Stock Theft 


Units during 2002 in the Northern Cape had on the community, as well as on the theft of 


livestock. 


 


 


 


In


these findings will be drawn and recommendations made to address and rectify problem 


areas. 


 


S


 


T


need for specialization, the fear of crime, community policing, crime prevention and 


communication. Many of the problems relate to the closure of the Stock Theft Units, or can 


be directly attributed to their closure. Communication, or rather the lack thereof, also played 


a major role in the worsening situation, as it assisted in entrenching perceptions and driving a 


wedge between the very persons or organisations that were supposed to work together to 


address stock theft effectively.  This in turn has resulted in issues like the fear of crime and 


other negative results, such as the fact that the community had lost trust in the SAPS, that 


they started to refrain from reporting crime and even resorted to vigilantism to address stock 


theft. In addition, it appears as if crime prevention is not adequately executed with regards to 


the farming community, or if it was adequate, it was either not communicated properly, or it 


did not involve the farming community as a whole. The different concepts of community 


policing, like the CPF and Sector Policing, are also either not effectively introduced, or not 


communicated properly. 
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 of the specialised units in the Northern Cape, and specifically that of the Stock 


heft Unit in the Diamondfield Area had on the community, as well as on the theft of stock. 


t cases. There is a clear indication that the 


rming community has lost trust in the SAPS and their ability to respond to and investigate 


at has now been acknowledged by the farming community, farmers’ 


ssociations and by the SAPS when they re-established the Stock Theft Unit in Kimberley. 


 


 


 


Many of the following recommendations were dealt with in Chapter 5, but it is important to 


ecifically. The following topics were identified: 


 
As was indicated in Chapter 1, this study has as its main objective to determine the effect that 


the closure


T


In addition to this, it is clear that the closure of the Stock Theft Unit cannot be judged by only 


looking at the statistical picture of the reporting of stock theft alone with regards to any rise 


in crime. The reason for this is that, although there is a distinct reduction in the reporting of 


stock theft cases to the SAPS, there is an indication that much of this “reduction” can be 


attributed to the fact that the farmers did not report all such cases. This is a phenomenon that 


is common in all communities, but the research has shown proof that the percentage of under-


reporting in the farming community in this study was notably higher than the norm in other 


researches. There is no conclusive proof that the closure and the resulting fear of crime 


contributed to the escalation of vigilantism, although there is evidence of vigilantism found 


under the respondents and they even indicated that they resort to that because they believed 


that the SAPS could not produce the same results.  


 


The closure did have a negative effect on the investigation of stock theft, both in reducing the 


effective response to and investigation of stock thef


fa


these crimes. It is not clear however, whether it is only due to the closure of the STU’s, or 


whether it can also be attributed to the closure of the commandos and other issues. It is 


imperative that the recommendations of the research be adhered to in order to address these 


issues properly. 


 


Lastly, it is clear that there is a definite need for specialization in the investigation of stock 


theft, a fact th


a


Recommendations 


 


mention them here sp
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s that are representative of all groups in the 


ommunity. This is important, as communication was one of the most 


important issues that was identified in the research, If not all groups, like the 


 


 


and will also ensure that the sectors fill the void left by the commandos in their area. 


 


Commissioner, the Sector Manager, the Crime Prevention Head of the station, and 


 


 


 


The fact that the SAPS have started to pay its reservists should facilitate the 


nsure that enough human 


resources are available to put sectors in place and to maintain them. It is therefore 


 


 


 


 As was stated above, the farmers and farming structures must form a sub-forum of 


will be advisable that they be part and parcel of the rural 


 


 Sector Policing 


 The SAPS need to establish sector forum


farming c


individual farmers, farming structures (both traditional and others like the NAFU), 


farm workers, ward councillors etc. are involved, poor communication will remain a 


problem, as the decisions taken or actions instituted will not be conveyed to everyone.   


The SAPS must also establish a rural sector in each town in the Diamondfield Area. 


This will ensure that the farming community will be involved in policing their farms 


 


It is imperative that the STU detective who is responsible for the station in which the 


sector falls, as well as the “individual” detective from the station, the Station 


structures such as the farm watch attend the sector forum meetings. 


The sector forum must also act as a sub-forum of the CPF. 


 


recruitment of ex-commando members and should also e


imperative that the strategy for sector policing includes issues like recruiting ex-


commando members and stepping up the recruitment and training of new reservists 


from the area where the sector is placed.  


Community Police Forum 


 


the CPF or Sector Forum. It 
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sector and that that sector must in turn be a sub–forum of the CPF, ensuring that the 


 


 


 sub-forum.) 


etings, as well as developing a 


database for farm workers and a method to vet farm workers. 


 


 


More waylay operations in conjunction with farming structures must be arranged. 


e knowledge of the farmers involved, or by actively 


employing the farmers to assist with the waylay operation. They can, for example, be 


 


 


y. This can be done by patrolling the area as crew for the SAPS, by being 


deployed as a reservist, or by patrolling their own fences on their farms as part of a 


 


farming community has representation in a structure mandated by parliament. 


The farmers’ sub-forum of the CPF must also represent farm workers and must be 


inclusive of all the different farmers’ structures, as well as those farmers who are not 


part of organized farmer structures. 


 


The farmers’ union must be represented in the CPF if the farmers association is 


represented on the sector forum (CPF


 


 The CPF must be linked to the activities of the farmers’ union in terms of their 


communication facilities, with back-to-back me


 


Increase visibility- operations 


 


This can either be done with th


deployed on their own farms, or assist by physically lying in waiting with a police 


member. 


More patrols must be arranged and executed in conjunction with the farming 


communit


planned operation and/or strategy. It is imperative that there must be more patrols and 


that the farmers must be involved. The mere fact that patrols are conducted will have 


a twofold benefit;   it will reassure the farmers and secondly it will act as a deterrent 


against crime. The argument that too many people will know and that the criminals 


will know beforehand is not valid, because they will still refrain from acts of crime 


during that specific time and at that specific place. The SAPS just needs to follow 


these patrols up with unannounced patrols of their own to keep the criminals guessing. 
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to address specific problems identified through crime threat analysis (CTA), or crime 


 


 


e the locality of the farm, with specific details 


whether a helicopter can be dispatched in a crisis situation, the particulars of 


all people working and residing on the farm; actions previously taken to 


 what transpired during the visit; what actions were taken before 


ss problems, and the result thereof. The last part will have a double-


 


More roadblocks must be arranged and executed in conjunction with the farming 


community. These roadblocks will be planned according to intelligence received, or 


pattern analysis (CPA). The execution of the roadblocks, however, will be done by the 


SAPS and the only way that the farming community can be actively involved, will be 


through reservists who are called up for duty.  


More farm visits must be executed in collaboration with the farming community and 


the following must be done: 


 


• Files for each farm must be kept in a predetermined concept form. This form 


must contain information lik


address problems on the farm;  farm visits conducted and the results thereof; 


the contact particulars of the farmer, etc. Information like  whether a farmer 


possesses a firearm and the particulars thereof is a contentious one, as some 


farmers alleges that information like that can come into the wrong hands; and 


should be treated as confidential. The files must therefore be divided into 


those where the information consists of the bare essentials needed for the farm 


visit and those in which information is highly confidential, only to be accessed 


in crisis situations and which should ideally only be included in the Rural 


Safety Plan.  


  


The following information is necessary: what is needed to respond to a 


complaint and how to reach the farm as quickly as possible; proof of every 


farm visit and


to addre


sided effect, as it will be proof about what was done, as well as evidence 


against the farmer that he had, for example, already been warned before to 


mark his stock properly.  
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• 


st agree about issues like how many times a farm 


should be visited by both the SAPS and the STU. Secondly, the tool must be 


able to indicate at any given time whether a specific farm was visited during a 


 and in which part of the file it must be kept. As 


stated above, some information will be general information needed to be able 


to visit the farm  and respond to a complaint, whilst others will be more 


 D


 


Sector 


Safety Forum, CPF or CPF sub-forum and other role players. It is important 


ther than an exclusive one. 


 


The standards must include set targets for farm visits etc. for  


 are not met. For 


this reason it is important that realistic standards are set and that the process is 


Develop a monitoring tool and utilize it to ensure that every farm is visited as 


contracted to do. So this will entail, firstly, that the SAPS, the farmers and 


farming organizations mu


specific time frame or not. For this purpose it is advised that there must not 


only be a hard copy system, but also a computerized database. Ensure that 


each farm is visited at least once per quarter by the SAPS and at least once 


every 6 months by the STU. 


 


• Determine what information needs to be kept in each farm file. Much has 


already been discussed about this issue in the paragraphs above, but it is 


important to note that all role players must be involved to determine what 


information must be included


confidential and will only be used when necessary,for example in the event of 


a  farm attack. 


 


raw up service standards for the SAPS. 


• Draw up service standards for the response times on complaints on farms in 


conjunction with the farmers, farming communities and –structures, the 


that the process is an inclusive, ra


•  the STU, farm


watch, other members and Station Commissioners and provide for such on the 


Performance Evaluation Program (PEP) of each member. This will ensure that 


every individual member will be motivated to adhere to the standards, as he or 


she will be deemed to be under-performing if the standards
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revisited regularly to adjust if necessary, or when conditions change.  


 ecord all actions and operations on the Business Information (BI) system of the 


 under one operational name. This will make it easy to draw reports on 


et. 


 


 operations aimed at the prevention of poaching must be planned and executed in 


ut the 


sue be called to obtain a better understanding of the problem. 


 


 


mbarked on a campaign to pay the reservists and the 


only issue that needs to be sorted out is to streamline the payment system and 


me additional training 


 be able to conduct duties only executed by the SAPS before. 


• The SAPS needs to set a target for each station with the number of reservists 


that need to be recruited in order for them to achieve the resu or 


 


• Determine, in consultation with the farmers, the frequency of actions that will 


be taken or executed. 


 


• The standards process must be clear about the steps to be taken if the SAPS do 


not adhere to the stipulations, so that everyone knows exactly what to do.  


 


R


SAPS


successes and actions taken to present to the other role players, as well as to determine 


whether targets have been m


More 


conjunction with all the relevant role players like Nature Conservation. Much more 


information is needed in this regard, and it is imperative that a conference abo


is


  


Speed up the recruitment and training of reservists. 


• The SAPS has already e


procedure.  


 


• It is important to target the previous commando members to recruit them as 


reservists. They have the expertise needed, and with so


they will


 


lts required f


their strategy to work. To make sure that all role players in the SAPS are 


committed, these targets must again form part and parcel of their respective 
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ents. 


 


Set up a training schedule for the newly recruited reservists to ensur


 


  Make more use of the Mounted Unit during operations in the farming community. 


 reason for this is the fact that the mounted members are highly visible whilst 


 


 


between the Station Commissioners, the 


STU’s, detectives and crime prevention members to determine what knowledge is 


ortant for a member to be able to play a significant role in the prev


the 


mandate of the STU’s. 


 


make sense to train other 


members to be able to police them as well. If it can be achieved, the only aspect that 


 


 


 important that the process of the execution of operations must 


be as inclusive as possible with regard to the members of the communities involved. 


PEP docum


• e that the 


training schedule can cope with the envisaged increase in the numbers of 


reservists. 


The


conducting patrols, as well as the fact that they can access areas on the farms where no 


other vehicle can go. They can also be used to gather stock. 


Train all station members in issues like the marking of stock. This training programme 


needs to be discussed and agreed upon 


imp ention of stock 


theft and related crime like poaching etc., as well as to ensure a specialist 


investigation of such crimes at all times and not only in those that fall within 


 


Increase the effective policing of auctions by increasing the frequency of visits to the 


different auctions. The members of the STU’s will obviously not be able to police all 


auctions, due to the sheer number of them. It will therefore 


the STU needs to manage is who police which auction and what transpires there. The 


STU can also conduct random spot-checks to see whether the other members adhered 


to the instructions for policing auctions. 


The SAPS must conduct operations in conjunction with the farming community and 


other role players, in order to ensure their cooperation. Much has already been said 


about this issue, but it is


This cooperative planning and execution of operations will play a major role in the 
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that in some instances, however, the matter 


will be confidential and on a need-to-know basis only.  


 


 


 Impro


 


 ming community by ensuring 


that the SAPS and relevant members of the STU, as well as sector managers attend 


 


 


t first be sold to the highest level of the organized farming structures in the 


Diamondfield Area, and then cascade it down to the lowest levels. Issues they should 


e recommendations of the research, the fact that the STU is 


functioning and also what their mandate is, the strategy to improve service delivery to 


change of perceptions about the SAPS if a member of the community was part and 


parcel of the planning of the operation even if it was only up to the stage were 


information was gathered. The SAPS can subsequently deal with the problem   to 


ensure that no information is leaked to others. Many of the operations conducted are 


no secret and can be used not only as a crime prevention exercise, but also as a 


communication campaign. It is obvious 


 


The marking of stock is a bone of contention and will need a coordinated effort from 


all role players. It is not only necessary for the SAPS to enforce the law in this regard, 


but it is equally important for them to train and inform farmers how to mark the stock 


and in certain instances even assist those that need it, to do it. The farmers’ union 


must also play a positive role in this regard, not only in encouraging their members to 


mark stock, but also to assist where possible and speak out against those that do not 


comply. 


ve communication 


Establish proper communication channels with the far


meetings of the farmers’ unions. This must be a reciprocal process where the farming 


structures in turn attend and actively engage in the JOINT structures, the CPF and 


sector structures. 


In order to do this, it is necessary that a campaign be launched to inform the farming 


structures about the proposed project and to get their full support for it. To do this, the 


idea mus


be briefed about include th


the farming community, that those farmers and farming unions that are  not currently 


under their protection should be part and parcel of the process, etc. The 
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 In addition, it is very important to also engage the NAFU to get their buy-in and 


 


 


 


 


 


Inform the farming community about the service standards, service promise, the 


 


 Brief farmers’ unions about the mandate of the STU, as this was clearly a bone of 


 Speci  the investigation of stock theft cases 


igations 


conducted by them and other service delivery issues by the previous STU, there is an 


communication structures should be included in the discussions about issues such as 


the establishment of the STIC’s for Postmasburg and Kimberley STU.  


 


assistance. 


 It is equally important to engage all organizations, e.g. the NAFU in crime prevention 


and other related endeavours. It will assist with improving communication if these 


organizations are involved from the start in projects and operations, as they will then 


have first hand experience and would not need to be informed at a later stage. 


 Encourage the marking of stock in a project in conjunction with the farmers’ 


structures. 


 


procedure to report a crime, poor service and that they must receive feedback. 


 


contention to many of the respondents, and identified as something that needs to be 


addressed. The fact that the Kimberley STU has since been re-established and the 


Postmasburg STU beefed up to optimal strength, also makes it so much more 


important that everybody knows precisely what they can and must do.   


 Obtain the buy-in from the top structures of the farming community. 


alization in


 The first problem identified throughout the research was the plea that the STU in 


Kimberley should be reopened. If one looks at the result of the invest


obvious need for it to be re-established. The SAPS had already re-established the STU 


in Kimberley and beefed up the one in Postmasburg.  To be optimally effective, both 


units must be beefed up to a hundred percent of the allocated resource strength. This 
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 The SAPS and the STU’s need to recruit informers in informal settlements. This must 


be an active endeavour, where the SAPS identify problem- or potential problem areas 


and then recruit informers there. The success or not of this will depend on the fact 


whether an informer was recruited or not, and whether the problem was effectively 


addressed with the assistance of the informer or not. 


 Train members at stations to be specialists in the investigation of stock theft. 


  Ensure the effective execution of the so-called “individual” concept at all stations. 


This simply means that a detective will be trained at each station to be able to do the 


work as a specialist in the same way as a STU detective. The individual at the station 


will form a group together with those of the other stations that is serviced by the STU 


detective. If needed for bigger cases, the STU detective will call in some, or all of the 


“individual” detectives in his area of jurisdiction to assist. In addition he will assist 


the “individual” with advice and other assistance when needed to investigate his own 


case. In this way, the expertise is expanded and the number of real experts increased 


so that the STU can concentrate on the more serious or difficult cases, whilst the 


number of experts available will grow exponentially. 


  Ensure the effective implementation of Diamondfield Area Order 1/2000. This order 


deals with and prescribes the procedure for feedback to complaints in criminal cases. 


If followed and adhered to properly, it will drastically reduce the number of 


complaints from complainants that they did not receive any feedback. This matter 


must also be included into the PEP of the detective, so that a transgression can be 


dealt with swiftly and so that it can have dire consequences for the detective. This 


may seem a bit harsh, but the fact that no feedback is provided to complainants 


influences the perception of the farming community negatively; sometimes it even 


nullifies the good work that was put in to obtain a conviction. 


  The STU must visit farmers’ unions and introduce all members to them. They must 


visit every farm in their jurisdiction area and introduce themselves to the farmer and 


issue must be discussed in length and it is proposed that the SAPS commit themselves 


to set targets that they must deliver upon in a predetermined time frame.
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t the STU, their 


mandate, what they expect from the farmers, contact information etc. to distribute to 


ers and those farmers that do 


 


 


 


 ied with the 


service, or when members misbehave. 


 


eetings where best 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


s regard. One of the other role 


workers. They must use a pamphlet that includes information abou


all farmers. These actions must include the small farm


not belong to a farmers‘union. They must give feedback to the farmers on all cases 


according to the Area Order.  


Liaise with the new border patrol unit to coordinate the border patrols. Such a patrol 


can also act as a visit to a farm and to obtain and provide information about relevant 


matters. 


Explain the procedure to be followed when the farmers are not satisf


 


Train all the STU detectives in stock theft investigation and train members at smaller 


stations to attend to cases. This must be is in addition to the detectives and relates to 


the uniform members who attend to the cases first. The training must be ongoing and 


must include courses at other institutions, as well as peer- m


practises and new trends and ideas can be discussed and taught to others. 


 Ensure that the STU’s attend the SJOINT and AJOINT meetings. 


Rural safety 


 Conduct mock tests to test the capability to address safety issues on the farms. 


 Draw up a Rural Safety Plan in conjunction with all role players.  Farmers’ unions 


and other structures must be used to draw up such a strategy. The SANDF must also 


be involved, as they have previous experience in thi


players that should be involved is the District Municipality’s disaster manager. The 


Rural Safety Plan should not only address safety issues, but also crime prevention 


issues, as well as to address disasters. The monitoring of the plan must be done by a 







233 
 


 


e areas or on some 


farms, that is why respondents indicated one of the reasons for stock theft that the 


 


 


 


The research has shown that there is definitely a place for specialisation in the 


tations to assist the specialist unit and to sustain the work at station 


level. The level at which the units must be placed does not matter, in the opinion of 


t area level, but with the new restructuring 


process they will again resort directly under the provincial level. The need for 


It is important that these recommendations be explained and discussed at the highest 


 ensure the proper 


implementation thereof. Most of what is proposed here already exist as policies within 


 some fine tuning or another angle to the implementation 


thereof. 


joint structure of the role players named above. 


Vet farm workers. This action must be linked to the proposed database and must 


compliment a vetting mechanism that should be worked out between the farmers and 


farm workers. It is important that the social upliftment of farm workers should be 


looked at. There was some indication that this is lacking in som


neighbouring farmer does not provide his workers with meat to eat. Such a program 


will assist in the rural safety plan. 


Use the SAPS’s Geographical Information System (GIS) system where farmhouses 


are included in the list   to plot crime and to get the GIS coordinates for purposes of 


the Rural Safety Plan. 


detection of crime. It has also indicated that it does not necessarily mean that it must 


only be a specialist unit, but rather a combination of a specialist unit and specialist 


individuals at the s


the researcher, as long as these units are readily available and will cover the whole 


area. The current units were placed a


specialization will increase as the crime situation becomes more and more complex. 


What is debatable is whether the expertise must be centralised in one unit, or placed 


on station level. The ideal would be to have a combination of the two as explained 


before.   


 


level of all relevant organizations and role-players in order to


the SAPS and will only need
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		The commando system can be traced back to the Boer wars where they were called “skietverenigings” (shooting societies). In 1948 they were named commandos and classified   as Type A, B or C independent Commandos and continued as single-battalion or small independent units (Steenkamp, 1996 :-).  According to Sass (1993:-), The Commando Force (Commandos), in 1993, just before the democratic era, consisted of Defence Force members who had completed their initial training and had been allocated to the more than 200 commando units or group Head Quarters that existed at the time. A group HQ commanded 3 to 8 Commando Units. Commandos only provided Infantry COIN services and specialized in area protection, intelligence and home-guard type duties. In 1993 the total strength of the commandos was estimated on 130 000 (Sass, 1993 :-). 

		According to Schönteich (2000:20) there were 186 commando units consisting of 82 000 members, left in 2000. They were called the Territorial Reserve Force System and covered 98% of the area of South Africa.
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Annexure C
The two Police districts within the Diamondfield Area.
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The FREQ Procedure
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v6 by v33


v6


v33


Total1 2 3 4 5


1 6
8.22


10.34
85.71


37
50.68
63.79
92.50


10
13.70
17.24
52.63


2
2.74
3.45


50.00


3
4.11
5.17


100.00


58
79.45


2 1
1.37
6.67


14.29


3
4.11


20.00
7.50


9
12.33
60.00
47.37


2
2.74


13.33
50.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


15
20.55


Total 7
9.59


40
54.79


19
26.03


4
5.48


3
4.11


73
100.00


Frequency Missing = 21


Statistics for Table of v6 by v33


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 4 15.6123 0.0036


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 4 15.2697 0.0042


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 3.8358 0.0502


Phi Coefficient 0.4625


Contingency Coefficient 0.4197


Cramer's V 0.4625


WARNING: 60% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.


Effective Sample Size = 73
Frequency Missing = 21


WARNING: 22% of the data are missing.
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v8_1 by v11


v8_1


v11


Total1 2 3 4 5


3 1
1.15


20.00
10.00


3
3.45


60.00
8.33


1
1.15


20.00
6.67


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


5
5.75


4 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.15


11.11
6.67


3
3.45


33.33
18.75


5
5.75


55.56
50.00


9
10.34


5 1
1.15


20.00
10.00


2
2.30


40.00
5.56


1
1.15


20.00
6.67


1
1.15


20.00
6.25


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


5
5.75


6 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.15


100.00
6.67


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.15


8 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.15


50.00
6.67


1
1.15


50.00
6.25


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.30


9 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.30


20.00
5.56


3
3.45


30.00
20.00


4
4.60


40.00
25.00


1
1.15


10.00
10.00


10
11.49


13 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.15


100.00
6.25


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.15


14 4
4.60


40.00
40.00


6
6.90


60.00
16.67


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


10
11.49


15 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.15


100.00
6.25


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.15


16 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


5
5.75


41.67
13.89


5
5.75


41.67
33.33


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.30


16.67
20.00


12
13.79


17 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.30


66.67
5.56


1
1.15


33.33
6.67


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
3.45


19 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.30


100.00
12.50


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.30
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v8_1 by v11


v8_1


v11


Total1 2 3 4 5


20 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.15


100.00
10.00


1
1.15


21 1
1.15


16.67
10.00


5
5.75


83.33
13.89


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


6
6.90


23 2
2.30


18.18
20.00


4
4.60


36.36
11.11


1
1.15
9.09
6.67


3
3.45


27.27
18.75


1
1.15
9.09


10.00


11
12.64


24 1
1.15


12.50
10.00


7
8.05


87.50
19.44


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


8
9.20


Total 10
11.49


36
41.38


15
17.24


16
18.39


10
11.49


87
100.00


Frequency Missing = 7


Statistics for Table of v8_1 by v11


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 60 101.6933 0.0006


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 60 103.2389 0.0004


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 7.6032 0.0058


Phi Coefficient 1.0812


Contingency Coefficient 0.7341


Cramer's V 0.5406


WARNING: 100% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.


Effective Sample Size = 87
Frequency Missing = 7
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v8_1 by v27_1


v8_1


v27_1


Total1 2 3 4 5


3 2
2.33


40.00
40.00


2
2.33


40.00
7.41


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.16


20.00
3.33


5
5.81


4 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


4
4.65


44.44
57.14


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


5
5.81


55.56
16.67


9
10.47


5 1
1.16


20.00
20.00


3
3.49


60.00
11.11


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.16


20.00
5.88


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


5
5.81


6 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.16


100.00
14.29


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.16


8 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.33


100.00
7.41


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.33


9 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.16


10.00
5.88


9
10.47
90.00
30.00


10
11.63


13 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.16


100.00
3.33


1
1.16


14 1
1.16


10.00
20.00


9
10.47
90.00
33.33


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


10
11.63


15 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.16


100.00
5.88


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.16


16 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.33


16.67
7.41


1
1.16
8.33


14.29


5
5.81


41.67
29.41


4
4.65


33.33
13.33


12
13.95


17 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.16


50.00
3.70


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.16


50.00
3.33


2
2.33


19 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.33


100.00
6.67


2
2.33
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v8_1 by v27_1


v8_1


v27_1


Total1 2 3 4 5


20 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.16


100.00
5.88


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.16


21 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
3.49


50.00
11.11


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.33


33.33
11.76


1
1.16


16.67
3.33


6
6.98


23 1
1.16
9.09


20.00


1
1.16
9.09
3.70


1
1.16
9.09


14.29


3
3.49


27.27
17.65


5
5.81


45.45
16.67


11
12.79


24 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


4
4.65


50.00
14.81


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
3.49


37.50
17.65


1
1.16


12.50
3.33


8
9.30


Total 5
5.81


27
31.40


7
8.14


17
19.77


30
34.88


86
100.00


Frequency Missing = 8


Statistics for Table of v8_1 by v27_1


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 60 113.6356 <.0001


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 60 108.7672 0.0001


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.2984 0.5849


Phi Coefficient 1.1495


Contingency Coefficient 0.7545


Cramer's V 0.5747


WARNING: 100% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.


Effective Sample Size = 86
Frequency Missing = 8
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v8_1 by v27_3


v8_1


v27_3


Total1 2 3 4 5


3 2
2.47


40.00
22.22


1
1.23


20.00
4.35


1
1.23


20.00
4.55


1
1.23


20.00
6.67


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


5
6.17


4 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.23


11.11
4.35


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.23


11.11
6.67


7
8.64


77.78
58.33


9
11.11


5 1
1.23


25.00
11.11


1
1.23


25.00
4.35


1
1.23


25.00
4.55


1
1.23


25.00
6.67


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


4
4.94


6 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.23


100.00
4.55


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.23


8 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.23


50.00
4.35


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.23


50.00
6.67


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.47


9 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.47


20.00
8.70


2
2.47


20.00
9.09


3
3.70


30.00
20.00


3
3.70


30.00
25.00


10
12.35


13 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.23


100.00
6.67


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.23


14 2
2.47


28.57
22.22


1
1.23


14.29
4.35


4
4.94


57.14
18.18


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


7
8.64


15 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.23


100.00
4.55


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.23


16 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


7
8.64


58.33
30.43


3
3.70


25.00
13.64


1
1.23
8.33
6.67


1
1.23
8.33
8.33


12
14.81


17 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.47


66.67
8.70


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.23


33.33
6.67


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
3.70


19 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.47


100.00
13.33


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.47
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v8_1 by v27_3


v8_1


v27_3


Total1 2 3 4 5


20 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.23


100.00
4.35


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.23


21 1
1.23


16.67
11.11


1
1.23


16.67
4.35


3
3.70


50.00
13.64


1
1.23


16.67
6.67


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


6
7.41


23 1
1.23


10.00
11.11


2
2.47


20.00
8.70


4
4.94


40.00
18.18


2
2.47


20.00
13.33


1
1.23


10.00
8.33


10
12.35


24 2
2.47


28.57
22.22


3
3.70


42.86
13.04


2
2.47


28.57
9.09


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


7
8.64


Total 9
11.11


23
28.40


22
27.16


15
18.52


12
14.81


81
100.00


Frequency Missing = 13


Statistics for Table of v8_1 by v27_3


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 60 87.2561 0.0123


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 60 81.9839 0.0312


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 6.5922 0.0102


Phi Coefficient 1.0379


Contingency Coefficient 0.7201


Cramer's V 0.5189


WARNING: 100% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.


Effective Sample Size = 81
Frequency Missing = 13


WARNING: 14% of the data are missing.
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v8_1 by v27_5


v8_1


v27_5


Total1 2 3 4 5


3 2
2.67


40.00
66.67


1
1.33


20.00
5.26


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


20.00
8.33


1
1.33


20.00
6.67


5
6.67


4 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.67


22.22
7.69


1
1.33


11.11
8.33


6
8.00


66.67
40.00


9
12.00


5 1
1.33


20.00
33.33


1
1.33


20.00
5.26


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.00


60.00
25.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


5
6.67


6 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


100.00
3.85


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


8 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


50.00
5.26


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


50.00
6.67


2
2.67


9 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


10.00
5.26


2
2.67


20.00
7.69


3
4.00


30.00
25.00


4
5.33


40.00
26.67


10
13.33


13 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


100.00
8.33


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


14 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


14.29
5.26


5
6.67


71.43
19.23


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


14.29
6.67


7
9.33


15 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


100.00
3.85


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


16 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


6
8.00


50.00
31.58


6
8.00


50.00
23.08


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


12
16.00


17 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.67


66.67
7.69


1
1.33


33.33
8.33


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.00


19 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


50.00
3.85


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


50.00
6.67


2
2.67
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v8_1 by v27_5


v8_1


v27_5


Total1 2 3 4 5


20 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


100.00
5.26


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


21 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.00


50.00
15.79


2
2.67


33.33
7.69


1
1.33


16.67
8.33


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


6
8.00


23 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.67


33.33
10.53


3
4.00


50.00
11.54


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.33


16.67
6.67


6
8.00


24 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.67


50.00
10.53


1
1.33


25.00
3.85


1
1.33


25.00
8.33


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


4
5.33


Total 3
4.00


19
25.33


26
34.67


12
16.00


15
20.00


75
100.00


Frequency Missing = 19


Statistics for Table of v8_1 by v27_5


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 60 87.5261 0.0117


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 60 85.4050 0.0173


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 6.5609 0.0104


Phi Coefficient 1.0803


Contingency Coefficient 0.7338


Cramer's V 0.5401


WARNING: 100% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.


Effective Sample Size = 75
Frequency Missing = 19


WARNING: 20% of the data are missing.
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v8_1 by v27_7


v8_1


v27_7


Total1 2 3 4 5


3 2
2.78


40.00
66.67


1
1.39


20.00
10.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.39


20.00
5.56


1
1.39


20.00
5.00


5
6.94


4 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.39


12.50
4.76


3
4.17


37.50
16.67


4
5.56


50.00
20.00


8
11.11


5 1
1.39


25.00
33.33


1
1.39


25.00
10.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.78


50.00
11.11


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


4
5.56


6 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.39


100.00
4.76


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.39


8 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.39


50.00
10.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.39


50.00
5.56


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.78


9 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.17


30.00
14.29


1
1.39


10.00
5.56


6
8.33


60.00
30.00


10
13.89


13 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.39


100.00
5.00


1
1.39


14 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


5
6.94


71.43
23.81


1
1.39


14.29
5.56


1
1.39


14.29
5.00


7
9.72


15 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.39


100.00
4.76


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.39


16 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.78


16.67
20.00


5
6.94


41.67
23.81


3
4.17


25.00
16.67


2
2.78


16.67
10.00


12
16.67


17 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.78


66.67
11.11


1
1.39


33.33
5.00


3
4.17


19 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.39


50.00
4.76


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.39


50.00
5.00


2
2.78
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v8_1 by v27_7


v8_1


v27_7


Total1 2 3 4 5


20 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.39


100.00
5.56


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.39


21 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.78


40.00
20.00


2
2.78


40.00
9.52


1
1.39


20.00
5.56


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


5
6.94


23 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.39


16.67
10.00


1
1.39


16.67
4.76


1
1.39


16.67
5.56


3
4.17


50.00
15.00


6
8.33


24 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.78


50.00
20.00


1
1.39


25.00
4.76


1
1.39


25.00
5.56


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


4
5.56


Total 3
4.17


10
13.89


21
29.17


18
25.00


20
27.78


72
100.00


Frequency Missing = 22


Statistics for Table of v8_1 by v27_7


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 60 73.9106 0.1069


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 60 70.5609 0.1653


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.2600 0.6101


Phi Coefficient 1.0132


Contingency Coefficient 0.7117


Cramer's V 0.5066


WARNING: 100% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.


Effective Sample Size = 72
Frequency Missing = 22


WARNING: 23% of the data are missing.
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v8_1 by v27_9


v8_1


v27_9


Total1 2 3 4 5


3 2
2.35


40.00
25.00


1
1.18


20.00
3.45


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.18


20.00
5.00


1
1.18


20.00
5.88


5
5.88


4 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


4
4.71


44.44
13.79


2
2.35


22.22
18.18


2
2.35


22.22
10.00


1
1.18


11.11
5.88


9
10.59


5 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
3.53


60.00
10.34


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.35


40.00
10.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


5
5.88


6 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.18


100.00
3.45


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.18


8 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.18


50.00
3.45


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.18


50.00
5.88


2
2.35


9 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.18


10.00
3.45


3
3.53


30.00
27.27


2
2.35


20.00
10.00


4
4.71


40.00
23.53


10
11.76


13 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.18


100.00
5.88


1
1.18


14 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.18


12.50
3.45


2
2.35


25.00
18.18


4
4.71


50.00
20.00


1
1.18


12.50
5.88


8
9.41


15 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.18


100.00
5.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.18


16 1
1.18
8.33


12.50


4
4.71


33.33
13.79


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


4
4.71


33.33
20.00


3
3.53


25.00
17.65


12
14.12


17 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.35


66.67
18.18


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.18


33.33
5.88


3
3.53


19 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.35


100.00
11.76


2
2.35
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v8_1 by v27_9


v8_1


v27_9


Total1 2 3 4 5


20 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.18


100.00
5.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.18


21 1
1.18


16.67
12.50


4
4.71


66.67
13.79


1
1.18


16.67
9.09


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


6
7.06


23 2
2.35


18.18
25.00


3
3.53


27.27
10.34


1
1.18
9.09
9.09


3
3.53


27.27
15.00


2
2.35


18.18
11.76


11
12.94


24 2
2.35


25.00
25.00


6
7.06


75.00
20.69


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


8
9.41


Total 8
9.41


29
34.12


11
12.94


20
23.53


17
20.00


85
100.00


Frequency Missing = 9


Statistics for Table of v8_1 by v27_9


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 60 74.2173 0.1025


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 60 78.9023 0.0514


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 1.7202 0.1897


Phi Coefficient 0.9344


Contingency Coefficient 0.6827


Cramer's V 0.4672


WARNING: 100% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.


Effective Sample Size = 85
Frequency Missing = 9
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v12_1 by v28_1


v12_1


v28_1


Total1 2 3 4 5


3 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


50.00
5.56


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


50.00
5.26


2
2.56


4 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


16.67
4.00


2
2.56


33.33
16.67


3
3.85


50.00
15.79


6
7.69


5 1
1.28


33.33
25.00


1
1.28


33.33
5.56


1
1.28


33.33
4.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
3.85


7 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


100.00
5.26


1
1.28


9 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.56


28.57
11.11


4
5.13


57.14
16.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


14.29
5.26


7
8.97


14 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.56


16.67
11.11


4
5.13


33.33
16.00


3
3.85


25.00
25.00


3
3.85


25.00
15.79


12
15.38


15 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


100.00
4.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


16 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


6
7.69


40.00
33.33


2
2.56


13.33
8.00


2
2.56


13.33
16.67


5
6.41


33.33
26.32


15
19.23


17 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


100.00
5.26


1
1.28


21 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.56


18.18
11.11


4
5.13


36.36
16.00


2
2.56


18.18
16.67


3
3.85


27.27
15.79


11
14.10


23 1
1.28


25.00
25.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


25.00
4.00


1
1.28


25.00
8.33


1
1.28


25.00
5.26


4
5.13


24 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.56


50.00
11.11


2
2.56


50.00
8.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


4
5.13
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v12_1 by v28_1


v12_1


v28_1


Total1 2 3 4 5


28 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


100.00
5.56


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


29 1
1.28


20.00
25.00


1
1.28


20.00
5.56


2
2.56


40.00
8.00


1
1.28


20.00
8.33


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


5
6.41


30 1
1.28


33.33
25.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


33.33
4.00


1
1.28


33.33
8.33


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
3.85


31 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.56


100.00
8.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.56


Total 4
5.13


18
23.08


25
32.05


12
15.38


19
24.36


78
100.00


Frequency Missing = 16


Statistics for Table of v12_1 by v28_1


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 60 57.5442 0.5660


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 60 60.3839 0.4618


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 3.2908 0.0697


Phi Coefficient 0.8589


Contingency Coefficient 0.6516


Cramer's V 0.4295


WARNING: 100% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.


Effective Sample Size = 78
Frequency Missing = 16


WARNING: 17% of the data are missing.
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v12_1 by v28_3


v12_1


v28_3


Total1 2 3 4 5


3 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.70


100.00
8.33


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.70


4 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


4
5.41


57.14
28.57


3
4.05


42.86
42.86


7
9.46


5 1
1.35


33.33
12.50


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.35


33.33
4.76


1
1.35


33.33
7.14


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.05


7 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.35


100.00
14.29


1
1.35


9 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


5
6.76


71.43
23.81


1
1.35


14.29
7.14


1
1.35


14.29
14.29


7
9.46


14 1
1.35


10.00
12.50


3
4.05


30.00
12.50


5
6.76


50.00
23.81


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.35


10.00
14.29


10
13.51


15 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.35


100.00
4.76


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.35


16 2
2.70


14.29
25.00


6
8.11


42.86
25.00


4
5.41


28.57
19.05


2
2.70


14.29
14.29


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


14
18.92


17 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.35


100.00
4.17


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.35


21 1
1.35


10.00
12.50


5
6.76


50.00
20.83


1
1.35


10.00
4.76


3
4.05


30.00
21.43


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


10
13.51


23 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.35


25.00
4.17


1
1.35


25.00
4.76


1
1.35


25.00
7.14


1
1.35


25.00
14.29


4
5.41


24 1
1.35


33.33
12.50


1
1.35


33.33
4.17


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.35


33.33
7.14


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.05
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v12_1 by v28_3


v12_1


v28_3


Total1 2 3 4 5


28 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.35


100.00
4.17


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.35


29 2
2.70


40.00
25.00


2
2.70


40.00
8.33


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.35


20.00
7.14


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


5
6.76


30 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.70


66.67
8.33


1
1.35


33.33
4.76


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.05


31 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.70


100.00
9.52


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.70


Total 8
10.81


24
32.43


21
28.38


14
18.92


7
9.46


74
100.00


Frequency Missing = 20


Statistics for Table of v12_1 by v28_3


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 60 77.1368 0.0674


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 60 80.3384 0.0409


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 9.0020 0.0027


Phi Coefficient 1.0210


Contingency Coefficient 0.7144


Cramer's V 0.5105


WARNING: 100% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.


Effective Sample Size = 74
Frequency Missing = 20


WARNING: 21% of the data are missing.
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v12_1 by v28_5


v12_1


v28_5


Total1 2 3 4 5


3 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.74


100.00
8.70


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.74


4 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.74


33.33
7.41


1
1.37


16.67
12.50


3
4.11


50.00
25.00


6
8.22


5 1
1.37


50.00
33.33


1
1.37


50.00
4.35


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.74


7 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.37


100.00
8.33


1
1.37


9 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.37


14.29
4.35


3
4.11


42.86
11.11


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.11


42.86
25.00


7
9.59


14 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.11


30.00
13.04


5
6.85


50.00
18.52


1
1.37


10.00
12.50


1
1.37


10.00
8.33


10
13.70


15 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.37


100.00
3.70


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.37


16 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


4
5.48


26.67
17.39


7
9.59


46.67
25.93


3
4.11


20.00
37.50


1
1.37
6.67
8.33


15
20.55


17 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.37


100.00
8.33


1
1.37


21 1
1.37


10.00
33.33


2
2.74


20.00
8.70


4
5.48


40.00
14.81


2
2.74


20.00
25.00


1
1.37


10.00
8.33


10
13.70


23 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.37


25.00
4.35


1
1.37


25.00
3.70


1
1.37


25.00
12.50


1
1.37


25.00
8.33


4
5.48


24 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.11


100.00
13.04


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.11
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v12_1 by v28_5


v12_1


v28_5


Total1 2 3 4 5


28 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.37


100.00
4.35


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.37


29 1
1.37


20.00
33.33


3
4.11


60.00
13.04


1
1.37


20.00
3.70


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


5
6.85


30 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.74


66.67
8.70


1
1.37


33.33
3.70


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.11


31 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.74


100.00
7.41


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.74


Total 3
4.11


23
31.51


27
36.99


8
10.96


12
16.44


73
100.00


Frequency Missing = 21


Statistics for Table of v12_1 by v28_5


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 60 67.3212 0.2410


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 60 62.2191 0.3971


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 6.5174 0.0107


Phi Coefficient 0.9603


Contingency Coefficient 0.6927


Cramer's V 0.4802


WARNING: 99% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.


Effective Sample Size = 73
Frequency Missing = 21


WARNING: 22% of the data are missing.
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v12_1 by v28_7


v12_1


v28_7


Total1 2 3 4 5


3 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.86


100.00
11.11


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.86


4 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.43


20.00
4.17


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


4
5.71


80.00
28.57


5
7.14


5 1
1.43


50.00
50.00


1
1.43


50.00
5.56


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.86


7 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.43


100.00
7.14


1
1.43


9 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.29


42.86
12.50


1
1.43


14.29
8.33


3
4.29


42.86
21.43


7
10.00


14 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.43


10.00
5.56


5
7.14


50.00
20.83


2
2.86


20.00
16.67


2
2.86


20.00
14.29


10
14.29


15 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.43


100.00
4.17


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.43


16 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.29


20.00
16.67


5
7.14


33.33
20.83


5
7.14


33.33
41.67


2
2.86


13.33
14.29


15
21.43


17 0
0.00


. 
0.00


0
0.00


. 
0.00


0
0.00


. 
0.00


0
0.00


. 
0.00


0
0.00


. 
0.00


0
0.00


21 1
1.43


10.00
50.00


2
2.86


20.00
11.11


4
5.71


40.00
16.67


2
2.86


20.00
16.67


1
1.43


10.00
7.14


10
14.29


23 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.43


33.33
5.56


1
1.43


33.33
4.17


1
1.43


33.33
8.33


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.29


24 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.86


66.67
11.11


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.43


33.33
8.33


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.29
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v12_1 by v28_7


v12_1


v28_7


Total1 2 3 4 5


28 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.43


100.00
5.56


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.43


29 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.29


60.00
16.67


1
1.43


20.00
4.17


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.43


20.00
7.14


5
7.14


30 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.86


66.67
11.11


1
1.43


33.33
4.17


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
4.29


31 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.86


100.00
8.33


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.86


Total 2
2.86


18
25.71


24
34.29


12
17.14


14
20.00


70
100.00


Frequency Missing = 24


Statistics for Table of v12_1 by v28_7


(Rows and Columns with Zero Totals Excluded)


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 56 71.3591 0.0810


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 56 62.8001 0.2480


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 6.4068 0.0114


Phi Coefficient 1.0097


Contingency Coefficient 0.7105


Cramer's V 0.5048


WARNING: 99% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.


Effective Sample Size = 70
Frequency Missing = 24


WARNING: 26% of the data are missing.
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v12_1 by v28_9


v12_1


v28_9


Total1 2 3 4 5


3 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


50.00
4.35


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


50.00
5.88


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.56


4 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


14.29
4.35


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
3.85


42.86
17.65


3
3.85


42.86
14.29


7
8.97


5 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.56


66.67
8.70


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


33.33
5.88


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
3.85


7 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


100.00
4.76


1
1.28


9 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


14.29
4.35


3
3.85


42.86
21.43


1
1.28


14.29
5.88


2
2.56


28.57
9.52


7
8.97


14 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.56


18.18
14.29


6
7.69


54.55
35.29


3
3.85


27.27
14.29


11
14.10


15 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


100.00
5.88


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


16 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


5
6.41


33.33
21.74


2
2.56


13.33
14.29


2
2.56


13.33
11.76


6
7.69


40.00
28.57


15
19.23


17 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


100.00
4.76


1
1.28


21 1
1.28
8.33


33.33


6
7.69


50.00
26.09


1
1.28
8.33
7.14


1
1.28
8.33
5.88


3
3.85


25.00
14.29


12
15.38


23 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


25.00
4.35


3
3.85


75.00
21.43


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


4
5.13


24 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.56


66.67
8.70


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


33.33
5.88


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
3.85
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v12_1 by v28_9


v12_1


v28_9


Total1 2 3 4 5


28 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


100.00
4.35


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


29 2
2.56


40.00
66.67


1
1.28


20.00
4.35


1
1.28


20.00
7.14


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


20.00
4.76


5
6.41


30 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


2
2.56


66.67
8.70


1
1.28


33.33
7.14


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


3
3.85


31 0
0.00
0.00
0.00


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


50.00
7.14


0
0.00
0.00
0.00


1
1.28


50.00
4.76


2
2.56


Total 3
3.85


23
29.49


14
17.95


17
21.79


21
26.92


78
100.00


Frequency Missing = 16


Statistics for Table of v12_1 by v28_9


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 60 76.1553 0.0779


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 60 72.4345 0.1303


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 7.1645 0.0074


Phi Coefficient 0.9881


Contingency Coefficient 0.7029


Cramer's V 0.4941


WARNING: 100% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.


Effective Sample Size = 78
Frequency Missing = 16


WARNING: 17% of the data are missing.
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The FREQ Procedure


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v13 by v25_1


v13


v25_1


Total0 1


1 2
2.30
4.17


20.00


46
52.87
95.83
59.74


48
55.17


2 8
9.20


20.51
80.00


31
35.63
79.49
40.26


39
44.83


Total 10
11.49


77
88.51


87
100.00


Frequency Missing = 7
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The FREQ Procedure


Statistics for Table of v13 by v25_1


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 1 5.6515 0.0174


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 1 5.8630 0.0155


Continuity Adj. Chi-Square 1 4.1589 0.0414


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 5.5866 0.0181


Phi Coefficient -0.2549


Contingency Coefficient 0.2470


Cramer's V -0.2549


WARNING: 25% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.


Fisher's Exact Test


Cell (1,1) Frequency (F) 2


Left-sided Pr <= F 0.0200


Right-sided Pr >= F 0.9973


Table Probability (P) 0.0173


Two-sided Pr <= P 0.0380


Effective Sample Size = 87
Frequency Missing = 7


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v13 by v25_2


v13


v25_2


Total0 1


1 20
22.99
41.67
40.00


28
32.18
58.33
75.68


48
55.17


2 30
34.48
76.92
60.00


9
10.34
23.08
24.32


39
44.83


Total 50
57.47


37
42.53


87
100.00


Frequency Missing = 7
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The FREQ Procedure


Statistics for Table of v13 by v25_2


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 1 10.9428 0.0009


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 1 11.3193 0.0008


Continuity Adj. Chi-Square 1 9.5479 0.0020


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 10.8170 0.0010


Phi Coefficient -0.3547


Contingency Coefficient 0.3343


Cramer's V -0.3547


Fisher's Exact Test


Cell (1,1) Frequency (F) 20


Left-sided Pr <= F 8.707E-04


Right-sided Pr >= F 0.9998


Table Probability (P) 7.044E-04


Two-sided Pr <= P 0.0011


Effective Sample Size = 87
Frequency Missing = 7


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v13 by v25_3


v13


v25_3


Total0 1


1 40
45.98
83.33
55.56


8
9.20


16.67
53.33


48
55.17


2 32
36.78
82.05
44.44


7
8.05


17.95
46.67


39
44.83


Total 72
82.76


15
17.24


87
100.00


Frequency Missing = 7
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The FREQ Procedure


Statistics for Table of v13 by v25_3


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 1 0.0248 0.8749


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 1 0.0247 0.8750


Continuity Adj. Chi-Square 1 0.0000 1.0000


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.0245 0.8756


Phi Coefficient 0.0169


Contingency Coefficient 0.0169


Cramer's V 0.0169


Fisher's Exact Test


Cell (1,1) Frequency (F) 40


Left-sided Pr <= F 0.6724


Right-sided Pr >= F 0.5481


Table Probability (P) 0.2205


Two-sided Pr <= P 1.0000


Effective Sample Size = 87
Frequency Missing = 7


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v13 by v25_4


v13


v25_4


Total0 1


1 29
33.33
60.42
48.33


19
21.84
39.58
70.37


48
55.17


2 31
35.63
79.49
51.67


8
9.20


20.51
29.63


39
44.83


Total 60
68.97


27
31.03


87
100.00


Frequency Missing = 7
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The FREQ Procedure


Statistics for Table of v13 by v25_4


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 1 3.6562 0.0559


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 1 3.7485 0.0529


Continuity Adj. Chi-Square 1 2.8195 0.0931


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 3.6142 0.0573


Phi Coefficient -0.2050


Contingency Coefficient 0.2008


Cramer's V -0.2050


Fisher's Exact Test


Cell (1,1) Frequency (F) 29


Left-sided Pr <= F 0.0455


Right-sided Pr >= F 0.9850


Table Probability (P) 0.0305


Two-sided Pr <= P 0.0657


Effective Sample Size = 87
Frequency Missing = 7


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v13 by v25_5


v13


v25_5


Total0 1


1 39
44.83
81.25
52.00


9
10.34
18.75
75.00


48
55.17


2 36
41.38
92.31
48.00


3
3.45
7.69


25.00


39
44.83


Total 75
86.21


12
13.79


87
100.00


Frequency Missing = 7
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The FREQ Procedure


Statistics for Table of v13 by v25_5


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 1 2.2126 0.1369


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 1 2.3268 0.1272


Continuity Adj. Chi-Square 1 1.3804 0.2400


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 2.1872 0.1392


Phi Coefficient -0.1595


Contingency Coefficient 0.1575


Cramer's V -0.1595


Fisher's Exact Test


Cell (1,1) Frequency (F) 39


Left-sided Pr <= F 0.1191


Right-sided Pr >= F 0.9673


Table Probability (P) 0.0864


Two-sided Pr <= P 0.2118


Effective Sample Size = 87
Frequency Missing = 7


Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct


Table of v13 by v25_6


v13


v25_6


Total0 1


1 46
52.87
95.83
55.42


2
2.30
4.17


50.00


48
55.17


2 37
42.53
94.87
44.58


2
2.30
5.13


50.00


39
44.83


Total 83
95.40


4
4.60


87
100.00


Frequency Missing = 7
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The FREQ Procedure


Statistics for Table of v13 by v25_6


Statistic DF Value Prob


Chi-Square 1 0.0454 0.8314


Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 1 0.0451 0.8318


Continuity Adj. Chi-Square 1 0.0000 1.0000


Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.0448 0.8323


Phi Coefficient 0.0228


Contingency Coefficient 0.0228


Cramer's V 0.0228


WARNING: 50% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.


Fisher's Exact Test


Cell (1,1) Frequency (F) 46


Left-sided Pr <= F 0.7660


Right-sided Pr >= F 0.6095


Table Probability (P) 0.3755


Two-sided Pr <= P 1.0000


Effective Sample Size = 87
Frequency Missing = 7
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South African Police Service Code of Conduct


We, as Police Officials of the South African Police Service 
commit ourselves to the creation of a safe and secure environment 


for all the people in South Africa by 
participating in endeavours to address the root causes of crime in the community; 


preventing action which may threaten the safety or security of any community; and 
investigating criminal conduct which has endangered the safety or security of the community  


and bringing the perpetrators thereof to justice. 
In realization of the aforesaid commitment, we shall at all times 


uphold the Constitution and the law; 
be guided by the needs of the community; 


give full recognition to the needs of the South African Police Service as employer; and 
co-operate with the community, government at every level and all other related role players. 


In order to achieve a safe and secure environment for all the people of South Africa we  
undertake to 


with integrity, render a responsible and effective service of high quality which is accessible to  
every person and continuously strive towards improving this service; 


utilize all the available resources responsibly, 
efficiently and cost effectively to maximize their use; 


develop our own skills and participate in the development of our fellow members to ensure  
equal opportunities for all; 


contribute to the reconstruction and development of, and reconciliation in our country; 
uphold and protect the fundamental rights of every person; 


act impartially, courteously, honestly, respectfully, transparently and in an accountable  
manner; 


exercise the powers conferred upon us in a responsible and controlled manner; and 
work actively towards preventing any form of corruption and to bring the perpetrators thereof  


to justice.
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Annexure G 
List of Farmers’Unions divided into Farmers’ Associations and indicating the sample of questionnaires. 
 
Douglas Population % Sample 
Campbell 7 1.96 2 
Riet-Vaalhoek 84 23.55 24 
Samevloei 77 21.59 22 
Vaal-Oranje 11 3.08 3 
Vaallus 25 7.01 7 
Totals 204 57.20  
  
 Kuruman Population % Sample 
Aansluit 22  6.17   6 
Goodhope 10  2.80  3  
Grootfontein 12 3.36 3 
Kuruman-oos 16 4.49 4  
Kuruman 12 3.36 3 
Lehating 28 7.85 8 
Mac-Mac 27 7.57 8 
Severn 15 4.21 4 
Shelford 16 4.49 4 
Van Zylsrus 45 12.62 13 
Totals 204 57.20  
 
Olifantshoek Population % Sample 
Grens 13 3.64 4 
Mount Leonard 26 7.29 7 
Rooiwal 24 6.73 7 
Winton 36 10.09 10 
Totals 99 27.76  
 
Postmasburg Population % Sample 
Kalahari-Padkloof  22 6.17 6 
Laer langberg 36 10.09 10 
Lomoteng 50 14.02 14 
Springvalley 16 4.49 4 
Witsand 21 5.89 6 
Totals 145 40.65  
 
Ghaap Population % Sample 
Berg 11 3.08 3 
Danielskuil 29 8.13 8 
De Kuile 23 6.45 6 
Koopmansfontein 47 13.18 13 
Papkuil 11 3.08 3 
Totals 121 33.93  
 







Kimberley Population % Sample 
Barkly-Wes/Klipdam  19 5.33 5 
Kimberley Noord 15 4.21 4 
Modderrivier 10 2.80 3 
Warrenton 13 3.64 4 
Totals 57 15.98  
 
Vaalharts Population % Sample 
Eendrag  33 9.25 9 
Hartsrivier 39 10.93 11 
Hartsvaal 10 2.80 3 
Hartswater 2 0.56 1 
Houmoed 25 7.01 7 
Jan Kempdorp 6 1.68 2 
Magogong 35 9.81 10 
Rutland 22 6.17 6 
Saamstaan 16 4.49 4 
Sonop 16 4.49 4 
Tadcaster 37 10.37 10 
Totals 241 67.57  
Total 1070 300.00 298 
 








GROEP FOKUS ONDERHOUDE PAJ MYBURGH 


N: Goeiemiddag kom ons begin maar weer uhm Julie weet almal hoekom julle hierso is ek is 


besig met navorsing deur Techinikon SA ek gaan vir julle sekere vrae stel oor die sluiting van 


die Veediefstal Eenheid dit is die 12de Julie en dit is nou tien voor vier die middag ek gaan 


julle weer die geleentheid gee dat julle uhm julleself voorstel net vir die doeleiendes van 


hierdie opname. 


R: Koos Vermeulen ek was verbonde aan die veediefstal en lid van die veediefstal taakspan. 


R: Gerald Steenkamp, ek was verbonde aan die veediefstal taakspan. R: Eddy Terblance ek 


was Eenheidsbevelvoerder vir die Veediefstal 40. 


R: Pieter Van Niekerk ek was in die veediefstal Kimberley ek was in die veediefstal taakspan. 


N: "Okay" ek is Pieter Myburgh julle ken my almal ek wil net vir die rekord wil ek vir die 


rekord wil ek nou net se ons het hierdie onderhoud noual reeds gevoer maar die band het 


verlore gegaan ek het vier vrae om te vra. Die eerste vraag is hoekom dink u het die 


Veediefstal eenheid in Kimberley gesluit. 


R: "Okay" die ondersoek wat gedoen was was baie swak gewees definitief hulle het nie die 


punte bymekaar gebring nie daar iewers het die dinge nie reggeloop met die ondersoek nie 


rondom die sluiting van die eenheid nie. 


N: "Okay" kwalifiseer net watse ondersoek is gedoen. 


R: Rondom die sluiting van die eenheid nie die ondersoek van die lede self nie. 


R: Uhm sover ek kon verstaan het is die ondersoek gedoen volgens die saak het twee kante 


hoeveel ure hy aan die saak spandeer en hoeveel tyd hy spandeer aan die saak en dat hy die 


veediefstal glad nie kan doen nie uhm die groot probleem wat ons het wat baie tyd in beslag 


neem is besoeke aan vee veilings uhm dit is die heel dag se werk as jy 'n vee veiling besoek 


van dat die boere daar aankom die eerste boer jy moet al sy vee nagaan al sy besonderhede 


kry uhm dan het jy ten minste 7 of 8 persone nodig om dit te doen dan is dit in elk geval party 


boere is redelik opgeblaas by die tyd wat hy by jou uitkom want hy moet in 'n tou staan en hy 


moet sy vee aflaai wat op 'n trok staan of op 'n waentjie staan en hulle vertrap mekaar uhm en 


as jy nou daar klaar is dan moet jy nou eers alles bymekaar kry en op die rekenaar gaan kyk is 


dit die pesoon wat die vee verkoop het is dit sy vee wat by wel verkoop het as by dit nie 


verkoop het nie as dit nie die persoon is nie dan moet jy die dokumentasie by die eienaar gaan 


kry en kyk wie is die volmagtigde is daai ou volmagtig om daai goed to mag verkoop en wie 


is dan die eienaar en dan weer moet terug gaan om to kyk die ou wat daar op die papiere dan 







die eienaar is is dit sy tatoeöer merk wat op die skape is daarna kan jy eers vervolging instel 


kom ons s6 dit vat jou twee dae voor jy dit eers kan doen dan het net een veiling besoek jy 


weet daar in ons wyk die Veediefstal wat ons bedien het nie net Maandae wat daar veilings 


was nie elke dag van die week is daar veilings en ek dink Dinsdae en Donderdae is daar twee 


veilings op 'n dag. 


R: Direkteur, op 'n vorige geleentheid was hierso ook ondersoeke gewees oor die mannekrag 


van die veediefstal en by elke keer wat hulle met 'n ondersoek gekom het na ons toe is reistyd 


nooit in berekening gebring nie. 


Ons area wat ons bedien het was 36 duisend vk meter ons verste punte was omtrent 100 nee 


hoe ver was dit 


R: 200 kilo's 


R: Omtrent 200 kilo's wat jy grondpad moes gery het. So met ander woorde as 'n boer vir jou 


van die verste punt of bel dan is dit twee tot drie ure wat jy ry voordat jy op die toneel is dan 


begin jy 'n verklaring vat dit vat jou kom ons s6 nog 'n halfuur 'n uur dan gaan jy eers na die 


die toneel toe dan is dit drie ure terug so met ander woorde as jy 'n toneel gedoen het en jy het 


'n verklaring gevat het en gery het het jy een dag se werk verby. 


R: Dan het jy nog geen ondersoek gedoen nie. 


R: Dan het jy nog geen ondersoek gedoen nie. As jy moet begin kampe bymekaar maak jou 


kampe bymekaar maak en jou grense on jou kampe bymekaar maak dan praat ons van op een 


dag een saak drie vier dae. En die mense wil hulle kan 'n persoon het per geleentheid vir my 


ges6 jy kan net soveel tyd afstaan as jy aan 'n aanranding ernstig dossier is presies dieselfde 


hoeveelheid tyd wat jy kan spandeer aan 'n veediefstal dossier en dit is manne wat weet 


waarvan hulle praat. 


R: So dit is 'n nasionale opdrag om om as daar 'n klagte van dertig skape byvoorbeeld is is dit 


'n nasionale opdrag jy moet die pleas besoek en jy moet in jou verklaring word dit uiteengesit 


waarmee boer jy hoeveel diere het jy in wailer kampe en dan word daai kampe bymekaar 


gemaak dit word fisies elke kamp bymekaar gemaak en getel voor jy met jou ondersoek kan 


begin dan het jy nou net twee polisiemanne en wanneer kom jy nou by jou ondersoek uit 


terwyl ons nou hierso bymekaar maak het een van ons manne 'n verdagte gaan spreek of you 


na 'n afset gebied gory en gaan kyk is die vee nie dalk daar nie want as jy nie die mannekrag 


het nie dan vat dit tyd t nou is daar weer een ou gespandeer of een ou het die docket ons het 


nou vier dae se werk gedoen en een ou het die docket die ander vier ouens word nou nerens 







gewys wat statistieke aanbetref nie hy moet 8 dockets per maand he nie maar hy het vir vier 


dae of vir een week het hy saam met een ou gewerk maar nerens kan dit weerspiebl word nie 


en jy kan nie een ou in veediefstal aanwend nie. 


R: Partykeer is twee to min ek meen as ons 'n groot plaas kry dan is diet 'n groot werk. 


N: Wat is vir julle gese wat is die rede? 


R: Daai rede weet ons nie. 


R: Tot vandag toe het niemand dit vir ons gese nie. 


R: Niemand het gekom en gese die Veediefstal eenheid gaan toe maak dit on dit is die rede 


wat dink Julie nie. Ons het net gehoor Julie maak toe on toe ons weer sien is ons toe toe is dit 


herstruktruering en ons gaan vir onderhoude en dit het ons ook nie gekry nie. 


N: En dink julle julle eie produksie het 'n rol gespeel? R: Nee dit het nie. 


R: Ek was plus minus 10 jaar was ek by die Eenheid en die kere wat daar klagtes was oor 


ondersoek werk hetsy na my toe of na die area toe was minimaal. Ek ek kan nie sien bo en 


behalwe die ondersoek werk die addisionele werk wat die Eenheid gedoen het soos 


byvoorbeeld die ou "job" gedeelte uhm uhm kan ek nie sien dat dit iets to doen het daarmee 


nie. 


N: Wil iemand nog iets se oor dit? 


R: Ek dink hierdie hele toemaak van die Polisie Eenheid het glad nie gegaan oor die 


ondersoek werk of die tevredenheid ek dink daar is 'n besluit geneem hy moet toe maak en hy 


het toe gemaak dit maak nou nie saak wat het in die tussen tyd gebeur nie dit was 'n besluit 


gewees en dit was gedoen. 


N: Wat dink Julie was die effek van hierdie sluiting op die vee diefstal se syfer? 


R: Ek en Koos het seker maar die beste antwoord daarop omdat ons uhm direk na die sluiting 


van die Veediefstal eenheid het daar 'n groot ondersoek ingekom van 380 duisend stuk vee 


wat gegrens het aan bedrog of dit was soiets en niemand wou die ondersoek doen nie en toe 


het ons besluit "right" ons gaan dit doen en van daai tyd af het ons in elk geval die vee diefstal 


probeer bekamp omdat van daai tyd af het die werk net soveel groter en groter geword as jy 


met een ondersoek klaar is dan is daar weer 'n ander ondersoek en op hierdie stadium kom 


ons nou meer uit op 'n normale diefstal eenheid en van dat ons toegemaak het het ek en hy die 


statistieke bygehou wat ons nog elke maand ingestuur het ook saam met ons werksaamhede 


wat ons vir die maand gedoen het en die statistieke aangeheg en maandeliks word daar meer 


as 'n honderd duisend rand se vee gesteel dis gemiddeld party maande het dit oor die twee 







honderd duisend gegaan. 


R: En sake wissel van 39 tot 52 toe. N: Hoe s6 jy Koos? 


R: Ek s6 en sake wissel van 39 tot oor die 52 sake toe per maand dit hang maar af s6 maar net 


byvoorbeeld op een klagte kry jy 50 skape more kry jy by. 10 sake maar dis net een een skaap 


so soos Piet s6 ons moet kyk na die totaal vee wat gesteel word dis bale. 


N: So dink jy aan meer sake of meer vee. R: Meer vee wat gesteel word. 


R: Meer vee. 


R: Ek kan dit nie bewys nie maar ek s6 daar hierdie syfer wat ons noem is 53% van die 


veediefstal in die Noord Kaap want omdat ons bale met die boere praat hulle kla net 


eenvoudig net nie meer by 'n polisie stasie nit 


N: Wat dink jy is die rede daarvoor? 


R: Nee hulle kry nie diens nie hulle kry nie diens by 'n polisie stasie nit 


R:Ek kan na aanleiding van die naweek het ek met 'n persoon gepraat daai man het oor die ek 


dink ek praat onder korreksie amper dertig die afgelope maand en 'n half verloor hy 


rapporteer dit nie eers nie. 


N: Hoekom nie? 


R: Hy s6 wat help dit die polisieman kom uit vat sy verklaring klim in sy bakkie en ry weg en 


hy hoor niks verder nie.  Ek het vanmere 'n geval gehad van 'n ou wat my gebel het oor sestig 


vee oor die afgelope drie maande en ek het vir horn gevra hoekom rapporteer by dit nie en dit 


is maar dieselfde stone by se hy is moeg om sy asem te mors die polisie kom by horn hulle 


kyk nie eers na die toneel nie hulle stel nie belang om na die toneel te gaan nie hullo vat 'n 


verklaring en hulle kom nooit weer terug na horn toe nie nou enige mons maak nie saak watse 


saak jy maak nie as daar nie aandag aan gegee word nie gaan jy naderhand keelvol raak. 


R: Ek het nou die dag die geval gehad van 'n boer wat ook gekla het oor vee diefstal want ons 


het verlede Desember voor kerstyd het ons `n optrede gemaak dat ons nou kyk of ons nie die 


vee diefstal kan afhandel nie omdat dit 'n tradisionele styging is in veediefstal net hier voor 


kersfees want almal wil 'n stukkie vleis he toe se ek ook vir die boor maar ek sien horn nie op 


die rekenaar nie ons trek elke more die misdaad want ek en Koos work wat op ons sien as die 


misdaad ek se ons het nie die mannekrag om deur die wyk to ry nie ons work net waar 'n 


probleem is toe se hy maar hy net dit al by die polisie aangemeld ook en toe gaan hy terug en 


twee dae daarna toe kyk ons op die rekenaar toe is daar toe skielik sake aangemeld en ek bel 


horn en ek se hey hierdie sake ek sien jy het dit nie opgevolg nie toe se by : nee dit is jou sake 







want hy gaan opvolg by die polisiestasie wat is sy sake nooit vir hom gese daarvan nie. 


R: Nee, vee diefstalle 


R: Dit was 4 skape en die volgende saak wat ek gehad was 6 skaep en 4 bokke. En toe by ons 


sien toe "moan" hy daaroor en toe ons vir horn se gaan hoor by jou polisie stasie wat gaan aan 


toe hy daar kom toe registreer hulle dit eers maar toe is dit nou al goed van se die 19de van 


Junie maand of en dit word nou eers geregistreer daai tipe goed jy kan met daai saak niks 


maak nie want waar is die bewyse en goed daar is niks bewyse nie. 


R: Dooie sak hout. 


N: "Okay" nou onthou die vraag is hoe dink u wat was die effek van hierdie sluiting op die 


vee diefstal se styging 


R: Die vee diefstal het gestyg 


N: Net na dit aangemeld word het dit klaar gestyg en vyftig persent van die veediefstal word 


nie eers aangemeld nie. 


N: Wag nou praat jy van die getal sake het gestyg of die getal veediefstalle het gestyg 


N: So met ander woorde daar word minder sake geregistreer as ek jou reg verstaan? 


R: Ja. 


N: Maar daar word meer vee gesteel 


R: Op hierdie stadium dink ek dit is die groot sake wat geregistreer word want daai wat nou 


!trig 'n man seer maak dan bel hulle maar die polisie en kyk maar hierdie een of twee word 


nie eers meer geregistreer nie. 


N: Hoekom nie? 


R: Omdat die boere nie meer bereid is om ure te sit en mors met 'n polisiebeampte wat nie 


gaan ondersoek doen in sy saak nie. 


Kragonderbreking. 


R: Praat baie sag on onduidelik.... 


N: "Okay" ons gaan nou aan met die onderhoude uhm die krag het 'n bietjie afgegaan dit is 


hoekom ons nou moes gestop het ek gaan net weer kontroleer of daar opgeneem is of nie daar 


is opgeneem so ons kan maar aangaan. 


"Okay" Sarel jy was nog besig om te praat oor die Superintendent van hoofkantoor wat vir 


jou aanleding gegee het wat aangaan. 


R: Praat bale dof kan nie transkribeer nie. 


N: "Okay" bale dankie. 







Die derde vraag wat ek vir julle gaan stel is hoe voel julle oor die sluiting van die Eenheid hoe 


net julle gevoel en hoe voel julle nou op die oomblik oor die sluiting die feit dat julle gesluit 


het. 


R: Ons sal nou maar weer begin. 


R: Ek vergelyk dit altyd met die spesialis die dokter wat 'n spesialis is en die een wat 'n GP is. 


Die spesialis na 5 of 6 jaar besluit hy nee maar daar is meer geld as 'n GP nou gaan hy terug 


GP toe. Hy het dit geleer maar dis vaag vir vyf jaar het hy nooit gewone verkoues behandel 


nie jy die frustrasie is tien keer erger want jy is nie seker van jouself nie en afgesien van dit jy 


het vir jouself 'n keuse gemaak ek wil graag in 'n spesifieke rigting in die polisie spesialiseer 


ek is lief om met die boere te werk is lief om in die natuur te werk dis waaroor ek by 


veediefstal werk nou word jy net eenvoudig weggestuur so jou frustrasie is ontsettend hoog 


en nou sit jy met die tendens jy kom op 'n plek en jy wil nie daar wees nie so enige ding wat 


net lyk na 'n bietjie krag maak dit nog meer frustrerend. 


R: Direkteur uhm ek voel net die polisie se leuse is om to beskerm en te dien on ek dink ons 


het die boere redelik gefaal in dit uhm omdat die ekonomie in die die Noord Kaap bestaan uit 


boerdery maar vee boerdery is die grootste gedeelte daarvan on die diamant bedryf en ek voel 


net dis die twee misdade wat definitief deur die polisie moet aangespreek word on beskerm 


word in die Noord Kaap om die ekonomie in die Noord Kaap sterk genoeg to hou en ek dink 


ons het gefaal in hierdie stadium. 


R: Ja on om net aan to sluit by Piet se punt dit is nie net die boer wat geraak word nie maar 


die man op die straat word geraak want die boere word kwaad en hy is nou nie meer lus om 


met skape te boer nie en hy skaal dit of so daai vleis word al weer duurder vir die man op die 


straat om aan to koop so al daai dinge moet die polisie na kyk. 


N: Maar hoor hier hoe het julle gevoel toe Julie hoor julle het toegemaak? 


R: Nee ons het 'n "fight" opgesit eers uhm griewe geregistreer wat ook maar nodeloos was ek 


meen ons het nèrens gekom nie maar ek meen ons wat elke dag gewerk het met die vee 


diefstal on die boere en ons het voor ons siele geweet dit kan net nie werk nie maar jy kon dit 


vir niemand vertel nie niemand kon nou rang daai punt insien nie. 


N: Is dit al wat julle wil se daaroor? 


R: Ek dink nie mens jy kan vir niemand die frustrasie yodel wat alma) van ons deurgegaan het 


nie Pieter hulle was in 'n mate gelukkig Pieter en Koos omdat hulle bly werk net daar maar 


soos ek on soos Sarel daai frustrasie kan jy jy kan dit nie vir iemand vertel nie dit uhm ek self 







moes op 'n kol moes ek vir myself gaan se het maar nou jy sal dit nou vir jouself moet begin 


aanvaar want anderster gaan jy tot niet. 


R: Op die einde van die dag sit jy vir 30 - 37 dae sit jy met niks daar nie jy werk nou maar 


maar jy kry nie betaling daarvoor nie op die einde van die dag dink jy hoekom het jy dit 


gedoen jy het jou werk gedoen on alles nou kom vat hulle my weg hierso en ek is 40 en soos 


ek se ons het nooit ge"worry" nie een van ons het ooit ge"worry" ag oor oortyd nie dit is maar 


net so jy het dit gedoen vir die liefde van die saak dit is al wat dit vir jou was omdat jy graag 


met die boere wou werk. 


R: Ons het 'n diens gelewer. 


R: Jy het 'n diens gelewer en dit was lekker gewees. 


R: Dit was lekker gewees om dit to doen nou kom vat hulle my en sit my by die speurtak on 


dit is nie my belangstelling nie. 


N: Is dit al wat jy wil se? 


Uhm nou die vraag die laaste vraag wat ek wil vra: Wat dink u kan gedoen word om dit reg to 


maak? 


R: Onmiddellik Direkteur kan die deur oop te maak met gewillige mense wat bereid is om 


baie lang ure te werk want daar sal heeltemal van voor of vertrouensposisie moet gebou word 


met jou boere gemeenskap en dit is nie sommer net in 'n dag nie dit is ure se ry patrollies en 


besoeke en sake moet opgelos word 


It skuldbriewe 


R: om daai ding weer reg te kry. Dis al manier daar is nie daar is nie dit wat hullo gesd het 


van hulle gaan die spesialis ondersoeke nader na die klient toe vat na die boer toe vat daardie 


dit het nie gewerk nie dit kan nie werk nie. Jy kan nie 6 polisie speurders vat en 15 polisie 


stasies nie. 


R: Aanvanklik het die Boerevereeniging was was uhm in die begin toe hulle hoor Veediefstal 


gaan toemaak was positief hieroor want daai veediefstal speurder gaan nou by horn op stasies 


intrek dit was die indruk waaronder hulle die boere geplaas het en en die tyd toe ons griewe 


geregistreer het oor die toemaak van die Veediefstal eenheid het ons dit genoem in die 


dokument wat ons vir voorberei het en die inpak en alles wat ons toe nou in die dokument 


gesit het oor ons griewe en hullo het die boere daai tyd al onder 'n vals indruk gebring. Dit is 


hoekom daar nie in die begin nie so 'n bohaai deur Boere Vereenigings en Boere Unies 


gemaak is oor die Veediefstal eenheid van gaan toemaak nie want hulle het gereken daar gaan 







'n veediefstal speurder op sy stasie kom en met die tyd het ons vir hulle gewys maar daar is 


nie 'n manier wat daar 'n veediefstal speurder op sy stasie gaan kom nie tensy hulle eon gaan 


oplei daar en ek meen dit gaan ook dan eers so vyf jaar wees as hullo dit dan so wou 


geimplementeer het daar wat natuurlik teen die wette is gaan dit seker eers so vyf jaar woes 


voordat jy daai veediefstal speurder op jou stasie kry on en nog 'n ding wat ons vir hulle gese 


het dan sal daai ou ook nog 'n voertuig ook moot he by sal dan basies 'n kantoortjie op sy eie 


ook moot he en en dit was die indruk waaronder die boere op daai stadium was die boere 


unies on dit het nooit gerealiseer nie en dit gaan ook nie realiseer nie. 


R: As dit 'n mikpunt was wat hulle gestel het is dit glad nie haalbaar nie. N: Hoe bedoel jy 


nou? 


R: Om 'n spesialis veediefstalspeurders spesialis kom ons se diefstal en voertuig al die 


eenhede op elke stasie want waaroor ek dit se want kom ons vat nou hullo se op Barckley 


Wes moot daar Veediefstal spesialis 


wees daar moet 'n diefstal en voertuig spesialis wees kom ons sé en 'n moord en roof spesialis 


hulle gaan net daai sake doen waarin hulle spesialiseer. Die res van die tak gaan die gewone 


algemene speurtak wees. 


Nou Direkteur die derde maal wat daai veediefstal speurder drie dockets oopmaak ongeag of 


hy heeltyd produktief was dit maak nie saak nie en die gewone algemene speurtak tel 30 dan 


gaan daar gekla word en gesê word maar dit werk nie so nie en wat dan gebeur is die tak 


bevelvoerder gaan swik on hy gaan van daai 30 dockets gaan hy vir daai spesialis ondersoeker 


gee. Dit gaan beteken dat daai spesialis ondersoeker nie meer by sy werk gaan kom waarvoor 


hy aangestel is nie. Dit werk nie. 


R: So 'n jaar terug het ons 'n werkswinkel gehad oor veediefstal en voertuig diefstal en 


dwelms en het ons verskeie speurders gestuur van die stasies of wat daai werkswinkel 


bygewoon het en daai ouens hy stel nie belang nie daai week was seker vir horn interessant en 


lekker maar en nou nog ek meen ek kan voorbeelde noem 'n mens kan nou nie name noem nie 


kom jy met daai ou op 'n toneel wat nou die dag by was dan vra ek vir horn nou waar is die 


verklarings wat ons vir julle uitgedeel het ons het groepvorms en verklarings wat dit vir horn 


gaan makliker maak on ek meen ons werk al jare daarmee, nee hy weet nie meer waar dit is 


nie. Ek meen daai ou het nie belangstelling daarin nie klaar. Jy kan horn na hoeveel 


werkswinkels toe stuur want dit was nou die idee wat daar geskep is om so ou to probeer 


oplei on daai rigting in en dit kom net nie daaruit nie hy stel net nie belang nie. 







R: Hierdie persoon praat te vinnig en te onduidelik om te transkribeer. 


N: "Okay" sien julle enige ander alternatief? Kom ons sé hulle heropen nie die tak nie wat 


maak 'n mens dan? 


R: Direkteur ek en Pieter het agter gebly as 'n taakspan en ek meen dit is nie die oplossing op 


die lange duur as 'n taakspan nie maar nie om ons beuel te blaas nie maar ek weet nie as ons 


nie daar was nie dan weet ek baie dae nie wat sou hulle met hierdie sake gemaak het nie. 


Want 'n ou ek vat sommer 'n simpel voorbeeld van 'n bestuur as jy nie weet waaroor dit gaan 


nie kan jy maar los gaan sit by die huis. Jy sal horn nie kan doen nie want dit is baie dinge en 


ek meen nou 'n simpel ding op 'n toneel om 'n monster te vat 'n Den A monster as jy nie 


opgelei is nie en jy weet nie om om dit to doen nie jy kry dit maar net nie reg nie want dit is 


nou maar ongelukkig so dit gaan oor die kundigheid. 


R: Direkteur, daar was 'n doel gewees toe hierdie eenheid destyds gestig was en daai doel het 


gekom van 'n behoefte daar was 'n behoefte gewees om 'n spesialis persoon te kry vir diamant 


en goud wet wat net op daai wette spesialiseer omdat dit 'n tegniese ondesoek is so is die met 


die vee diefstal presies dieselfde jy kan nie al kon jy teoreties klink dit bale goed om te se op 


die speurtak gaan ek dit doen maar prakties werk dit nie jy sit met mense wat kyk hoeveel 


dockets het hierdie een hoeveel dockets het daai een hoekom kan daai een die heel dag rondry 


hoekom kan ek nie rondry nie hoekom moet ek voertuie, logostiek alles dit gaan nie werk nie 


dit kan nie werk nie. 


R: Ek het dit at baie ondervind ook uhm die ondersoeke wat die stasie doen jy kry jy kry 'n 


prokureur wat spesialiseer met hierdie saak want daar is 'n paar wat ek baie goed ken elke 


saak wat ek verdedig het daai tyd dit was nou voor jy 'n regsverteenwoordiger moes gehad het 


toe hulle nou nog regshulp van die stasie of gekry het jy het daardie prokureur wat 


spesialiseer by hierdie stasie en die polisiewet is so tegnies dat as jou ondersoek beampte daai 


saak kom nog nie eers in die hof nie dan is by al klaar gewen en dis 'n ding wat ons nou ook 


gemis het met die tydperk wat hulle die eenheid toemaak daar is persone gearresteer maar ek 


meen die skuldigbevinding syfers is ook al weer laer as wat dit veronderstel is om te wees. 


So dit is ook '11 ding wat reggestel sal moet word om weer daai kundigheid te kry ek meen as 


ons nou weer hier gaan oop maak het ons weer 'n klomp lede wat nog nie kundig is nie dit 


gaan ook weer in tyd vat voor hy homself daar kan inwerk. 


R: As dit nie vir Piet en vir Koos was nie soos ek se hulle is die enigste twee wat nog 


treinspore besoek en die slagpale besoek ek doen al die speurwerk ek kom nie daarby uit nie 







met die dockets wat ek het nie. 


N: Maar jy is die speurtak hulle is die taakspan. 


R: Maar as dit nie vir hulle was nie sou niemand dit gedoen het nie. 


R: Maar onthou Direkteur dit is deel van sy werk met sy verplasing Kimberley speurtak toe is 


dit sy "verantwoordelikheid" om- al die veediefstaleenheid se werksaamhede so by moes die 


vee veilings gaan polisieer hy moes die sake besoek hy moet die store besoek en by moet al 


die veediefstal sake ondersoek ek meen hierdie veiling hierso hy het hy het Dinsdae, 


Woensdae Donderdae het hy veiling hierso in Kimberley en dis nie 10 skape of 20 skape of 


10 beeste wat by moet opveil nie een persoon kan dit nie alleen doen nie. 


R: Een so 'n veiling is ses duisend stuks vee. R: Hy sal dit nooit kan doen nie. 


N: "Okay" daai selfde vraag wat ek gevra het wat kan ons doen om dit reg te maak ten opsigte 


van die voorkoming van veediefstal. 


R: Is die ou veediefstal werk plaaspatrollies, plaasbesoeke, jou veilings polisiering slagpale jy 


moet opskerp met jou oe op die grond al daai tipe goeters is dinge wat vir jou gehelp het om 


veediefstal te voorkom met polisiering. 


R: As vee gesteel word moet hy een of ander tyd op 'n openbare pad wees en hy moet 'n 


afsetgebied he nou as daai voertuie op 'n openbare pad is met jou normale patrollies is jou 


kanse goed om horn te yang as jy jou afset gebiede polisieer en jy gaan die daai manne op die 


kos gebiede maar ek meen dit is nie deel van die afsetgebied dit is 'n afsetgebied maar dit 


gaan oor kos en dit is nie die groot veediefstalle wat eintlik baie onder veediefstal val nie met 


die gevolg as jou afset gebiede gepolisieer word en jy het met jou mense by die afsetgebiede 


so 'n verstandhouding dat as daar snaakse gevalle is hulle jou onmiddellik bel het jy die 


veediefstal gewen on ek meen dit is at hoe ons dit weer gaan doen is om mense in in plek to 


kry om om al daai goed te besoek en die nodige pak slae uit te deel vir daai mense se 


dokumentasie want dit is ook 'n ding wat wat agterwee gebly het. Daai dokumentasie by die 


afsetgebiede en goed is net nie meer op standaard nie. 


R: Ons praat van veediefstal as sulks maar 'n ding wat ons glad nie in berekeing bring moet 


bring / los nie veral in in diamant veld areas is uhm om beter te jag. As jy gaan ry in die 


gebied hoeveel wild heinings het opgekom dink vir Direkteur self kom ons se die laaste drie 


vier jaar as 'n mens net op die gewone paaie ry. Daai boere koop ten duurste die wild uhm dis 


ek kan amper se dis dis 'n spesialis ondersoek alweer op sy eie goed hulle loop baie naby aan 


mekaar en dis dis ook fang ure se werk en nagte se werk so ek ek kan nie sien dat dat jou 







onwettige jag deur die algemene speurtak of jou algemene polisie stasie ooit uhm uhm 


behoorlik beheer sal kan word nie. 


R: Ek wil jou ook se maar hulle het nie 'n idee hoe om dit to doen nie hulle het nie die wette 


nie hulle het nie natuurbewaring en daai mense nie ek meen hulle weet nie hoe om dit to doen 


nie, klaar. 


R: Hulle werk nie elke dag daarmee nie.. 


N: Dan wat dink julle kan gedoen word om dit reg te maak t.o.v. d iensleweri ng.. 


R: Die welt van persone die regte persone want om nou 'n diens onmiddellik to begin te begin 


gee weer aan die aan die boere gemeenskap 'te gee aan die vee eienaars nie aan die boere nie 


aan die vee eienaars moet jy die regte mense daar he on om hulle eers te identifiseer so you as 


moontlik op to lei en dan die ding ook so to "run" met die veediefstal eenheid dat 'n onervare 


ou saam met 'n ervare ou werk en dat jy ook net 'n sekere wyk moet werk dat jy nie 'n docket 


moet he om aan te werk nie en in die tussentyd ry jy op en of op en of en in tussentyd kom jy 


nie by die ondersoek uit nie so dit is die bevelvoerder is die belangrikste want hy moot met 


die boere ooreen uhm oor die weg kom want hy is die eon wat die Boerevereenigings gaan 


toespreek en die Boere unies toespreek en daai tipe van skakeling tussen die boere moot hy 


definitief die regte persoon woes wat met die boere wil werk of met die vee eienaars wil 


werk. 


N: "Okay" mense nog iets wat julle wil se hoe voel julle oor die skakeling met die mense dink 


julle dit pas iewers in is dit 'n handige aspek? 


R: Baie beslis. 


R: Direkteur dit is juis ek het baie keer gese dan vra hulle vir ons waarom doen ons nie die 


gemeenskap nie 


R: Die GPF 


It Die GPF nie die Boerevereeniging kry nie 'n gedeelte van horn nie onthou al die boere 


behoort nie aan horn nie driekwart van hulle gaan inelk geval nie na die vergadering toe nie 


so jy moot op 'n deurlopende basis skakel hetsy dit nou by 'n veiling by 'n vandusie dit is nie 


net soseer om fisies to gaan polisieer om to gaan kyk of die boer sy verwyderingsertifikaat en 


good daar is nie hy het sy regmatige plek ook maar net om daar rond to beweeg tussen in kry 


jy ook jou gemeenskap se betrokkenheid en jy kry hulle hoor van die probleme wat hulle het. 


N: Ja hulle kan sien jy stel belang. 


R: 'n Tipiese voorbeeld daarvan is hierdie laaste Saterdag net voor ons ontbind het hulle het 







die dag gory veiling toe om te gaan die veiling besoek het toe kom die boere aangehardloop 


en se hoor Kier hierdie kraal ek is seker daarvan dit is my skaap en op die einde van die dag 


toe is dit daai nag is die diere gesteel en hulle het 'n ander persoon se tatoeöering op gekry en 


toe is hulle op die veiling verkoop dis toe nou met D on A vasgemaak.. Maar as daar nie as 


Sarel en Pieter nie daai dag op die veiling was nie sou die boer ge"moan" ge "groan" het en 


ge"moan" en ge "groan" het en gewonder het on as hy nou more terug is op die pleas dan sien 


hy daar is 'n skaap weg nadat hy nou gas& het dit is sy skaap daai maar waar kry hullo hom. 


R: Opgehang in 'n slaghuis. R: Ja. 


N: Nogiets, niks nie? hoor hier Julie maar bale dankie ek sal julle laat weet hoe dit is en wat 


ons alles gedoen het agterna bale dankie dat julle deelgeneem het. 


Ek sal net graag by julle wil he daai dokumentasie wat julle opgestel het met die griewe. Kry 


dit maar net vir die lus en die onlus. 


EINDE VAN GESPREK. 
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The FREQ Procedure


rec Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 1 1.06 1 1.06


2 1 1.06 2 2.13


3 1 1.06 3 3.19


4 1 1.06 4 4.26


5 1 1.06 5 5.32


6 1 1.06 6 6.38


7 1 1.06 7 7.45


8 1 1.06 8 8.51


9 1 1.06 9 9.57


10 1 1.06 10 10.64


11 1 1.06 11 11.70


12 1 1.06 12 12.77


13 1 1.06 13 13.83


14 1 1.06 14 14.89


15 1 1.06 15 15.96


16 1 1.06 16 17.02


17 1 1.06 17 18.09


18 1 1.06 18 19.15


19 1 1.06 19 20.21


20 1 1.06 20 21.28


21 1 1.06 21 22.34


22 1 1.06 22 23.40


23 1 1.06 23 24.47


24 1 1.06 24 25.53


25 1 1.06 25 26.60


26 1 1.06 26 27.66


27 1 1.06 27 28.72


28 1 1.06 28 29.79


29 1 1.06 29 30.85


30 1 1.06 30 31.91


31 1 1.06 31 32.98


32 1 1.06 32 34.04


33 1 1.06 33 35.11


34 1 1.06 34 36.17


35 1 1.06 35 37.23


36 1 1.06 36 38.30
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The FREQ Procedure


rec Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


37 1 1.06 37 39.36


38 1 1.06 38 40.43


39 1 1.06 39 41.49


40 1 1.06 40 42.55


41 1 1.06 41 43.62


42 1 1.06 42 44.68


43 1 1.06 43 45.74


44 1 1.06 44 46.81


45 1 1.06 45 47.87


46 1 1.06 46 48.94


47 1 1.06 47 50.00


48 1 1.06 48 51.06


49 1 1.06 49 52.13


50 1 1.06 50 53.19


51 1 1.06 51 54.26


52 1 1.06 52 55.32


53 1 1.06 53 56.38


54 1 1.06 54 57.45


55 1 1.06 55 58.51


56 1 1.06 56 59.57


57 1 1.06 57 60.64


58 1 1.06 58 61.70


59 1 1.06 59 62.77


60 1 1.06 60 63.83


61 1 1.06 61 64.89


62 1 1.06 62 65.96


63 1 1.06 63 67.02


64 1 1.06 64 68.09


65 1 1.06 65 69.15


66 1 1.06 66 70.21


67 1 1.06 67 71.28


68 1 1.06 68 72.34


69 1 1.06 69 73.40


70 1 1.06 70 74.47


71 1 1.06 71 75.53


72 1 1.06 72 76.60
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The FREQ Procedure


rec Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


73 1 1.06 73 77.66


74 1 1.06 74 78.72


75 1 1.06 75 79.79


76 1 1.06 76 80.85


77 1 1.06 77 81.91


78 1 1.06 78 82.98


79 1 1.06 79 84.04


80 1 1.06 80 85.11


81 1 1.06 81 86.17


82 1 1.06 82 87.23


83 1 1.06 83 88.30


84 1 1.06 84 89.36


85 1 1.06 85 90.43


86 1 1.06 86 91.49


87 1 1.06 87 92.55


88 1 1.06 88 93.62


89 1 1.06 89 94.68


90 1 1.06 90 95.74


91 1 1.06 91 96.81


92 1 1.06 92 97.87


93 1 1.06 93 98.94


94 1 1.06 94 100.00


v1 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 78 93.98 78 93.98


2 5 6.02 83 100.00


Frequency Missing = 11


v2_1 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 53 56.38 53 56.38


1 41 43.62 94 100.00
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The FREQ Procedure


v2_2 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 29 30.85 29 30.85


1 65 69.15 94 100.00


v2_3 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 22 23.40 22 23.40


1 72 76.60 94 100.00


v2_4 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 73 77.66 73 77.66


1 21 22.34 94 100.00


v2_5 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 79 84.04 79 84.04


1 15 15.96 94 100.00


v4 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 4 4.55 4 4.55


2 8 9.09 12 13.64


3 76 86.36 88 100.00


Frequency Missing = 6


v5 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 74 86.05 74 86.05


2 12 13.95 86 100.00


Frequency Missing = 8
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The FREQ Procedure


v6 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 65 78.31 65 78.31


2 18 21.69 83 100.00


Frequency Missing = 11


v8_1 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


3 5 5.75 5 5.75


4 9 10.34 14 16.09


5 5 5.75 19 21.84


6 1 1.15 20 22.99


8 2 2.30 22 25.29


9 10 11.49 32 36.78


13 1 1.15 33 37.93


14 10 11.49 43 49.43


15 1 1.15 44 50.57


16 12 13.79 56 64.37


17 3 3.45 59 67.82


19 2 2.30 61 70.11


20 1 1.15 62 71.26


21 6 6.90 68 78.16


23 11 12.64 79 90.80


24 8 9.20 87 100.00


Frequency Missing = 7
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The FREQ Procedure


v8_2 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


6 1 6.25 1 6.25


13 1 6.25 2 12.50


17 1 6.25 3 18.75


23 2 12.50 5 31.25


24 2 12.50 7 43.75


26 1 6.25 8 50.00


28 1 6.25 9 56.25


29 5 31.25 14 87.50


30 2 12.50 16 100.00


Frequency Missing = 78


v8_3 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


21 1 33.33 1 33.33


26 1 33.33 2 66.67


29 1 33.33 3 100.00


Frequency Missing = 91


v9 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 43 48.86 43 48.86


2 26 29.55 69 78.41


3 6 6.82 75 85.23


4 13 14.77 88 100.00


Frequency Missing = 6


v11 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 10 11.24 10 11.24


2 38 42.70 48 53.93


3 15 16.85 63 70.79


4 16 17.98 79 88.76


5 10 11.24 89 100.00


Frequency Missing = 5
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The FREQ Procedure


v12_1 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


3 3 3.49 3 3.49


4 7 8.14 10 11.63


5 3 3.49 13 15.12


7 1 1.16 14 16.28


9 7 8.14 21 24.42


14 13 15.12 34 39.53


15 1 1.16 35 40.70


16 15 17.44 50 58.14


17 1 1.16 51 59.30


21 12 13.95 63 73.26


23 5 5.81 68 79.07


24 7 8.14 75 87.21


28 1 1.16 76 88.37


29 5 5.81 81 94.19


30 3 3.49 84 97.67


31 2 2.33 86 100.00


Frequency Missing = 8


v12_2 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


14 5 23.81 5 23.81


21 1 4.76 6 28.57


24 3 14.29 9 42.86


26 2 9.52 11 52.38


28 3 14.29 14 66.67


29 7 33.33 21 100.00


Frequency Missing = 73


v12_3 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


29 2 66.67 2 66.67


30 1 33.33 3 100.00


Frequency Missing = 91
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The FREQ Procedure


v13 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 48 55.17 48 55.17


2 39 44.83 87 100.00


Frequency Missing = 7


v14 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 21 42.86 21 42.86


2 14 28.57 35 71.43


3 5 10.20 40 81.63


4 9 18.37 49 100.00


Frequency Missing = 45


v15_1 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 83 88.30 83 88.30


1 11 11.70 94 100.00


v15_2 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 59 62.77 59 62.77


1 35 37.23 94 100.00


v15_3 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 74 78.72 74 78.72


1 20 21.28 94 100.00


v15_4 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 90 95.74 90 95.74


1 4 4.26 94 100.00


v15_5 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 94 100.00 94 100.00
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The FREQ Procedure


v15_6 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 92 97.87 92 97.87


1 2 2.13 94 100.00


v15_7 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 92 97.87 92 97.87


1 2 2.13 94 100.00


v16 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


2 3 6.12 3 6.12


3 11 22.45 14 28.57


4 22 44.90 36 73.47


5 6 12.24 42 85.71


6 7 14.29 49 100.00


Frequency Missing = 45


v18 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 43 79.63 43 79.63


2 11 20.37 54 100.00


Frequency Missing = 40


v19 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 35 83.33 35 83.33


2 7 16.67 42 100.00


Frequency Missing = 52
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The FREQ Procedure


v20 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 7 29.17 7 29.17


2 9 37.50 16 66.67


4 1 4.17 17 70.83


5 1 4.17 18 75.00


6 3 12.50 21 87.50


7 3 12.50 24 100.00


Frequency Missing = 70


v21_1 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 66 70.21 66 70.21


1 28 29.79 94 100.00


v21_2 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 69 73.40 69 73.40


1 25 26.60 94 100.00


v21_3 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 69 73.40 69 73.40


1 25 26.60 94 100.00


v21_4 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 56 59.57 56 59.57


1 38 40.43 94 100.00


v21_5 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 81 86.17 81 86.17


1 13 13.83 94 100.00


v21_6 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 84 89.36 84 89.36


1 10 10.64 94 100.00
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The FREQ Procedure


v21_7 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 82 87.23 82 87.23


1 12 12.77 94 100.00


v24 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 15 17.44 15 17.44


2 28 32.56 43 50.00


3 15 17.44 58 67.44


4 24 27.91 82 95.35


5 4 4.65 86 100.00


Frequency Missing = 8


v25_1 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 17 18.09 17 18.09


1 77 81.91 94 100.00


v25_2 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 57 60.64 57 60.64


1 37 39.36 94 100.00


v25_3 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 79 84.04 79 84.04


1 15 15.96 94 100.00


v25_4 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 67 71.28 67 71.28


1 27 28.72 94 100.00


v25_5 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 82 87.23 82 87.23


1 12 12.77 94 100.00







1212


The FREQ Procedure


v25_6 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


0 90 95.74 90 95.74


1 4 4.26 94 100.00


v27_1 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 5 5.68 5 5.68


2 27 30.68 32 36.36


3 7 7.95 39 44.32


4 19 21.59 58 65.91


5 30 34.09 88 100.00


Frequency Missing = 6


v27_3 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 9 10.84 9 10.84


2 25 30.12 34 40.96


3 22 26.51 56 67.47


4 15 18.07 71 85.54


5 12 14.46 83 100.00


Frequency Missing = 11


v27_5 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 3 3.95 3 3.95


2 19 25.00 22 28.95


3 26 34.21 48 63.16


4 13 17.11 61 80.26


5 15 19.74 76 100.00


Frequency Missing = 18
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The FREQ Procedure


v27_7 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 3 4.11 3 4.11


2 11 15.07 14 19.18


3 21 28.77 35 47.95


4 18 24.66 53 72.60


5 20 27.40 73 100.00


Frequency Missing = 21


v27_9 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 8 9.20 8 9.20


2 31 35.63 39 44.83


3 11 12.64 50 57.47


4 20 22.99 70 80.46


5 17 19.54 87 100.00


Frequency Missing = 7


v28_1 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 4 5.06 4 5.06


2 18 22.78 22 27.85


3 26 32.91 48 60.76


4 12 15.19 60 75.95


5 19 24.05 79 100.00


Frequency Missing = 15


v28_3 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 8 10.67 8 10.67


2 24 32.00 32 42.67


3 22 29.33 54 72.00


4 14 18.67 68 90.67


5 7 9.33 75 100.00


Frequency Missing = 19
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The FREQ Procedure


v28_5 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 3 4.05 3 4.05


2 23 31.08 26 35.14


3 28 37.84 54 72.97


4 8 10.81 62 83.78


5 12 16.22 74 100.00


Frequency Missing = 20


v28_7 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 2 2.82 2 2.82


2 18 25.35 20 28.17


3 25 35.21 45 63.38


4 12 16.90 57 80.28


5 14 19.72 71 100.00


Frequency Missing = 23


v28_9 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 3 3.80 3 3.80


2 23 29.11 26 32.91


3 15 18.99 41 51.90


4 17 21.52 58 73.42


5 21 26.58 79 100.00


Frequency Missing = 15


v33 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 7 8.97 7 8.97


2 42 53.85 49 62.82


3 21 26.92 70 89.74


4 4 5.13 74 94.87


5 4 5.13 78 100.00


Frequency Missing = 16
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The FREQ Procedure


v36 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 12 15.38 12 15.38


2 18 23.08 30 38.46


3 21 26.92 51 65.38


4 19 24.36 70 89.74


5 8 10.26 78 100.00


Frequency Missing = 16


v38 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 57 65.52 57 65.52


2 30 34.48 87 100.00


Frequency Missing = 7


v39 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 20 24.39 20 24.39


2 62 75.61 82 100.00


Frequency Missing = 12


v41 Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Frequency


Cumulative
Percent


1 7 8.97 7 8.97


2 19 24.36 26 33.33


3 40 51.28 66 84.62


4 8 10.26 74 94.87


5 4 5.13 78 100.00


Frequency Missing = 16
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Abstract 


 
During 2002/2003 units in the South African Police Service, such as the Stock Theft Unit in Kimberley 


were closed which was followed with the closure of the Stock Theft Unit in Postmasburg the next year. 


Both these units are situated within the Diamondfield police area in the Northern Cape Province. 


 


At the time the closure of these units elicited varied reactions from the farmers’ community, the general 


public and members of the SAPS. This lead to the question what the effect of the closure had on the trust 


in the police by the farmers’ community and whether it had an effect on the fear of crime which lead, in 


turn to the non-reporting of crime and even vigilantism.  


 


In this study the principles of community policing are studied to determine whether they can be used to 


address the problem caused by the closure of the units. The current application of community policing in 


the South African Police Service is discussed as it is implemented through sector policing and 


Community Police Forums (CPF) and through other applications thereof. 


 


In addition, specialization as manifested in the investigation and detection of crime and especially stock 


theft by the Stock Theft Units (STU), are discussed. 


 


In the study stock theft statistics from neighbouring states in Africa, as well as those of Australia and 


Scotland are compared with those of South Africa. The South African situation is further divided into 


national, provincial and area levels. In the contexts of the Diamondfield Area it was broken down to 


jurisdictions areas of the Stock Theft Units in order to draw conclusions and comparisons. In the 


Diamondfield Area the area previously serviced by the Stock Theft Unit Kimberley are compared with 


that of the Stock Theft Unit Postmasburg. 


  


Questionnaires were distributed among the farmers’ community, using a proportional stratified random 


sampling method; subsequently focus group interviews were held with members of the closed Stock 


Theft Unit Kimberley. This was triangulated by a focus group interview with members of the Stock 


Theft Unit Postmasburg, as well as with individual interviews with an influential representative of the 
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farmers’ community at both area and provincial level, and the National Head of the Stock Theft Unit of 


the South African Police Service. 


 


The SARA model (Scanning, Analysis, Response and Assessment), was used to evaluate the results of 


the questionnaires and to interpret the research in order to make recommendations how to address the 


identified problems. Lastly, an implementation plan was drawn up to facilitate the process of addressing 


the identified problems. 
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Opsomming 
 


Gedurende 2002/2003 is spesialiseenhede in die Suid Afrikaanse Polisie Diens , soos die Veediefstal 


Eenheid te Kimberley, gesluit en later die volgende jaar het die Veediefstal Eenheid in Postmasburg 


gevolg. Beide hierdie eenhede is geleë in die Diamandveld Area van die Suid Afrikaanse Polisie Diens 


in die Noordkaap Provinsie. 


 


Daar was groot gewag gemaak van die sluiting van hierdie eenhede deur spesifiek die boere gemeenskap 


en die publiek in die algemeen. Dit het die vraag laat ontstaan wat die effek van hierdie sluiting op die 


vertroue wat die gemeenskap, in hierdie geval die boeregemeenskap, in die polisie het, of die vrees vir 


misdaad hierdeur beinvloed is of nie, en of dit tot die nie-rapportering van misdaad gelei het, en ook tot 


vigilantisme of nie. 


 


In hierdie studie word gekyk na die beginsels van gemeenskaps-polisiëring en of dit toepassing het op 


die probleem of nie. Die huidige toepassing van gemeenskaps-polisiëring in die Suid Afrikaanse Polisie 


Diens word bespreek soos wat die geval is by sektor polisiëring, Gemeenskap Polisie Forums (GPF) en 


ander toepassings daarvan. 


 


Spesialisasie word verder bespreek soos dit toepassing vind by die ondersoek van sake en veral ten 


opsigte van die veediefstaleenhede. 


 


In die studie word veediefstal statistieke van verskeie buurlande in Afrika, die van Australië en ook 


Skotland met Suid Afrikaanse statistieke vergelyk. Die Suid Afrikaanse situasie word ook weergegee en 


bespreek in die nasionale-, provinsiale- en die Diamandtveld Area konteks ten einde sinvolle 


vergelykings te kan tref. In die Diamandveld Area word die gebied wat voorheen deur die Kimberley 


Veediefstal Eenheid bedien was, vergelyk met die van die Postmasburg Veediefstal Eenheid. 


 


Vraelyste was onder die boeregemeenskap versprei in ‘n proporsionele gestratifiseerde  ewekansige 


steekproef, opgevolg deur fokus-groep onderhoude met oud-lede van die Kimberley Veediefstal Eenheid 


wat op hul beurt weer vergelyk word met die respons van oud lede van die Postmasburg Veediefstal 


Eenheid. Individuele onderhoude is ook gevoer met ‘n bekende en invloedryke verteenwoordiger van 
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die plaaslike boeregemeenskap oor die aangeleentheid, sowel as met die Nasionale Hoof van 


veediefstaleenhede in die Suid Afrikaanse Polisie Diens. 


 


Die SARA model (Scanning, Analysis, Response and Assessment) is gebruik om die resultate van die 


vraelyste en die navorsing te interpreteer en om met voorstelle vorendag te kom hoe die probleem 


aangespreek behoort te word. Laastens is ‘n implementerings plan opgestel om al die geidentifiseerde 


probleme aan te spreek. 
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Pieter Myburgh
Cam Kiddiestraat 5
Rhodesdene
Kimberley
8301


8 Januarie 2008


Aan wie dit mag aangaan.


Ek is ‘n nagraadse student aan die Universiteit van Suid Afrika (UNISA) en is besig met die
voltooiing van my Mtech graad in polisiëring. Die onderwerp van hierdie navorsing is “ Die
behoefte vir spesialisasie in die SAPD:‘n Diamandveld Area perspektief” .”


Die sluiting van die veediefstal eenheid in Kimberley het ‘n bepaalde impak gehad op almal wat
deur veediefstal geraak word. Hierdie navorsing poog om krities te kyk wat  die gevolge van die
sluiting van die eenheid was en fokus verder op die effek daarvan op :


‘ die voorkoms van veediefstal ( maw het dit gestyg of nie?),
‘ watter effek dit op die landbou - en boere gemeenskap gehad het,
‘ watter stappe geneem moet word om effektiewe dienslewering aan die  landbou - en


boere gemeenskap te verseker.


Dit is baie belangrik dat insette van soveel moontlik persone wat deur die sluiting geraak was of
word , in ag geneem word ten einde die navorsing resultaat so betroubaar moontlik te maak.


U is van die boere gemeenskap en ek sal dit waardeer indien u die aangehegte vraelys sal voltooi
en aan die sekretaris (se) van u betrokke boerevereniging of -unie terugbesorg.


Dit sal u nie meer as 20 minute neem om die vraelys te voltooi nie. U hoef nie u identiteit op die
vorm te openbaar nie en u inset sal volkome anoniem bly. Ek is ten opsigte van die waarborg van
vertroulikheid gebonde deur die etiese kode van UNISA.


U bydrae is van onskatbare waarde ten einde my in staat te stel om ‘n goed ingeligte en
nagevorsde aanbeveling en bevinding te kan maak oor die gevolge van die sluiting van die
Veediefstal Eenheid, Kimberley en ook watter stappe geneem behoort te word om effektiewe
dienslewering te verseker.


U kan my studieleier  Professor Rika Snyman kontak per epos by rsnyman@tsa.ac.za of telefoon
nommer 011 - 4713560 en my besonderhede is as volg: myhuis@webmail.co.za en selfoon
nommer 082 776 9072.


Pieter  Myburgh    


This document is also available in English on request.
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List of Farmers’ Unions in the Northern Cape 
 
 
1. Richtersveld 
2. Namakwaland 
3. Boesmanland 
4. Loeriesfontein 
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6. Williston 
7. Sutherland 
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10. Central Karoo 
11. Richmond 
12. Colesberg 
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14. Upper- Karoo 
15. Prieska 
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17. Douglas 
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22. Mier 
23. Kuruman 
24. Ghaap 
25. Reivilo 
26. Vaalharts 
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Action Responsible person Time scale 
1. Sector Policing Snr Supt Louwrens 2006/11/01 to 2007/11/01 
1.1 Establish a rural sector at each town  
1.2 Establish sector forums that are representative of all groups.  
1.3 Ensure that the STU is divided into sectors and that certain specific detectives are allocated to each sectors   
2. CPF Snr Supt Louwrens 2006/11/01 to 2007/03031
2.1 Encourage farmers to form a sub-forum of the CPF in their area. 
2.2 Ensure that the sub-forum also represent farm workers 
3. Increase visibility- operations Snr Supt Louwrens 2006/11/01 to 2007/03031
3.1 More waylay operations       
3.2 More patrols 
3.3 More roadblocks 
3.4 More farm visits  
• Files for each farm  
• Put a monitoring tool in place to ensure that every farm is visited  
• Determine information that need to be kept on each farm  
• Farm visited at least once per quarter by the SAPS  
• Farm visited at least once per 6 months by the STU  
•  Information of all actions taken on a specific farms must be recorded on the farm's file  
3.5  More operations aimed at the prevention of poaching 
3.6 Make more use of the Mounted units 
4. Develop a service strategy for the farming community  Director Myburgh 2006/11/01 to 2007/03031
4.1 Draw up service standards 
4.2  Draw up service standards for the response times on complaints on farms 
4.3  Determine service standards in conjunction with the Farming structures, SC's, CPF's and STU's 
4.4  Include set targets for farm visits etc for the STU, farm watch, other members and SC's and provide for that on the PEP of each members 
4.5  Determine, in consultation with the farmers the frequency of actions   
4.6  Record all actions and operations on the BI system under one operation name 
4.7  Compile a system, files, procedures to record the farms and any actions taken on the farms such as visits etc. (Farm Visit Register) 







4.8  Place the expected frequency of farm visits on PEP of members   
5. Launch a reservist recruitment drive to enhance rural safety  Snr Supt Louwrens 2006/11/01 to 2007/03031
5.1. Speed up the recruitment and training of reservists 
5.2  Embark on a recruitment drive to recruit ex commando members, farmers, farm workers as D group reservists 
5.3   Pay reservists 
6. Improve communication  Director Myburgh 2006/11/01 to 2007/03031
6.1   Arrange a meeting with all role players and present the findings of the research to them 
6.2   Explain CPF, role and processes 
6.3   Draw up a Service Strategy for the farming community   
6.4   Engage them to roll the process out to all their sub-structures 
6.5   Explain recruitment of reservists, role and process + need to join 
6.6   Draw up the expected procedure and frequency of farm visits with all role players 
6.7    Monitor the process on a daily and a monthly basis to ensure compliance 
6.8   Ensure that the different structures, JOINTS, STIC, Sector Forums, CPF's function properly 
6.9   Engage security industry to assist in securing the farming community and prevent vigilantism 
6.10  Communicate the need for adherence to legislation e.g. marking stock etc 
6.11  Explain the proposed process to them and get their buy-in in the process 
6.12  Address top structure of the Organized Agriculture as well as NAFU 
6.13  Establish STU at Kimberley  
6.14  Explain STIC process, role and the need to participate 
6.15  Explain JOINTS structures, role and process 
6.16  Explain Sector Policing, role and process 
7. Rural safety Snr Supt Louwrens 2006/11/01 to 2007/03031
7.1  Implement the Rural safety strategy at all rural stations 
7.2  Establish sector policing in rural sector at all stations in the Diamondfields Area 
Ensure that a rural safety plan is in place at each station and SJOINT  
8. Specialization in the investigation of  stock theft  Snr Supt Jonkers 2006/11/01 to 2007/03031
8.1  Establish STU at Kimberley 
8.2  Implement the “individual" system at all stations to assist in the investigation of stock theft 







8.3  Ensure that the production sheets are used to assess members in the PEP assessment and for incentives 
8.4  Implement and ensure continued adherence to Area order 1/2000 to ensure  that feedback is provided to all complainants regarding the investigati
their cases, 
8.5  Develop and implement a computer program to measure individual members’ production and performance based on CAS function 8.5.5.6.5  
8.6  Train all station members in issues like marking of stock 
8.7  Train all station members in relevant acts to ensure the compliance of farmers etc. with marking of stock, transporting of stock etc 
8.9 Train all STU members and individuals at stations as experts. (Course and in the mean time a workshop) 
8.10  Ensure that the STU's are resourced as determine in the REP 
 








Bladsy 1 van 14 bladsye


VRAELYS


Beantwoord die vrae met ‘n  T in die betrokke blokkie. Merk slegs een blokkie, behalwe as die
opsie gegee word om meer as een blokkie te merk


Voorbeeld:


Stem u saam dat Kimberley die hoofstad van die Noordkaap Provinsie is?
Ja T


Nee


Afdeling A: Agtergrond inligting.


1. Is u die plaaseienaar of die plaasbestuurder?


Ja
Nee


2.2. Watter tipe boerdery bedryf u hoofsaaklik?


Bokke (nie wild nie)
Skaap
Bees
Wild 
Ander


3. Indien ander , spesifiseer asseblief.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


4. Hoe lank boer u al?


1 - 2 Jaar


3 - 5 Jaar
6 jaar en langer
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5. Woon u permanent op die plaas?


Ja 
Nee


6. Behoort u aan ‘n boere unie? 


Ja Indien JA gaan na vraag 7
Nee Indien Nee gaan na 8


7. Aan watter Boere Unie behoort u?


----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


8. Watter polisiestasie gebruik u?


Barkly Wes
Belmont
Boetsap
Campbell
Daniëlskuil
Delportshoop
De Ben
Dingleton
Douglas
Galeshewe
Hartswater
Jan Kempdorp
Kathu
Kimberley
Koopmansfontein
Kuruman
Lime Acres
Modderrivier
Olifantshoek
Plooysburg
Postmasburg
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Roodepan
Severn
Van Zylsrust
Warrenton
Windsorton
Wrenchville
Kimberley veediefstal eenheid
Postmasburg veediefstal eenheid
Ander
Weet nie.


9. Na u mening , het die voorkoms van veediefstal in u area gestyg, gedaal of dieselfde gebly
sedert 2002 tot 2004?


Gestyg


Dieselfde
gebly


Gedaal


Weet Nie


10. Motiveer asb u antwoord.


-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


11. Dui aan of u tevrede is met die diens wat u by die polisie stasie ontvang het vanaf 1
Januarie 2004 tot op hede.


Baie tevrede


Tevrede


Weet nie


Ontevrede


Baie ontevrede
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Afdeling B: Ervaring van veediefstal


12. Watter stasie of veediefstal eenheid het u bedien in die verlede ten opsigte van veediefstal
aangeleenthede?


Barkly Wes
Belmont
Boetsap
Campbell
Daniëlskuil
Delportshoop
De Ben
Dingleton
Douglas
Galeshewe
Hartswater
Jan Kempdorp
Kathu
Kimberley
Koopmansfontein
Kuruman
Lime Acres
Modderrivier
Olifantshoek
Plooysburg
Postmasburg
Roodepan
Severn
Van Zylsrust
Warrenton
Windsorton
Wrenchville
Kimberley veediefstal eenheid
Postmasburg veediefstal eenheid
Ander
Weet nie.
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13. Was van u vee die afgelope jaar (2004) gesteel?


Ja Indien JA gaan na vraag 13


Nee Indien Nee gaan na 20


14. Indien Ja, hoeveel keer?


1 Keer
2 - 3 keer
4 - 5 keer
6 en meer keer


15. Watter tipe vee is gesteel?


Beeste


Skape


Bokke (nie wild nie)


Wild


Volstruise


Pluimvee


Ander        


.


16. Geraamde koste van die verlies.


R1 - R 100


R 101 - R 500


R 501 - R 1 000


R 1 001 - R 5 000


R 5 001 - R 10 000


R 10 001 - en hoër.    
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17. Hoe het die veediewe te werk gegaan om u vee te steel?


-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


18. Het u die saak (e) aan die SAPD gerapporteer?


Ja Indien JA gaan na vraag 19
Nee Indien Nee gaan na 20


19. Is ‘n dossier in hierdie verband geregistreer?


Ja  Indien JA gaan na vraag 21
Nee Indien Nee gaan na 20


20. Hoekom is ‘n dossier nie geopen nie?


Ek het gevoel daar het te veel tyd verloop na die pleeg van die misdaad.
Ek het gevoel die SAPD kan niks doen nie.
Ek het nie my vee gemerk nie.
Die SAPD wou nie ‘n saak open nie
Ek het self die oortreders aangetree en my vee teruggekry
Ek het die spoor van die vee en veediewe geneem en my vee self opgespoor
Ander


21. Wie dink u is verantwoordelik vir die diefstal van vee? Voel vry om meer as een keuse te
maak.


Eie werkers op die plaas. Gaan na vraag 23


Werkers van naburige plase Gaan na vraag 23


Georganiseerde sindikate Gaan na vraag 23


Mense van informele nedersettings Gaan na vraag 23


Toevallige verbygaande persone wat ‘n
geleentheid gesien het om my vee te steel en
die geleentheid benut het.


Gaan na vraag 23


Weet nie. Gaan na vraag 23


Ander Indien “ander” gaan na vraag 22
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22. Indien ander spesifiseer asseblief.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


23. Hoekom dink u was u die slagoffer van die veediefstalle?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


24. Na u mening, hoe groot is die probleem met veediefstal in die omgewing waar u boer?


Baie groot


Groot


Weet nie


Nie groot nie


Glad nie groot
nie


Afdeling C: Misdaadvoorkoming maatreëls.


25. Wat doen u om u vee te beskerm? U is welkom om meer as een opsie te kies


Ek merk my vee. Gaan na vraag 27


Ek patrolleer self in die aande. Gaan na vraag 27  
Ek behoort aan die kommando en
werk saam met hulle.


Gaan na vraag 27


Ek skakel met die SAPD en neem
deel aan hulle optredes.


Gaan na vraag 27


Ek het ‘n veewagter of iemand wat
die vee oppas.


Gaan na vraag 27


Ek maak van ‘n sekuriteits
maatskappy gebruik .


Indien u hierdie keuse
aandui gaan na vraag 26
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26. Watter sekuriteits maatskappy gebruik u?
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Afdeling D: Ervaring van die SAPD in die ondersoek van veediefstal sake sedert die
veediefstaleenhede gesluit het in 2002.


27. Ek wil nou u mening hoor oor u ervaring van die diens deur die Suid Afrikaanse
Polisiediens (SAPD oor die algemeen.(NB nie die veediefstal eenhede nie) ten opsigte
van:


27.1 Plaasbesoeke.


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


27.2 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


27.3 Reaksietyd op veediefstal klagtes. 


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


27.4 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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27.5 Ondersoek van u veediefstal sake.


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


27.6 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


27.7 Terugvoer ten opsigte van u veediefstal sake


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


27.8 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


27.9 Betrokkenheid van die SAPD by die boerdery gemeenskap.


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie
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27.10 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Afdeling E. Veediefstal Ondersoeke.


28. Ek wil nou graag hoor wat is u ervaring van die diens deur die veediefstal eenheid aan u
gelewer ten opsigte van veediefstal ondersoeke?


28.1 Plaasbesoeke.


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


28.2 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


28.3 Reaksietyd op klagtes van veediefstal.


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


28.4 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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28.5 Ondersoek van u veediefstal sake.


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


28.6 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


28.7 Terugvoer ten opsigte van u veediefstal sake


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


28.8 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


28.9 Betrokkenheid van die veediefstal eenhede by die boerdery gemeenskap.


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


28.10 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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29. Hoe voel u oor die sluiting van die SAPD  veediefstal eenhede in 2002?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
---------------------------------------------


 


30. Wat dink u doen die SAPD reg om veediefstal te voorkom?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


31. Wat dink u doen die SAPD verkeerd om veediefstal te voorkom?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------


32. Wat , voel u , is die rol van die boere unie in die voorkoming en hantering van veediefstal?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------
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33. Is u tevrede met hulle rol?


Baie tevrede Tevrede Weet nie Ontevrede Baie ontevrede


34. Wat voel u kan hulle verder doen?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------


35. Wat, voel u, is die rol van die Kommando in die voorkoming en bekamping van veediefstal?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------


36. Is u tevrede met hulle rol?


Baie tevrede Tevrede Weet nie Ontevrede Baie ontevrede
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37. Wat voel u kan hulle doen?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Afdeling F: Gemeenskap Polisie Forum (GPF)
 


38. Weet u wat is ‘n Gemeenskap Polisie Forum (GPF)?


Ja  Indien Ja gaan na vraag 39


Nee Indien Nee gaan na vraag 40


39. Behoort u aan u plaaslike GPF?


Ja  Indien Ja gaan na vraag 41
Nee Indien Nee gaan na vraag 40


40. Om watter rede behoort u nie aan die plaaslike GPF nie?
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


41. Is u tevrede met hulle rol?


Baie tevrede Tevrede Weet nie Ontevrede Baie ontevrede


42. Wat voel u kan hulle verder doen?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Baie dankie vir u tyd om hierdie vraelys te voltooi.
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VRAELYS


Beantwoord die vrae met ‘n  T in die betrokke blokkie. Merk slegs een blokkie, behalwe as die
opsie gegee word om meer as een blokkie te merk


Voorbeeld:


Stem u saam dat Kimberley die hoofstad van die Noordkaap Provinsie is?
Ja T


Nee


Afdeling A: Agtergrond inligting.


1. Is u die plaaseienaar of die plaasbestuurder?


Ja
Nee


2.2. Watter tipe boerdery bedryf u hoofsaaklik?


Bokke (nie wild nie)
Skaap
Bees
Wild 
Ander


3. Indien ander , spesifiseer asseblief.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


4. Hoe lank boer u al?


1 - 2 Jaar


3 - 5 Jaar
6 jaar en langer
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5. Woon u permanent op die plaas?


Ja 
Nee


6. Behoort u aan ‘n boere unie? 


Ja Indien JA gaan na vraag 7
Nee Indien Nee gaan na 8


7. Aan watter Boere Unie behoort u?


----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


8. Watter polisiestasie gebruik u?


Barkly Wes
Belmont
Boetsap
Campbell
Daniëlskuil
Delportshoop
De Ben
Dingleton
Douglas
Galeshewe
Hartswater
Jan Kempdorp
Kathu
Kimberley
Koopmansfontein
Kuruman
Lime Acres
Modderrivier
Olifantshoek
Plooysburg
Postmasburg
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Roodepan
Severn
Van Zylsrust
Warrenton
Windsorton
Wrenchville
Kimberley veediefstal eenheid
Postmasburg veediefstal eenheid
Ander
Weet nie.


9. Na u mening , het die voorkoms van veediefstal in u area gestyg, gedaal of dieselfde gebly
sedert 2002 tot 2004?


Gestyg


Dieselfde
gebly


Gedaal


Weet Nie


10. Motiveer asb u antwoord.


-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


11. Dui aan of u tevrede is met die diens wat u by die polisie stasie ontvang het vanaf 1
Januarie 2004 tot op hede.


Baie tevrede


Tevrede


Weet nie


Ontevrede


Baie ontevrede
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Afdeling B: Ervaring van veediefstal


12. Watter stasie of veediefstal eenheid het u bedien in die verlede ten opsigte van veediefstal
aangeleenthede?


Barkly Wes
Belmont
Boetsap
Campbell
Daniëlskuil
Delportshoop
De Ben
Dingleton
Douglas
Galeshewe
Hartswater
Jan Kempdorp
Kathu
Kimberley
Koopmansfontein
Kuruman
Lime Acres
Modderrivier
Olifantshoek
Plooysburg
Postmasburg
Roodepan
Severn
Van Zylsrust
Warrenton
Windsorton
Wrenchville
Kimberley veediefstal eenheid
Postmasburg veediefstal eenheid
Ander
Weet nie.
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13. Was van u vee die afgelope jaar (2004) gesteel?


Ja Indien JA gaan na vraag 13


Nee Indien Nee gaan na 20


14. Indien Ja, hoeveel keer?


1 Keer
2 - 3 keer
4 - 5 keer
6 en meer keer


15. Watter tipe vee is gesteel?


Beeste


Skape


Bokke (nie wild nie)


Wild


Volstruise


Pluimvee


Ander        


.


16. Geraamde koste van die verlies.


R1 - R 100


R 101 - R 500


R 501 - R 1 000


R 1 001 - R 5 000


R 5 001 - R 10 000


R 10 001 - en hoër.    
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17. Hoe het die veediewe te werk gegaan om u vee te steel?


-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


18. Het u die saak (e) aan die SAPD gerapporteer?


Ja Indien JA gaan na vraag 19
Nee Indien Nee gaan na 20


19. Is ‘n dossier in hierdie verband geregistreer?


Ja  Indien JA gaan na vraag 21
Nee Indien Nee gaan na 20


20. Hoekom is ‘n dossier nie geopen nie?


Ek het gevoel daar het te veel tyd verloop na die pleeg van die misdaad.
Ek het gevoel die SAPD kan niks doen nie.
Ek het nie my vee gemerk nie.
Die SAPD wou nie ‘n saak open nie
Ek het self die oortreders aangetree en my vee teruggekry
Ek het die spoor van die vee en veediewe geneem en my vee self opgespoor
Ander


21. Wie dink u is verantwoordelik vir die diefstal van vee? Voel vry om meer as een keuse te
maak.


Eie werkers op die plaas. Gaan na vraag 23


Werkers van naburige plase Gaan na vraag 23


Georganiseerde sindikate Gaan na vraag 23


Mense van informele nedersettings Gaan na vraag 23


Toevallige verbygaande persone wat ‘n
geleentheid gesien het om my vee te steel en
die geleentheid benut het.


Gaan na vraag 23


Weet nie. Gaan na vraag 23


Ander Indien “ander” gaan na vraag 22
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22. Indien ander spesifiseer asseblief.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


23. Hoekom dink u was u die slagoffer van die veediefstalle?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


24. Na u mening, hoe groot is die probleem met veediefstal in die omgewing waar u boer?


Baie groot


Groot


Weet nie


Nie groot nie


Glad nie groot
nie


Afdeling C: Misdaadvoorkoming maatreëls.


25. Wat doen u om u vee te beskerm? U is welkom om meer as een opsie te kies


Ek merk my vee. Gaan na vraag 27


Ek patrolleer self in die aande. Gaan na vraag 27  
Ek behoort aan die kommando en
werk saam met hulle.


Gaan na vraag 27


Ek skakel met die SAPD en neem
deel aan hulle optredes.


Gaan na vraag 27


Ek het ‘n veewagter of iemand wat
die vee oppas.


Gaan na vraag 27


Ek maak van ‘n sekuriteits
maatskappy gebruik .


Indien u hierdie keuse
aandui gaan na vraag 26
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26. Watter sekuriteits maatskappy gebruik u?
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Afdeling D: Ervaring van die SAPD in die ondersoek van veediefstal sake sedert die
veediefstaleenhede gesluit het in 2002.


27. Ek wil nou u mening hoor oor u ervaring van die diens deur die Suid Afrikaanse
Polisiediens (SAPD oor die algemeen.(NB nie die veediefstal eenhede nie) ten opsigte
van:


27.1 Plaasbesoeke.


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


27.2 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


27.3 Reaksietyd op veediefstal klagtes. 


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


27.4 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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27.5 Ondersoek van u veediefstal sake.


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


27.6 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


27.7 Terugvoer ten opsigte van u veediefstal sake


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


27.8 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


27.9 Betrokkenheid van die SAPD by die boerdery gemeenskap.


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie
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27.10 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Afdeling E. Veediefstal Ondersoeke.


28. Ek wil nou graag hoor wat is u ervaring van die diens deur die veediefstal eenheid aan u
gelewer ten opsigte van veediefstal ondersoeke?


28.1 Plaasbesoeke.


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


28.2 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


28.3 Reaksietyd op klagtes van veediefstal.


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


28.4 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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28.5 Ondersoek van u veediefstal sake.


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


28.6 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


28.7 Terugvoer ten opsigte van u veediefstal sake


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


28.8 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


28.9 Betrokkenheid van die veediefstal eenhede by die boerdery gemeenskap.


Baie goed Goed Weet nie Nie goed nie Glad nie goed nie


28.10 Motiveer u respons.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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29. Hoe voel u oor die sluiting van die SAPD  veediefstal eenhede in 2002?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
---------------------------------------------


 


30. Wat dink u doen die SAPD reg om veediefstal te voorkom?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


31. Wat dink u doen die SAPD verkeerd om veediefstal te voorkom?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------


32. Wat , voel u , is die rol van die boere unie in die voorkoming en hantering van veediefstal?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------
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33. Is u tevrede met hulle rol?


Baie tevrede Tevrede Weet nie Ontevrede Baie ontevrede


34. Wat voel u kan hulle verder doen?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------


35. Wat, voel u, is die rol van die Kommando in die voorkoming en bekamping van veediefstal?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------


36. Is u tevrede met hulle rol?


Baie tevrede Tevrede Weet nie Ontevrede Baie ontevrede
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37. Wat voel u kan hulle doen?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Afdeling F: Gemeenskap Polisie Forum (GPF)
 


38. Weet u wat is ‘n Gemeenskap Polisie Forum (GPF)?


Ja  Indien Ja gaan na vraag 39


Nee Indien Nee gaan na vraag 40


39. Behoort u aan u plaaslike GPF?


Ja  Indien Ja gaan na vraag 41
Nee Indien Nee gaan na vraag 40


40. Om watter rede behoort u nie aan die plaaslike GPF nie?
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


41. Is u tevrede met hulle rol?


Baie tevrede Tevrede Weet nie Ontevrede Baie ontevrede


42. Wat voel u kan hulle verder doen?


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Baie dankie vir u tyd om hierdie vraelys te voltooi.





