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‘Inspecting’ the SAPS 
National Inspectorate

INTRODUCTION

Providing eff ective and effi  cient service delivery 
to the public requires the police to perform in an 
exceptional manner. Th e South African Police Service 
(SAPS) is facing many challenges at local police level. 
Manipulation of crime statistics, missing case dockets, 
under-resourcing, ineffi  cient management, lack of disci-
pline and ineff ective crime combating at police stations 
across the country are some of the issues confronting 
police management. Th ese oft en lead to poor service 
delivery, hamper policing to communities, create feelings 
of insecurity and fail to bring down levels of crime.

Th ese challenges are not new to police management. 
Nevertheless, many of the problems persist at police 
stations and specialist units. In any police agency, 
the key response to dealing with these problems is 
oversight, which takes various forms: internal oversight 
mechanisms, which include inspections, evaluations 
and management accountability; and external oversight 
mechanisms, which include civilian bodies outside the 
police and parliament. 

In South Africa, studies have focused on external 
systems of accountability of the police such as the 
Secretariat for Safety and Security1 and the Independent 
Complaints Directorate,2 and few, if any, studies of 
internal police accountability systems have been un-
dertaken. While accountability for police performance 
broadly lies ultimately with the national commissioner of 
police and minister of police at operational level, internal 
accountability functions are carried out by the National 
Evaluation Service (NES) or the National Inspectorate 
(NI), as it is currently named.3 

Indications are that many of these problems are as a 
result of the declining ability of the NES/NI to carry out 
inspections and evaluations as regularly and as effi  ciently 
as it should. Additionally, like the rest of the SAPS, NES 
has undergone many structural changes in the past 
decade, not all of which have contributed to the creation 
of an effi  cient and accountable SAPS. Some of the more 

recent changes undertaken by the current leadership 
raise questions about priority within the SAPS to ensure 
adequate checks on police activity, and about police 
procedure in implementing changes. 

Th is paper provides a synopsis of the policy changes 
that have impacted on the core function of the NES and 
thus on the provision of an effi  cient police service. It 
describes the NES, its structures and reporting lines, the 
process undertaken to conduct the inspection function 
and the associated policies. Th e impact of organisational 
change on the division is then discussed, and the paper 
concludes with alternatives for eff ective functioning.

WHAT IS THE NATIONAL 
EVALUATION SERVICE? 

Th e national commissioner of police is the head of the 
SAPS and falls under the direction of the Ministry of 
Police. Five deputy national commissioners provide 
support to the national commissioner at national level, 
and nine provincial commissioners provide support at 
provincial level. Under each deputy national commis-
sioner are divisional commissioners, each in charge of 
specifi c components such as detectives, training, and 
legal services. Th e NES falls under the command of 
Deputy National Commissioner Hamilton Hlela, who 
is also responsible for Supply Chain Management and 
Protection and Security Services (see diagram 1). 

Th e NES is the division of the SAPS that is respon-
sible for operational and organisational evaluations 
and inspections, as well as investigations of complaints 
against the service.4 

Evaluations are thus meant to ensure ‘that all policing 
activities and the implementation of the operational 
and organisational priorities are evaluated against set 
standards in order to advise management on the status of 
service delivery in the SAPS’.5 

Operational Evaluations involve the appraisal of 
operational policies. Th is component consists of fi ve 
teams with approximately seven members per team at the 
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rank of director (at the highest level) and that of captain 
(as the lowest level). 

Organisational Evaluations comprise appraisals of 
support services within the SAPS, including human 
resources, supply chain management, training, policy 
development and the Dog Unit. Th is component consists 
of one team with about seven members, also at the rank 
of director (at the highest level) and a captain (at the 
lowest level).

Complaints Investigations, which falls under the 
command of Organisational Evaluations, deals with 
complaints by the public to the minister for safety and 
security and the national commissioner.

Each provincial police offi  ce consists of provincial 
inspectorates that are tasked with undertaking inspec-
tions and evaluations within their provinces. Th e head 
of the provincial inspectorate in each province reports 
directly to the provincial commissioner of police.

Th e division NES has undergone many changes in the 
last 10 years. Table 1 illustrates the history of the division 
from 1995.

All police divisions operate within a policy frame-
work and are guided by national instructions or standing 
orders. From the late 1990s, however, the division NES 
has been operating according to the Draft  National 
Instruction, which mandates it to conduct evaluations at 
all levels of policing within the SAPS jurisdiction. Th is 
includes national, provincial, area, station and unit level, 
as well as during an operation. It also includes evalua-
tions of projects that involve the use of SAPS resources.

In terms of reporting lines, the divisional commis-
sioner, who heads the NES, reports directly to a deputy 
national commissioner, who then reports to the national 
commissioner of police (see diagram 1).

As well as inspections conducted by the NES at 
station or unit level, other forms of inspections take place 
within the SAPS. A station commissioner can request an 
inspection to be undertaken in his or her station; a pro-
vincial commissioner can request the NES or a provincial 
inspectorate to inspect a station; and the provincial NES 
can decide to undertake an inspection without a specifi c 
request to do so. Other national divisions with a vested 
interest in a particular station or unit can also request an 

inspection. For example, the national head of detectives 
can request the NES to do an inspection of detectives’ 
performance at a particular station with a history of 
under-performing. 

PROCESS FOR INSPECTIONS 
AND EVALUATIONS

Inspections and evaluations are conducted on a de-
centralised basis, with the head of the NES informing 
the provincial commissioner of the specifi c stations 
that should be inspected. Th e provincial commissioner 
then notifi es the relevant provincial head of NES of the 
inspections.

Th e NES conducts inspections and evaluations, 
and a distinction must be drawn between these proc-
esses. ‘Evaluations are the systematic, independent and 
objective assessment of the functions and procedures 
within the SAPS, based on the concept of effi  ciency and 
eff ectiveness, to measure the impact of particular out-
comes and the extent to which set objectives have been 

Table 1 History of National Evaluation Service 

Years in operation Name of division Designation of head

1995–1999 The Inspectorate Deputy national commissioner

1999–2001
The Inspectorate

National Evaluation Services

Assistant commissioner

Divisional commissioner

2001–2005 National Evaluation Services Divisional commissioner

2005–2008 National Evaluation Services Divisional commissioner

2008– current National Inspectorate Divisional commissioner

2004

(Draft National Instruction)

Head: Provincial Evaluation Service

Provincial Commissioner

National Evaluation Service (Divisional Commissioner)

Deputy National Commissioner

National Commissioner

Diagram 1  Reporting structure of National 
Evaluation Services6
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achieved.’ Th us, evaluations determine ‘whether the right 
things are being done’. Inspections, on the other hand, 
are defi ned as ‘actions instituted to establish to what 
extent members in the policing environment comply 
with the set legislation, regulations, national instruc-
tions, standing orders and other directives’. Inspections 
therefore determine ‘whether things are done right’.7

Th e process to kick-start inspections and evaluations 
is determined in a variety of ways. Th e most common 
method is by way of management meetings such as the 
management forum, usually held once a month – consist-
ing of the national commissioner and all SAPS opera-
tional divisional commissioners – at which operational 
matters relating to police issues are discussed.8 Critical 
issues in relation to stations and specialist units requiring 
inspections or evaluations are raised at these meetings. 

Th e head of the NES then coordinates an internal 
management information centre (MIC) meeting with 
inspecting teams and other staff , at which research 
results, audits of inspections and evaluations already 
undertaken, and analysis of statistics are discussed. More 
importantly, top management inputs and recommenda-
tions regarding stations or units requiring inspections 
are discussed and given priority. 

Th e NES head then forwards a letter to the relevant 
provincial commissioners, informing them of pending 
inspections. A team (or teams) of inspectors from the 
NES at head offi  ce or from the relevant provincial NES 
is deployed to undertake inspections. Th e deployments 
of teams are dependent on the outcome of discussions 
between the NES head and provincial commissioners to 
avoid duplication of inspections. 

Th is practice, and the necessity of informing the 
provincial commissioner of pending inspections, is 
pertinent for two reasons. First, it is a matter of courtesy, 
and second, because protocol demands this – a provin-
cial commissioner holds the same rank as a divisional 
commissioner. However, this practice does not preclude 
unannounced inspections of stations or units by the 
national division (below).

Th e procedure with regards to evaluations is as 
follows:

An evaluation schedule (at national or provincial  ■

level) is drawn up
A pre-evaluation preparation is conducted ■

Th e physical evaluation is undertaken ■

Th e collected information is consolidated and this is  ■

followed by an analysis and interpretation of the data
A report is compiled ■

Th e report is forwarded to the head of the NES and  ■

then to the provincial commissioner 
Feedback of implementation of the recommendations  ■

is done
A follow-up evaluation is carried out (approximately  ■

six months later)9

An inspection takes place as follows:

An inspection schedule is drawn up ■

Th e inspection takes place ■

A report is prepared and submitted to the head of the  ■

NES and then to the provincial commissioner
A follow-up inspection is undertaken (approximately  ■

six months later)10

A standard form is utilised for both inspections and 
evaluations. Th e inspection of a small station takes 
approximately one day, and that of a larger station about 
one week. Personnel numbers and other resources such 
as vehicles, equipment and operational areas determine 
the size of stations. Specialised units and forensic audits 
are inspected over three weeks or so.

Once the inspection or evaluation has been completed, 
a report is compiled and submitted to the provincial 
commissioner and the head of the NES. Both have to 
ensure that recommendations in the report are adhered 
to and implemented. In the entire process of evaluation, 
this step is key to ensuring eff ective and effi  cient policing. 
‘If the desired results to enhance effi  ciency have not been 
achieved, the lessons learnt must be analysed and reviewed 
to develop a diff erent approach to address the shortcom-
ings or reasons for failure.’11 Th e deputy national com-
missioner is the ultimate authority in this instance and is 
obliged to hold the provincial commissioner and the head 
of the NES accountable for subsequent failures. 

Unannounced visits to stations and units also take 
place to ensure that policing services are rendered accord-
ing to prescribed standards, to monitor the conduct of the 
police, to measure their morale and commitment, and to 
enable management to identify and address problems.12

Statistical overview of 
inspections and evaluations 

It was diffi  cult to gain access to fi gures on the number of 
inspections and evaluations13 undertaken by national and 

Evaluations determine whether 

the right things are being 

done...inspections determine 

whether things are done right
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provincial inspectorates. Th e limited statistics that were 
available from interviews demonstrate that the NES and 
SAPS are facing serious challenges.

At national level, in the early to mid 2000s, the NES 
undertook approximately 70 inspections and/or evalua-
tions per quarter.14 Th is translates to 280 inspections and/
or evaluations per year. Th e inspection team complement 
at the NES consisted of six teams with approximately 
eight members per team, which totals 48 inspectors.15 
Th is means that each inspecting team undertook ap-
proximately 46 inspections or evaluations per year. 

National inspection and/or evaluation fi gures for the 
mid 2000s were not available, but in 2009, at the time of 
writing, only one evaluation had been carried out by the 
national inspection team.16 Th is fi gure indicates a large 
drop in the inspection and evaluation functions of the 
national teams. Additionally, the national teams have to 
cover a larger geographical span with 1 113 stations and 
numerous specialist units.

At provincial level in Gauteng currently, approximately 
six inspections and/or evaluations are undertaken 
at stations and units each month.17 Th is translates to 
72 inspections per year. Th e staff  complement at the 
Gauteng Inspectorate is fi ve teams with eight members 
per team totalling 40 inspectors. Th is means that each 
team conducts about 14 inspections per year in Gauteng. 
Th e Gauteng team covers 144 police stations and an 
unidentifi ed number of specialist units (several specialist 
units had been disbanded).

Th ese numbers suggest that currently the national 
teams are performing very poorly compared with the 
fi gures in the early 2000s, when the national teams 
conducted three times as many inspections and evalua-
tions. Provincially, half of the police stations and units in 
Gauteng do not receive yearly inspections or evaluations 
by the inspection teams. When compared with the 
period prior to 1994 – when each station used to receive 
four announced inspections and two unannounced 

inspections per year18 – current inspection fi gures are 
very disturbing. Th ey raise questions about performance 
levels within the SAPS, and about the management and 
reliability of the inspection and the evaluation functions 
(discussed below).

Th e absence of inspections and evaluations at sta-
tions was highlighted in the 2008 report of the Policy 
Advisory Council – which is a team of 14 retired SAPS 
police commissioners appointed by the previous national 
commissioner Jackie Selebi in October 2006 to advise him 
on the levels of service delivery and crime in the country. 
Th e report states: ‘Visits to stations … have revealed that at 
some stations proper inspections from the area/provincial 
and national level have not been conducted for long 
periods [years]. At most stations regular inspections are 
not done.’19

In keeping with the fi gures for inspections and 
evaluations, national inspection teams were only able to 
provide provincial operational inspections once a year.20 
Th e concern in this instance is that inspections and 
evaluations conducted by provinces concentrated mostly 
on ‘support systems’ of stations, despite the mandate 
including operational inspections as well. Operational 
inspections are undertaken only by inspectors from the 
national offi  ce. Given the importance to crime fi ghting 
of operations and operational effi  ciency, one inspection 
per year is insuffi  cient. Th is means that operational 
functions – fundamental to successful policing and 
crime fi ghting – were not being given proper attention 
by the provincial offi  ces and concerns relating to opera-
tions were being sidelined. 

Th e concerns regarding operational inspec-
tions were also highlighted by the Policy Advisory 
Council report. Th e report states that ‘teams from 
the provincial inspectorate are also mandated to do 
“full” inspections. However, provincial inspections 
‘are mostly focused on only certain issues, eg fi nance, 
human resources, case dockets, etc. It is seldom that a 
full inspection is done.’21 

Th ese fi gures, in addition to the lack of inspections 
and evaluations, emphasise the challenges facing SAPS 
management especially the NI. Th ese concerns were also 
iterated in the Policy Advisory Council Report, which 
stated that ‘suffi  cient appropriate capacity to manage 
and do inspections properly does not seem to exist at 
any level’. ‘Th e NI has also been found wanting and is 
clearly not focused correctly or functioning optimally.’ 
‘Th e National Inspectorate … does not have the capacity 
to perform … inspections, nor is it foreseen that it can be 
established in the near future.’22 

Th e crisis in the inspection and evaluation capac-
ity demonstrates that similar statistical discrepancies 
regarding follow-up inspections of stations and units are 
likely to occur.

'Visits to stations have revealed 

that at some stations proper 

inspections from the area/

provincial and national level 

have not been conducted 

for long periods'
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A NEW POLICY IS BORN

Th e NES is guided by the Draft  National Instruction. 
In December 2004 the document was reviewed in the 
NES division and forwarded to the SAPS legal division 
for approval. While the draft  was being reviewed, in 
April 2005, Divisional Commissioner Len Rasegatla, 
who had just taken offi  ce as NES head, made signifi cant 
structural and operational changes to the contents of 
the document, and in 2006 SAPS Policy 2 came into 
eff ect with the approval of the national commissioner 
Jackie Selebi. 

Th e new policy proposed vast changes for the division 
compared with the previous operational structure. As 
well as a name change from ‘National Evaluation Service’ 
to ‘National Inspectorate’, one of the fundamental 
changes refl ected in the policy was the centralisation 
of the command and control structures of the division 
(see diagram 2). Th is meant that provincial commis-
sioners, who had always been in command of provincial 
inspectorates, would in eff ect relinquish their command 
positions, and the provincial inspectorates would report 
directly to the NI head at national level. 

Th ese changes created deep resentment among 
provincial commissioners in the nine provinces. Most 
signifi cantly, provincial commissioners had not been 
consulted on the changes and had been excluded from 
the entire restructuring process. 

Th e secondary role delegated to provincial com-
missioners with regards to provincial inspectorates is 
highlighted in Policy 2 in a section which states that 
‘provincial commissioners are able to utilize employees 
of the provincial inspectorate within the respective 
provinces in consultation with the divisional com-
missioner of the National Inspectorate’ (my italics).24 
Additionally, the six inspection teams that were based at 
national level were redeployed to the Gauteng Provincial 
Inspectorate owing to the lengthy restructuring which 

left  them with no work during the reorganisation of the 
division. ‘Members were in limbo; they were frustrated 
and began applying for other jobs. Many were successful 
in getting new jobs, with the result that the inspection 
team numbers began dwindling. To allay the frustration, 
the remaining national inspection teams were redeployed 
to the Gauteng Inspectorate.’25 Th is move depleted the 
inspections component of the national division, with the 
result that inspections at stations countrywide ceased to 
take place. 

Motivation for restructuring the NES 
Th e motivation behind the decision of NES heads to cen-
tralise command and control was that provincial commis-
sioners should not be both ‘referee and player’, implying 
that it was inappropriate for provincial commissioners to 
be participants in inspections as well as arbitrators of the 
process.26 Th eoretically, the reasoning made sense – the 
previous command structure defeated the purpose of 
inspections if a provincial commissioner was able to infl u-
ence the fi ndings of the provincial inspections. 

Th is reasoning is supported by serving police offi  cers 
involved in inspections. Th e acting head of the Gauteng 
Provincial Inspectorate, Director Rungasamy, avers 
that although a provincial commissioner is responsible 
for the proper management of the province, it stands to 
reason that a complaint against the particular provincial 
commissioner may not be followed up in an objective 
manner.27 He also contends that for the same reason and 
with regards to crime stats analysis for example, it is pos-
sible that a provincial commissioner might not provide 
correct statistical feedback to the national commissioner 
at the National Management Forum.28 

Benefi ts of the new structure include: 

Having direct access by the NI to provincial inspec- ■

torate evaluation reports without having to be routed 
through the provincial commissioner
Preventing the manipulation of provincial inspection  ■

reports
Being able to hold provincial commissioners account- ■

able for poor service delivery and under-resourced 
stations and units

Th e new centralised structure in eff ect promised to 
address all these concerns, including ensuring account-
ability of provincial commissioners regarding non-
performance. More importantly, it provided the head 
of the NES with full authority over all of the provincial 
commissioners. 

Dispute
Th e intention of the restructuring process was sensible, 
but, according to a number of serving and former 

2006

(SAPS Policy 2)

Provincial National Inspectorate

National Inspectorate (Divisional Commissioner)

National Commissioner

Diagram 2  Reporting structure of National 
Inspectorate SAPS Policy 2, 200623
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members of the NI, the implementation was bound to fail 
for several reasons: 

SAPS policies require that provincial commissioners,  ■

as well as other divisional commissioners at head 
offi  ce, should be consulted on any policy change. 
With regard to Policy 2, neither provincial nor other 
divisional commissioners were consulted about the 
process.29

SAPS Legal Service Division was aware that the  ■

process that led to the authorisation of Policy 2 was 
fl awed as a result of the non-consultation of the 
commissioners, yet they recommended the approval 
of the policy.30

Senior managers in the NI division were not con- ■

sulted on the changes regarding Policy 2, which 
resulted in disorganisation in the division and low 
staff  morale.31

Th e new policy allowed for provincial commission- ■

ers to be held accountable by heads of provincial 
inspectorates. Th is is not tenable, because provincial 
commissioners are more senior in ranking.32

Th e redeployment of the national inspection teams  ■

at head offi  ce to the Gauteng Inspectorate only was 
unbalanced, as the other eight provinces were not 
accorded the same benefi t.33 

According to the former divisional commissioner of 
the NES, Denn Alberts, Policy 2 of 2006 raises many 
contentious points.34

First, if a complaint were to be made against a provin- ■

cial commissioner, the provincial inspectorate would 
not be able to undertake the investigation, owing to the 
more senior ranking of the provincial commissioner 
over the head of the provincial inspectorate, who is an 
assistant commissioner. While it is implied that the 
NI, under the command of the national commissioner, 
could undertake an investigation of a provincial com-
missioner, the policy does not state this clearly.
Second, a provincial commissioner has command  ■

powers over a provincial inspectorate, with the result 
that the head of a provincial inspectorate cannot give 
orders to a provincial commissioner. Th is is contrary 
to the SAPS rank and fi le system.
Th ird, provincial commissioners are evaluated in  ■

terms of crime levels and the administration of 
their provinces. With the provincial inspectorates 
in command, the provincial commissioners lose 
command and control and are unable to execute 
instructions.

Because of the NES head’s non-consultative cen-
tralisation process of the provincial inspectorates, the 

provincial commissioners from the nine provinces 
collectively put in a grievance to the acting national com-
missioner, Tim Williams, as well as to the fi ve deputy 
national commissioners of the SAPS, to address the 
issues arising from Policy 2 of 2006 and the exclusion of 
the provincial commissioners in the internal restructur-
ing process. 

Despite the grievance, Policy 2 remained in eff ect 
until 16 February 2009, when an instruction was sent out 
from the acting national commissioner to the head of 
the NI to reinstate the provincial inspectorate structures 
to their former positions, under the command of the 
provincial commissioners.35

The instruction was acted upon only on 24 March 
2009 when the NI head lodged a dispute with the 
acting national commissioner.36 On 31 March 2009, 
the acting national commissioner responded by 
authorising SAPS Standing Order 6 of 2009 (NI) – 
effectively revoking Policy 2 of 2006. The standing 
order reversed the command and control structure 
of Policy 2, and provincial commissioners were once 
again given authority over the provincial inspectorates 
(see diagram 3).37

Since Standing Order 6 was issued, the NI division 
has been in limbo, awaiting the outcome of the dispute 
lodged by its head. Senior managers based at the NI, 
previously tasked with conducting inspections, have 
no specifi c work and inspection teams redeployed to 
the Gauteng Inspectorate cannot be recalled to the 
national offi  ce until the dispute between the national 
commissioner and divisional commissioner has been 
addressed. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE SAPS

Th e manner in which this process was executed, including 
the urgent intervention of the acting national commis-
sioner in the matter, is worrisome. Th ese developments 

Provincial Head Inspectorate

Provincial Commissioner

2009

(Standing Order 6)

National Inspectoriate (Divisional Commissioner)

Diagram 3  Reporting structure of National 
Inspectorate, Standing Order 6, 200938
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convey a lot about the organisational change process and 
leadership issues in the SAPS. Th e developments have also 
had a negative impact on inspections within the SAPS – 
something the service cannot now aff ord.

Lessons for organisational 
change process

Change is usually focused on strategy, structure, 
technology and personnel or combinations of these. In 
this regard, two approaches to organisational change 
exist within the SAPS: evolutionary and revolutionary. 
Evolutionary change is gradual and may not impact on 
all aspect of the organisation; revolutionary change is 
radical and has a wider impact. Prior to any change, 
systematic research and exploration are required to 
determine the impact of the proposed change in order 
that shortcomings can be countered and resistance can 
be managed.39 Additionally, the cost to the SAPS as well 
as to communities has to be considered. 

Change is important in order for organisations to 
develop and expand, but this must be planned and 
implemented eff ectively so that service delivery is 
improved. If the change process is defective, more harm 
than good is achieved. 

According to a senior police offi  cer, the SAPS has four 
fundamental shortcomings.40 First, it is very bureaucrat-
ic, with strong reliance on administration as a means of 
getting things done. Second, it is acutely short on basic 
operational skills. Th ird, in terms of experience, its fast 
tracking process has made many members vertically 
mobile without them spending suffi  cient time in ranks 
to learn their jobs. As a result, these managers are not 
able to mentor or guide junior members as required by 
the Affi  rmative Action Policy. Fourth, the SAPS is short 
of strong leadership, particularly in the senior echelons, 
thus the worth to the organisation of ‘fast trackers’ is 
questionable41. Th is point was also highlighted in the 
Department of Justice and Constitutional Development 
Criminal Justice Review.42

Importance of good leadership

Th e point on leadership is demonstrated by reports 
on the divisional commissioner of the NI. In 2003, a 
Public Service Commission (PSC) Report43 found that 
Name Rasegatla, who was the head of the Secretariat 
for Safety and Security (the civilian oversight body of 
the SAPS) should ‘be removed from his post for gross 
incompetence and failure to perform duties’.44 Later, in 
2005, at a presentation to parliament’s Safety and Security 
Portfolio Committee, the chairperson of the committee, 
the Honourable Maggie Sotyu, had to interrupt Rasegatla’s 
presentation because his reports were ‘confusing and inco-
herent’. Sotyu commented to the Financial Mail that ‘they 
[the Secretariat] seem to fi nd it diffi  cult to explain what is 
going on in their department. In the six years I have been 
in Parliament, I have always heard there are problems 
with the secretariat at budget time.’ On discussions with 
Minister Name Nqakula on the issue of Rasegatla, she 
confi rmed that ‘he agrees an intervention is needed’.45

Despite the damning PSC report and Sotyu’s dis-
satisfaction with the divisional commissioner who was 
holding a position equal to the post level of deputy 
director general at the secretariat at that time, he was 
transferred to the SAPS as a divisional commissioner in 
charge of the SAPS NES in 2005. He was also allowed to 
retain the post level. No known intervention was made 
on this issue by the relevant deputy national commis-
sioner, the national commissioner or the minister. 
Indications are that political pressure from the minister 
led to the transfer of the divisional commissioner to his 
current post.46 

Th e National Secretariat for Safety and Security is 
the body responsible for oversight over the SAPS (see 
diagram 4). Th e blatant disregard of the Public Service 
Commission Report on the performance of the divisional 
commissioner in his previous position, as well as the 
intervention required by the acting national commis-
sioner in the recent saga, raises grave concern over the 
secretariat’s oversight functions. It does not refl ect well 
on senior managers across government who could have 
compelled some kind of action.

Additionally, the manner in which the post 2005 
restructuring of the NES has been handled raises 
several matters with regard to leadership and manage-
ment in the SAPS.

First, if the well-established process in the SAPS for 
organisational and policy change is taken into account, 
particularly the need for consultation with senior 
managers, it is unclear how Policy 2 was approved, since 
at the time the legal division was considering the Draft  
National Instruction governing the NES.

Second, Policy 2 was implemented in 2006, but 
despite the many negative eff ects of the new policy and 

The provincial commissioners 

from the nine provinces 

collectively put in a grievance 

to the acting national 

commissioner, Tim Williams
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the deep dissatisfaction of senior managers such as 
provincial commissioners, it took more than four years 
for SAPS top management to act to remedy the situation. 

Lastly, the appointment of Commissioner Len 
Rasegatla as head of the NES in 2005 – and the changes 
made by him in Policy 2 that were subsequently reversed 
– is worth closer contemplation. Th is is most signifi cant, 
given his former position as head of the Secretariat for 
Safety and Security, tasked, among other things, with 
civilian oversight functions. Th e commissioner does have 
experience in police accountability issues, but his record 
at the secretariat was assessed by institutional oversight 
bodies – the Public Service Commission and parliament 
– and found wanting. 

Factors impacting on the 
inspection function of SAPS

Th e core function of the NI is to conduct evaluations and 
inspections of police stations, specialist units and other 
national divisions, as well as attending to complaints 

lodged by the public. But complaints of poor service de-
livery at police stations and damning audit reports on the 
state of the SAPS are recurring themes. Either the quality 
of inspections is mediocre or recommendations arising 
from inspections are not taken up by management.

Recent media reports on the manipulation of SAPS 
crime statistics at police stations provide just one example 
of the ineff ectiveness of the NI or the inaction by manag-
ers in relation to inspection reports. Allegations have been 
made against 10 police stations countrywide, with the 
Independent Complaints Directorate (ICD) investigating 
six stations in Gauteng, Western Cape and KwaZulu-
Natal. 47 Indications are that the problem is serious.48 

For some time now, senior police offi  cials have 
known about the manipulation of crime statistics and 
have received numerous reports to this eff ect. Th e NES/
NI has been aware of the problem and carried out 
inspections at many identifi ed stations – but SAPS man-
agement ignored the issues.49 In this instance, the case 
of the Porterville Station stands out – although a recent 
media brief by Western Cape Provincial Commissioner 

Diagram 4  SAPS functionary and accountability lines58
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Mzwandile Petros to the Mail & Guardian claims 
that the report is a ‘fake’.50 When reports of crime 
statistics manipulation fi rst surfaced, the Western Cape 
Provincial Evaluation Service fi led a report, but its 
recommendations were reportedly not acted on.51 Th e 
MEC for Community Safety in Western Cape, Lennit 
Max, was informed of these manipulations and con-
fronted Mzwandile Petros, the Western Cape provincial 
commissioner. Th e provincial commissioner, however, 
claimed ignorance in some instances and dismissed al-
legations as ‘malicious’ in others.52 In response, the MEC 
reported the allegations to the national commissioner 
and the ICD.53 

Th e MEC for Community Safety does not have line 
function control over the provincial commissioner or 
indeed over any police station. His reporting line is 
directly to the minister of safety and security, and these 
issues should probably have been directed to the minister 
(see diagram 4). It is heartening, though, that the ICD 
has been investigating the matter, and despite recent 
claims by Commissioner Petros over the veracity of the 
report, for the sake of transparency and accountability 
further investigations into the matter should continue. 

Perhaps most damning for the SAPS and the NI in par-
ticular is the recent statement of the minister of perform-
ance monitoring and evaluations, Collins Chabane, ‘accus-
ing some sections of the police of malicious compliance 
with the government’s eff orts to cut crime’. To support his 
statement, he said, ‘If you look at the statistics, they have 
complied. But it’s malicious because they are sabotaging 
what the government should do. By malicious compliance, 
we mean that people give the impression that they are 
complying, but in essence they are not.’54

Further evidence of poor performance of the NI is 
manifest in the absence of inspections and evaluations in 
some stations, especially the low number of evaluations 
undertaken in 2009. While the drop in the number of 
inspections may be attributed to the restructuring of 
the NES and the redeployment of the national inspect-
ing teams to the Gauteng Provincial Inspectorate, the 
performance of a division as important because the NI 
should not be compromised for a change process. 

Th e disjuncture in operational and support inspec-
tions at provincial level, given the importance of 
operations and operational effi  ciency to crime fi ghting, 
is worrisome. Similarly, the procedure for follow-up 
inspections is fl awed, given that in cases in which recom-
mendations are not adhered to, ‘station commissioners 
are given a warning, but this does not solve the problem’. 
In addition, when a provincial inspection head of a 
province describes a national inspection division as ‘a fi re 
brigade’, saying ‘it rectifi es the situation for the moment, 
but it is not sustainable’55 this should raise alarm bells in 
the SAPS management. 

Of most disquiet is the Policy Advisory Council’s 
pronouncement on the future of the NI: ‘Th e National 
Inspectorate … does not have the capacity to perform … 
inspections, nor is it foreseen that it can be established in 
the near future.’56 

Incidentally, when the Policy Advisory Committee 
extended an invitation to the head of the NI to discuss 
issues arising out of the report, ‘he chose not attend the 
meeting’.57 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Th e restructuring of the NI has caused many challenges 
for the division and the organisation, and performance 
has suff ered as a result. Th e SAPS and the minister of 
safety and security should undertake a compliance audit 
of the national division as well as all provincial inspec-
torates and ensure that continuity in departmental and 
divisional policies is assured. In terms of restructuring 
the division, two alternatives are recommended: 

Th e function can be removed from within the  ■

SAPS (see example of the Her Majesty’s Inspectors 
of Constabulary (HMIC) provided below) and be 
adapted to the South African situation. 
Th e function can be retained within the SAPS  ■

– which would be the preferred method, given 
police culture and the strong resistance to outside 
interference.59

An alternative: The Inspectorate 
of Constabulary model 

Th e dynamics of policing in the SAPS is unique and 
requires an approach befi tting it. Th e UK example of Her 
Majesty’s Inspectors of Constabulary (HMIC) provides a 
useful model of an eff ective police inspectorate. Th e HMIC 
is an institution that is independent of the police force. It 
is tasked with examining and improving the effi  ciency of 
the Police Service in England and Wales, and its statutory 
duties are laid down in the Police Act of 1996.60 Inspectors 
are appointed by the Crown, on the recommendation of 

'If you look at the statistics, they 

have complied. But it’s malicious 

because they are sabotaging 

what the government should do'
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the home secretary. Until 1993 the selection of inspectors 
included senior offi  cers from the provincial forces and the 
Metropolitan Police. To include a ‘lay element’ capacity, 
as requested by the Citizens Charter and in line with the 
inspectorate’s commitment to objectivity, independence 
and openness, the inspectorate has also taken to appoint-
ing personnel without a police background.61 

Th e HMIC report their fi ndings directly to the chief 
inspector of constabulary, who is the home secretary’s 
principal professional policing adviser.62 More impor-
tantly, the chief inspector is independent of the Home 
Offi  ce and of the Police Service.

HMIC work includes inspections and assessments 
in which they conduct ‘detailed examinations of those 
areas of policing organisation and practice judged to 
be central to the effi  cient and eff ective discharge of the 
policing function’.63 Th e needs of the public have to be 
considered in any work undertaken by the HMIC, in 
addition to building eff ective community and criminal 
justice and emergency systems partnerships. Th e HMIs 
also provide professional advice and support on all 
aspects of policing, including operational and manage-
ment matters.64 

Th is model has been in operation for the past 50 
years. While it has proved eff ective in the UK, it may not 
be fully suited to the South African situation. Dixon, 
a lecturer and leading research specialist in crime and 
police accountability in South Africa and the UK, 
cautions that ‘unlike South Africa, Britain has many 
independent police forces, which enables HMIC to keep 
its distance from any one of them’.65 However, despite the 
warning, many of the concepts from the HMIC model 
can be borrowed and adapted to South African condi-
tions. Th e main values of the model lie in its independ-
ence of the police, and its proven sustainability. 

If the inspection function is to be located outside  ■

the SAPS, it is recommended that the NI should be 
reorganised in the following way:
Th e inspection function should be allocated to a  ■

separate entity in government.
Th e Monitoring and Evaluation Committee based in  ■

the Presidency is most suited to serving this function. 
Th e committee should be responsible for appoint- ■

ing senior staff  that will be based at the Presidency. 
Th e staff  component should include former police 
members who have left  the SAPS or retired from 
the SAPS and have the necessary investigation and 
management backgrounds. Additionally, to provide 
objectivity to staffi  ng, credible civilian members 
should serve on this committee.
Th e new head of the ‘Inspectorate’ should then  ■

undertake to set up provincial inspectorates and 
appoint relevant staff  in the provinces. Th e staff  must 

be equipped with the necessary investigating skills 
and objective oversight abilities. 
Th e national and provincial inspectorates will be  ■

separate entities from the SAPS national and provin-
cial offi  ces, as well as from the offi  ces of the minister 
of police and MECs for community safety.
Inspections should be coordinated from the offi  ce of  ■

the NI and must include contributions and concerns 
from divisional commissioners within the SAPS.
Inspection reports from the provincial inspectorates  ■

should be provided directly to the head of the NI for 
assessment and intervention.
Feedback meetings should take place between the NI  ■

and divisional commissioners to discuss the fi ndings 
of the inspection reports, and potential implementa-
tion strategies should be forthcoming.
Th e minister and national commissioner should be  ■

provided with feedback reports and ensure that the 
recommendations are implemented without delay. 
Th ey should also ensure that frequent monitoring and 
follow-ups take place.
Th e minister of police and the national commissioner  ■

should ultimately be held accountable for transgressions 
with regards to recommendations not being enforced.

Th e new structure should not be regarded as just another 
‘oversight’ body such as the Secretariat for Safety and 
Security and the Independent Complaints Directorate. 
Its location within the Presidency Monitoring and 
Evaluation Committee is vital to ensuring enforcement. 

Th e former national commissioner, Jackie Selebi, initi-
ated a similar model, namely the Policy Advisory Council 
in 2006, albeit in a temporary capacity and at policing 
level. Th e Policy Advisory Council concept has many 
parallels with the approach recommended above. It is an 
independent operationally experienced body, providing an 
objective inspection and evaluation function to the police, 
while simultaneously being disengaged from the police.

Th e two reports produced by the Policy Advisory 
Council provide detailed challenges at every level of 
policing and make recommendations on resolutions. 
Unfortunately, enforcement of the recommendations has 
not been done as a result of ‘administrative blockages’ 
and the change in leadership. More importantly, senior 
managers within the SAPS have yet to acknowledge the 
problems that exist within their divisions – and until 
such time the recommendations will not be enforced. 

Inspections under the command of 
the SAPS national commissioner

If the inspection function is to be retained within 
the SAPS, then these recommendations should be 
considered:
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Th e function should be elevated and relocated under  ■

the direct command and control of the national 
commissioner of police in his or her offi  ce.
Th e national commissioner should establish new  ■

provincial inspectorates in each of the nine provinces, 
based at specifi c geographical locations outside the 
provincial police offi  ces. Th is arrangement will ensure 
that inspections of stations and specialist units are 
independent and objective, and that impartial inspec-
tion reports are written and provided to the national 
commissioner. Provincial commissioners will only have 
access to the reports until aft er being perused by the 
national commissioner so that they are able to facilitate 
the implementation of recommendations in each report. 
Inspection reports from the provincial national  ■

inspectorates should be provided directly to the na-
tional commissioner for assessment and intervention.
Feedback meetings should take place between the  ■

national commissioner and divisional commissioners 
to discuss the fi ndings of the inspection reports and 
their implementation.
Th e national commissioner should be provided with  ■

feedback reports and ensure that the recommenda-
tions are implemented by frequent monitoring and 
follow-ups.
Th e national commissioner, as well as the minister of  ■

police, would ultimately be held accountable for any 
transgressions with regards to recommendations not 
being enforced.

Th ese recommendations may appear extreme, but the 
NI is clearly in a crisis situation. Th e words of the deputy 
minister of police, Fikile Mbalula, during the budget vote 
in parliament this year perhaps lend credence to these 
recommendations. He stated: 

In order to make a telling diff erence in the war against 
crime, we need a robust, well-oiled and effi  cient 
administrative machinery to support our initiatives. Th is 
remains a daunting challenge as division programmes 
and plans lack in synergy, strategic coordination 
and cooperation in programme planning and 
implementation. At the very strategic level work needs to 
be done to improve levels of accountability, coordination, 
and ensure strategic focus in communication 
interventions. A comprehensive system of monitoring 
and evaluating the impact of the work the police has on 
the ground will be put in place to ensure a systematic 
approach to interventions.66

CONCLUSION

Current factors in policing that hamper service 
delivery to the communities require adequate checks 

on policing activity and sound mechanisms to ensure 
these checks are undertaken. An internal oversight 
mechanism for this purpose exists within the SAPS – 
in the form of the NI. 

Many of the policing challenges can be attributed 
largely to the NI not executing its mandate, owing to 
poor leadership and unwarranted reorganisations. 
Given the strict procedural code in the SAPS to 
eff ect policy change, the current disorder in the NI 
should not have been allowed to take place. Th e only 
way to improve current conditions and eff ect a well-
functioning and effi  cient NI and police service, and 
ultimately service to the public, is therefore for the NI 
to be restructured once again. 

Th is paper provided an outline of the impact of 
policy changes on the core function of the NI and of 
the subsequent provision of an eff ectively functioning 
police service. It described the structures and reporting 
lines of the NI. It also explained the process under-
taken by the division when conducting inspections 
and the policies associated with this. Th e impact of 
organisational change on the NI was postulated and the 
paper concluded with two alternatives to the current 
functioning of the NI. 

NOTES

1 See Duxita Mistry and Judy Klipin, South Africa: Strengthening 
civilian oversight over the police in South Africa: Th e na-
tional and provincial secretariats for safety and security, ISS 
Occasional Paper 91, September 2004.

2 See ISS/ICD research report by Johan Burger and Cyril 
Adonis, SAPS compliance with recommendations by the 
Independent Complaints Directorate, December 2007. See also 
D Bruce, K Savage and J de Waal, A duty to answer questions? 
Th e Police, the Independent Complaints Directorate and the 
right to remain silent, SAJHR, 16(1) (2000); E van der Spuy, Th e 
emergence and transformation of civil monitoring of police 
power: Some trends from the Western Cape, in W Schärf, 
and D Nina (eds), Th e other law: Non-state ordering in South 
Africa, Lansdowne: Juta, 2001; External oversight mechanisms: 
ICD, for N Melville, Th e taming of the blue: Regulating police 
misconduct in South Africa. Pretoria: HSRC, 1999. 

3 Th ese terms are used interchangeably since the paper discusses 
the past 10 years of the division. 

4 South African Police Service, 2009, Profi le: National 
Inspectorate, available at www.saps.org.za, accessed 12 April 
2009. 

5 South African Police Service. Draft  National Instruction, 
version 2, draft  2, discussion document for work session, 
Pretoria, 26/27 February 2004.

6 Diagram 1 was drawn up by the author, based on the command 
and control structure in Draft  National Instruction of 2004. 

7 South African Police Service, Draft  National Instruction, 
version 2, draft  2.



12 ‘Inspecting’ the SAPS National Inspectorate • ISS Paper 207 • December 20099

8 Th ese meetings apparently do not take place anymore and have 
been replaced by Management Forum meetings.

9 Timeline provided by Director Rungasamy, provincial head of 
Gauteng Inspectorate.

10 Ibid.

11 South African Police Service, Draft  National Instruction, 
version 2, draft  2.

12 Ibid. 

13 Figures for inspections and evaluations could not be 
distinguished.

14 J Boning, personal interview, Pretoria, 2009.

15 Ibid.

16 Ibid.

17 Rungasamy, personal interview, 20 August 2009, Pretoria.

18 J Burger 2009, senior researcher and assistant commissioner 
(retired), personal interview, 12 October, Pretoria.

19 South African Police Service, Policy Advisory Council Report, 
October 2007 to November 2008, p 48. 

20 South African Police Service, Draft  National Instruction, 
version 2, draft  2.

21 South African Police Service, Policy Advisory Council Report 
48, October 2007 to November 2008.

22 South African Police Service, Policy Advisory Council Report 48.

23 Diagram 2 was drawn up by the author, based on the 
command and control structure in SAPS Policy 2 of 2006.

24 South African Police Service, Policy Document 2/2006, Th e 
National Inspectorate, 3, Pretoria, 2006.

25 Anonymous (3), SAPS, personal interview, Pretoria, 10 July 2009.

26 Anonymous (1), SAPS, personal interview, Pretoria, 17 June 2009.

27 Rungasamy, personal interview, Pretoria, 20 August 2009.

28 Ibid.

29 Anonymous (1), SAPS senior offi  cer, personal interview, Pretoria, 
17 June 2009.

30 Anonymous (3), SAPS, personal interview, Pretoria, 10 July 2009.

31 Ibid.

32 Alberts, personal interview, Pretoria, 8 May 2009.

33 Anonymous (3), SAPS, personal interview, Pretoria, 10 July 2009.

34 Alberts, personal interview, Pretoria, 8 May 2009. 

35 Anonymous (1), SAPS, personal interview, Pretoria, 17 June 2009.

36 South African Police Service, 2009, correspondence, Pretoria.

37 South African Police Service, Standing Order (General) 6. 
National Inspectorate, issued by Consolidation Notice 4/2009, 
Pretoria, 2009. 

38 Diagram 3 was drawn up by the author, based on the 
command and control structure in Standing Order 6 of 2009.

39 Anonymous (2) SAPS, 2009.

40 Ibid.

41 Ibid

42 Presentation to the Portfolio Committee on Justice and 
Constitutional Development and Safety and Security, Th e 
Review of the Criminal Justice Review, 10, 5 August 2008. 

43 Th is report was not made available to the public.

44 Umqol’ Uphandle, Police report fi ngers top police secretariat, 
Johannesburg, Mail and Guardian 10–16 October 2003, 
available at http://www.issafrica.org/Pubs/Newsletters/Umqol/
issue0903.html, accessed 10 August 2009.

45 Peter Honey, Police oversight role arrested: Civilian oversight 
of the national police service in tatters, Johannesburg, 
Financial Mail, 25 March 2005.

46 J Burger, senior researcher, personal interview, 10 May 2009, 
Pretoria.

47 How cops fi ddle crime stats, Available at http://citizenalertza.
blogspot.com/2009/07/how-cops-fi ddle-crime-statistics-
claims.html, accessed 10 September 2009.

48 Anonymous (2) SAPS, 2009.

49 Boning, e-mail correspondence with bomar@issafrica.org, 
Pretoria 6 August 2009. 

50 Glyniss Underhill, Top cops ‘knew stats were cooked’, 3 
November2009, available at http://hades.mg.co.za/printformat/
single/2009-10-17-top-cops-knew-stats-were-cooked, accessed 
4 November 2009.

51 IOL news, Cape Argus, 25 June 2009, Petros faces press on stats 
allegations, available at www.iol.co.za, accessed 6 July 2009.

52 C Dolley 2009, IOL, Max attacks police boss, available at 
http://www.iol.co.za/index.php?set_id=1&click_id=15&art_
id=vn20090624062749719C444860, accessed 21 August 2009.

53  Ibid.

54 Police did fi ddle crime stats, Th e Times, 6 September 2009.

55 Rungasamy, personal interview, Pretoria, 20 August 2009.

56 South African Police Service, Policy Advisory Council Report, 
October 2007 to November 2008, 48.

57 Alberts, personal interview, Pretoria, 8 May 2009.

58 Diagram 4 was draft ed by the author to demonstrate the 
accountability and functionary lines of the SAPS.

59 For discussions on police culture and resistance to interference 
from external structures, see Janet B L Chan 1997, Changing 
police culture: Policing in a multicultural society, UK: Press 
Syndicate,; John P Crank 2003, Understanding police culture, 
Ohio: Anderson,; Eugene A Paoline 2003, Taking stock: 
Toward a richer understanding of police culture, Journal of 
Criminal Justice, Volume 31, Issue 3, pp 199-214;  and Monique 
Marks 2005, Transforming the robocops, Durban: University of 
KwaZulu-Natal Press. 

60 Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary, available at http://
inspectorates.homeoffi  ce.gov.uk/hmic/, accessed 7 July 2009.

61 Ibid.

62 Ibid.

63 Ibid.

64 Ibid.



13Bilkis Omar • ISS Paper 207 • December 2009

65 Bill Dixon, Lecturer, University of Keele, e-mail correspond-
ence to Bilkis Omar, from e-mail address w.j.dixon@crim.
keele.ac.uk, 14 July 2009.

66 Parliament of South Africa, budget vote speech by the deputy 
minister of police, Fikile Mbalula, 1 July 2009, 8, available at 

http://www.pmg.org.za/briefi ng/20090701-police-ministers-
budget-speech, accessed 1 July 2009.







As a leading African human security research 
institution, the Institute for Security Studies 
(ISS) works towards a stable and peaceful Africa 
characterised by sustainable development, human 
rights, the rule of law, democracy, collaborative 
security and gender mainstreaming. The ISS realises 
this vision by:

■  Undertaking applied research, training and 
capacity building 

■  Working collaboratively with others 

■ Facilitating and supporting policy formulation 

■ Monitoring trends and policy implementation 

■  Collecting, interpreting and disseminating 
information 

■  Networking on national, regional and 
international levels

© 2009, Institute for Security Studies

Copyright in the volume as a whole is vested in the Institute 
for Security Studies, and no part may be reproduced 
in whole or in part without the express permission, in 
writing, of both the authors and the publishers.

The opinions expressed do not necessarily refl ect those of the 
Institute, its trustees, members of the Council or donors. Authors 
contribute to ISS publications in their personal capacity.

Published by the Institute for Security Studies,
P O Box 1787, Brooklyn Square 0075
Pretoria, South Africa
Tel: (27-12) 346 9500 Fax: (27-12) 460 0998
iss@issafrica.org 

www.issafrica.org

Design, layout and printing  Marketing Support Services

 ‘Inspecting’ the SAPS National Inspectorate • ISS Paper 207 • December 2009

ISS Paper No 207
Price R15,00

ABOUT THIS PAPER

Th e current rate of crime in South Africa, as well as the numer-
ous challenges facing the SAPS (including accusations of crime 
stats manipulation at police stations and organisational changes 
that have hampered policing at every level) has highlighted 
the need for sound oversight mechanisms to deal with the 
problems. 
Internal oversight is available within the SAPS in the form of 
the National Inspectorate. Th is is a division of the police tasked 
to conduct inspections and evaluations of police stations and 
specialist police units as well as investigations of complaints 
against the SAPS. Th e service ensures an eff ective and well-
functioning organisation and ultimately contributes to a 
crime-free and safe country. 
Th e National Inspectorate is facing a crisis at the moment. 
Structural changes within the division have led to deteriorating 
conditions in the operational functioning of the police – to the 
extent that intervention was required by SAPS leadership.
Th is paper provides an account of the impact the changes have 
wrought on the SAPS as well as service delivery to the public 
and off ers alternatives to strengthening the function.
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