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FIGURE 2.1: Rank of respondents — 2000
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FIGURE 2.2: Years sworn to QPS — 2000
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TABLE 2.1: Region of respondents — 2000

Region No. %

Far Northern 51 9.6

Northern 37 6.9

Central 53 9.9

North Coast 56 10.5

Southern 54 10.1

South Eastern 51 9.6

Metro North 64 12.0

Metro South 37 6.9

State Crime Ops 38 7.1

Ops Support 47 8.8

Other HQ functions 27 5.1

Did not indicate region 18 3.4

Total 533 100.0

FIGURE 2.3: Level of education — 2000
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Statement Agree/Disagree 1998 2000 Significant
% n=493 n=533 diff.

A1. The QPS promotion and transfer Agree % 14 20 ns
system is fair. Neither % 19 17

Disagree % 68 63

A2. There is bias towards appointing Agree % 70 60 <.01
applicants from within the particular Neither % 18 26
region that the position is located. Disagree % 12 14

A3. QPS selection panels are mostly Agree % 18 19 ns
consistent in their approach. Neither % 21 20

Disagree % 61 61

A4. Officers located outside regional Agree % 10 17 <.01
headquarters have an equal chance Neither % 34 29
of gaining appointments there. Disagree % 56 54

A7. The quality of selection decisions Agree % 73 66 <.01
made by QPS panels needs Neither % 20 21
significant improvement. Disagree % 7 13

����� (����������������5�����3�����5�����	�������3�������������������������		���	������������������
�������(�����������	������5��������3�����5�����	����������3�

TABLE 3.1: Responses to statements regarding fairness, consistency
and bias — 2000 (comparisons with 1998)
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Statement % Agree/ % Neither % Disagree/
Strongly agree Strongly

disagree

A23. The composition of the panels
(independent community member,
police officer, police officer from
outside the region) helps to ensure
the selection process is valid and fair. 36 21 43

A24. The use of a police officer from
outside the region does NOT improve
the validity and fairness of selection
panels. 51 23 26

A25. The inclusion of an independent
community member on selection
panels is an important step toward
preventing bias in the decision-making
process. 42 16 42

A28. Having an external convener
on the selection panel is an important
part of preventing bias in the
decision-making process. 48 23 29

A30. The use of permanent panel
conveners will enhance consistency
and fairness in the selection process. 65 17 18

����� (����������������5�����3�����5�����	�������3���������������������(�����������	������5��������3����
5�����	����������3�

TABLE 3.2: Responses to new statements about composition of
selection panels: total sample — 2000
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TABLE 3.3: Responses to questions regarding fairness
by success in gaining an appointment — 2000 sample

Statement Agree/Disagree Appointment No Significant

% n=222 appointment diff.
n=225

A1. The QPS promotion and transfer Agree % 27 10 <.001
system is fair. Neither % 22 12

Disagree % 51 78

A2. There is bias towards appointing Agree % 57 66 ns
applicants from within the particular Neither % 27 23
region that the position is located. Disagree % 16 11

A3. QPS selection panels are mostly Agree % 23 15 <.01
consistent in their approach. Neither % 23 14

Disagree % 54 71

A4. Officers located outside regional Agree % 20 13 <.05
headquarters have an equal chance Neither % 32 27
of gaining appointments there. Disagree % 48 60

A7. The quality of selection decisions Agree % 57 77 <.001
made by QPS panels needs Neither % 27 15
significant improvement. Disagree % 16 8

A23. The composition of the panels Agree % 46 24 <.001
(independent community member, Neither % 15 25
police officer, police officer from Disagree % 39 51
outside the region) helps to ensure
the selection process is valid and fair.

A24. The use of a police officer from Agree % 45 58 <.05
outside the region does NOT improve Neither % 26 21
the validity and fairness of selection Disagree % 29 20
panels.

A25. The inclusion of an independent Agree % 46 34 <.05
community member on selection Neither % 15 20
panels is an important step toward Disagree % 39 46
preventing bias in the decision-making
process.

A28. Having an external convener on the Agree % 50 46 ns
selection panel is an important part Neither % 21 25
of preventing bias in the Disagree % 29 29
decision-making process.

A30. The use of permanent panel Agree % 65 61 ns
conveners will enhance consistency Neither % 17 19
and fairness in the selection process. Disagree % 18 20

����) (����������������5�����3�����5�����	�������3�������������������������		���	������������������
�������(�����������	������5��������3�����5�����	����������3�
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TABLE 3.4: Perception of fairness by rank — 2000

Statement Rank No. % % % Sig.
Agree Neither Disagree diff.

A1. The QPS promotion and Constable 61 16 13 71 <.001
transfer system is fair. Snr Constable 186 13 18 69 <.001

Sergeant 176 14 18 68 <.001
Snr Sergeant 67 30 22 48 <.001
Inspector or above 40 63 10 27 <.001
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Statement Region No. Agree Neither Disagree
% % %

A2. There is a bias towards Far Northern 51 74 14 12
appointing applicants from Northern 37 54 38 8
within the particular region Central 53 66 17 17
that the position is located. North Coast 56 54 29 18

Southern 54 57 22 20
South Eastern 51 57 27 16
Metro North 64 69 27 5
Metro South 37 51 24 24
State Crime Ops 38 66 24 10
Ops Support 47 57 30 13
Other HQ functions 27 41 37 22

A4. Officers located outside of Far Northern 51 16 31 53
regional headquarters have Northern 37 22 24 54
an equal chance of gaining Central 53 15 25 60
appointments there. North Coast 55 20 31 49

Southern 54 17 26 57
South Eastern 51 8 33 59
Metro North 64 11 34 55
Metro South 37 19 24 57
State Crime Ops 38 26 32 42
Ops Support 47 13 30 57
Other HQ functions 27 37 37 26
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TABLE 3.5: Perception of regional bias by region of respondent — 2000
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TABLE 3.6: Responses to statements regarding selection panel policies and
procedures — 2000 (comparisons with 1998)

Statement Agree/Disagree 1998 2000 Significant
% n=493 n=533 diff.

A5. The procedures for QPS selection Agree % 43 47 ns
panels as set out in the HRM Policy Neither % 36 34
and Procedures Manual are clear. Disagree % 20 19

A6. It is difficult for officers to demonstrate Agree % 71 69 ns
their merit in the selection process. Neither % 12 10

Disagree % 17 21

A8. Length of service should be given Agree % 76 71 ns
more emphasis in the assessment Neither % 9 11
of merit. Disagree % 15 18

A9. The pre-qualifying programs for Agree % 47 44 ns
progression to ranks are a positive Neither % 14 11
step.1 Disagree % 38 44

A10. Too much emphasis is placed on the Agree % 67 60 ns
interview process by QPS selection Neither % 21 25
panels. Disagree % 12 15

A11. An officer’s potential to perform a Agree  % 68 67 ns
position is rarely given adequate Neither % 18 21
consideration during the selection Disagree % 14 12
process.

A12. Since 1 May 1998, the Key Selection Agree % 28 34 ns
Criteria chosen by the QPS have Neither % 25 21
accurately reflected the actual Disagree % 47 45
requirements for police officer
positions. 2

A13. QPS selection panels place too Agree % 55 57 ns
much weight on educational Neither % 22 20
qualifications. Disagree % 22 23

A14. Referee checking is important to Agree % 84 87 ns
establish each officer’s level of past Neither % 7 7
performance. Disagree % 9 6

A15. In practice, QPS selection panels Agree % 33 31 ns
do not closely adhere to the proper Neither % 51 47
processes as laid down in the Disagree % 16 22
legislation and HRM policies.

A21. All QPS officers should be provided Agree % 84 79 ns
with formalised training in applying Neither % 9 11
for positions. Disagree % 7 10
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TABLE 3.7: Responses to NEW statements regarding selection panel
policies and procedures: total sample — 2000

Statement % Agree/ % Neither % Disagree/
Strongly agree Strongly

disagree

A22. Applicants are provided with sufficient
information on how to apply for positions. 27 12 61

A26. The independent community members who
form part of the panel are fully aware of the
position being considered. 10 28 62

A27. The generic appointment to rank is the most
suitable promotion system for the QPS. 28 31 42
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TABLE 3.8: Responses to statements regarding selection panel policies and
procedures by success in gaining an appointment — 2000 sample

Statement Agree/Disagree Appointment No Significant
% n=222 appointment diff.

n=225

A5. The procedures for QPS selection Agree % 50 45 ns
panels as set out in the HRM Policy Neither % 35 34
and Procedures Manual are clear. Disagree % 15 21

A6. It is difficult for officers to Agree % 58 81 <.001
demonstrate their merit in the Neither % 10 8
selection process. Disagree % 32 12

A8. Length of service should be given Agree % 63 77 <.01
more emphasis in the assessment Neither % 13 10
of merit. Disagree % 24 13

A9. The pre-qualifying programs for Agree % 45 43 ns
progression to ranks are a positive Neither % 12 10
step. Disagree % 43 47

A10. Too much emphasis is placed on Agree % 51 66 <.001
the interview process by QPS Neither % 28 24
selection panels. Disagree % 21 9

A11. An officer’s potential to perform a Agree  % 58 78 <.001
position is rarely given adequate Neither % 24 14
consideration during the selection Disagree % 18 8
process.

A12. Since 1 May 1998, the Key Selection Agree % 41 30 <.05
Criteria chosen by the QPS have Neither % 19 20
accurately reflected the actual Disagree % 40 50
requirements for police officer
positions.

A13. QPS selection panels place too Agree  % 49 60 <.01
much weight on educational Neither % 22 22
qualifications. Disagree % 30 17

A14. Referee checking is important to Agree % 90 84 ns
establish each officer’s level of Neither % 6 9
past performance. Disagree % 4 7

A15. In practice, QPS selection panels Agree % 25 39 <.001
do not closely adhere to the proper Neither % 48 48
processes as laid down in the Disagree % 27 13
legislation and HRM policies.

A21. All QPS officers should be provided Agree % 77 77 ns
with formalised training in applying Neither % 13 10
for positions. Disagree % 10 13

A22. Applicants are provided with Agree % 30 25 ns
sufficient information on how to Neither % 10 12
apply for positions. Disagree % 60 63

A26. The independent community Agree % 13 6 <.01
members who form part of the panel Neither % 31 21
are fully aware of the position being Disagree % 57 72
considered.

A27. The generic appointment to rank is Agree % 28 28 ns
the most suitable promotion system Neither % 30 32

for the QPS. Disagree % 42 40
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Statement Education No. % % % Sig.
Agree Neither Disagree diff.

A13. QPS selection panels Secondary 136 74 19 7 <.001
place too much weight Post-secondary 166 63 21 16 <.001
on educational Some university (no degree) 103 58 21 20 <.001
qualifications. Bachelor’s degree 73 15 23 62 <.001

Postgraduate degree 49 39 16 45 <.001
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Statement Rank No. % % % Sig.
Agree Neither Disagree diff.

A15. In practice, QPS selection Constable 61 21 71 8 <.001
panels do not closely adhere Snr Constable 187 30 55 15 <.001
to the proper processes Sergeant 176 42 39 19 <.001
as laid down in the Snr Sergeant 67 25 30 45 <.001
legislation and HRM Inspector or above 40 18 35 48 <.001
policies.

TABLE 3.9: Perception of the appropriateness of selection panels’
emphasis on education by level of education — 2000

TABLE 3.10: Responses to statement A15 by rank — 2000
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Statement Agree/Disagree 1998 2000 Significant
% n=493 n=533 diff.

A16. The different Commissioners for Agree 20 20 ns
Police Service Reviews are Neither 62 63
generally consistent in their Disagree 18 16
recommendations.

A17. Commissioners for Police Service Agree 18 21 ns
Reviews make their Neither 68 63
recommendations on unreliable Disagree 15 16
information.

A18. Applicants who demonstrate a Agree 13 14 ns
genuine grievance will usually get Neither 58 55
a favourable recommendation from Disagree 29 31
the Review Commissioner.

A19. The review process is confusing and Agree 58 54 ns
difficult to understand. Neither 26 27

Disagree 17 19

A20. The review process treats all officers Agree 17 17 ns
fairly. Neither 46 45

Disagree 36 38

A29. Applicants who are not initially short Agree N/A 13
listed for a position are more likely to Neither N/A 48
be successful at review when Disagree N/A 39
compared to applicants who were
interviewed.*
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TABLE 3.11: Perceptions of review process — comparisons
between 1998 and 2000 (total sample)
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Statement Agree/Disagree Involved Not involved Significant
% n=97 n=264 diff.

A16. The different Commissioners for Agree 26 18 <.01
Police Service Reviews are generally Neither 50 68
consistent in their recommendations. Disagree 24 14

A17. Commissioners for Police Service Agree 34 16 <.001
Reviews make their Neither 44 69
recommendations on unreliable Disagree 22 14
information.

A18. Applicants who demonstrate a Agree 20 12 <.001
genuine grievance will usually get a Neither 37 64
favourable recommendation from Disagree 43 25
the Review Commissioner.

A19. The review process is confusing Agree 47 56 <.001
and difficult to understand. Neither 19 28

Disagree 34 16

A20. The review process treats all officers Agree 27 14 <.001
fairly. Neither 28 49

Disagree 45 37

A29. Applicants who are not initially short Agree 21 10 <.01
listed for a position are more likely Neither 36 51
to be successful at review when Disagree 43 39
compared to applicants who were
interviewed.

TABLE 3.12: Perceptions of review process — comparisons between officers
involved and not involved in the review process — 2000
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Statement Agree/Disagree Applicant Appointee
% only only

n=23 n=47

A16. The different Commissioners for Agree 22 28
Police Service Reviews are generally Neither 61 57
consistent in their recommendations. Disagree 17 15

A17. Commissioners for Police Service Agree 41 17
Reviews make their Neither 45 53
recommendations on unreliable Disagree 14 30
information.

A18. Applicants who demonstrate a Agree 9 32
genuine grievance will usually get Neither 39 45
a favourable recommendation from Disagree 52 23
the Review Commissioner.

A19. The review process is confusing Agree 48 43
and difficult to understand. Neither 26 15

Disagree 26 43

A20. The review process treats all Agree 13 43
officers fairly. Neither 35 32

Disagree 52 26

A29. Applicants who are not initially Agree 13 21
short-listed for a position are Neither 44 32
more likely to be successful at Disagree 44 47
review when compared to
applicants who were interviewed.

TABLE 3.13: Perceptions of review process — comparisons between review
applicants and appointees — 2000
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:�
�	�����
����	��!��	��	����$���	��	�������	����
���	���	���	��1�	���0#	���	38&	��	����	��
���	����
��"�	 ���	 ����#

���	 ���!�	 ��0��	 ���	 ����
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Statement % Agree/ % Neither % Disagree/
strongly agree strongly disagree

E1. The requirement to complete the
Management Development Program is an
appropriate prerequisite for promotion. 29 9 62

E2. The Management Development Program
provides the training necessary to prepare
an officer for higher ranks. 15 13 72

E3. The Management Development Program is
a critical step in preparing officers to
undertake corporate and management duties. 21 17 62

E4. Completion of the Management Development
Program should not be a prerequisite for
promotion if an officer can show suitability
through other work experience and/or studies. 79 7 14

TABLE 4.1: Responses to Management Development Program statements
(total sample) — 2000
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Statement Agree/Disagree Involved Not involved Significant
% n=432 n=98 diff.

E1. The requirement to complete the Agree % 32 20 <.05
Management Development Neither % 8 11
Program is an appropriate Disagree % 60 69
prerequisite for promotion.

E2. The Management Development Agree % 16 12 <.05
Program provides the training Neither % 11 22
necessary to prepare an officer Disagree % 73 66
for higher ranks.

E3. The Management Development Agree % 21 21 ns
Program is a critical step in Neither % 15 25
preparing officers to undertake Disagree % 64 54
corporate and management
duties.

E4. Completion of the Management Agree % 78 83 ns
Development Program should Neither % 7 8
not be a prerequisite for Disagree % 15 9
promotion if an officer can show
suitability through other work
experience and/or studies.

�����	 �#�	 ��������	 ���	 �������	 ��	 ���������	 ��	 �����	 ����������	 �	�������	 ����
���	 ���
����	��!��!��	��	���	38&	��	���#	�����	����	��	
���������	��������
��	�������	����
���
���	���	����	��!��!��	��	���	38&	���	����
���	���	���	���	����	��!��!��#

TABLE 4.2: Responses to Management Development Program by involvement
in the MDP — 2000
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���	��	7����
����	��
��$���	����$��	����	���	38&	���	��	�����������	�����2������	���	���������	
�������	��
������	��	���	
���	��	����
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���	��	���	��	�����	��	�����	���
�	��	
���������	��	���	�����$	��$���!�	���
�������#

Statement Rank No. % % % Sig.
Agree Neither Disagree diff.

E1. The requirement to Constable 61 18 13 69 <.001
complete the Management Snr Constable 186 24 9 68
Development Program Sergeant 174 22 9 69
is an appropriate Snr Sergeant 66 52 6 42
prerequisite for Inspector or above 40 70 8 23
promotion.

E2. The Management Constable 60 13 15 72 <.001
Development Program Senior Constable 186 9 11 80
provides the training Sergeant 174 13 7 80
necessary to prepare an Senior Sergeant 67 28 19 52
officer for higher ranks. Inspector or above 40 35 38 28

E3. The Management Constable 60 15 25 60 <.001
Development Program is Senior Constable 187 13 17 70
a critical step in Sergeant 174 18 14 68
preparing officers to Senior Sergeant 66 33 17 50
undertake corporate and Inspector or above 40 55 23 23
management duties.

E4. Completion of the Constable 60 85 5 10 <.01
Management Development Senior Constable 187 82 5 12
Program should not be a Sergeant 174 82 6 12
prerequisite for promotion if Senior Sergeant 66 67 11 23
an officer can show Inspector or above 40 55 18 28
suitability through other
work experience and/or studies.

Note: Chi-square analyses for statements E1 and E4 were conducted without the ‘neither’ category, as in
these cases there were insufficient numbers to allow analysis.

TABLE 4.3: Responses to MDP statements by rank — 2000
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TABLE 4.4: Responses to Assessment Development Centres
statements — Senior Sergeants or higher (n=107) — 2000

Statement % Agree/ % Neither % Disagree/
strongly agree strongly disagree

E5. The requirement to complete an Assessment
Development Centre is an appropriate
prerequisite for promotion to Inspector. 54 19 27

E6. Identification of training needs through the
Assessment Development Centre is a good
way of identifying areas for improvement before
promotion. 59 13 28

E7. The Assessment Development Centre does
not fully identify the knowledge, skills and
abilities necessary to become a senior
officer of the QPS. 53 33 14

E8. The Assessment Development Centre is a
reliable and fair system for assessing
officers prior to being considered for promotion
to Inspector. 34 23 43

E9. Although the Assessment Development Centre
is appropriate for identifying training needs, it
should not be a prerequisite for promotion to
Inspector. 43 19 38
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Statement Agree/ Involved Not involved
Disagree % n=26 n=81

E5. The requirement to complete an Assessment Agree % 65 51
Development Centre is an appropriate Neither % 12 21
prerequisite for promotion to Inspector. Disagree % 23 28

E6. Identification of training needs through the Agree % 62 58
Assessment Development Centre is a good Neither % 4 16
way of identifying areas for improvement Disagree % 35 26
before promotion.

E7. The Assessment Development Centre does Agree % 58 52
not fully identify the knowledge, skills and Neither % 19 37
abilities necessary to become a senior Disagree % 23 11
officer of the QPS.

E8. The Assessment Development Centre is a Agree % 52 28
reliable and fair system for assessing Neither % 16 25
officers prior to being considered for Disagree % 32 47
promotion to Inspector.

E9. Although the Assessment Development Agree % 31 47
Centre is appropriate for identifying training Neither % 12 21
needs, it should not be a prerequisite for Disagree % 58 32
promotion to Inspector.
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TABLE 4.5: Responses to Assessment Development Centre by
involvement in ADCs — Senior Sergeants or higher — 2000
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FIGURE 5.1: Panel members’ previous personal knowledge of applicants —
respondents’ perceptions of influence on own application versus another’s — 2000
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Reasons for not seeking feedback %
(n=89)

No point/no faith in selection process 22

Not yet advised of result officially 16

Received sub-standard/inconsistent feedback in past 9

Difficulty contacting convener/convener did not respond 9

Not necessary/accepted decision 9

Believed that position had been decided in advance 8

Circumstances altered such that no longer necessary 8

Withdrew application 4

Did not have necessary pre-qualifications (e.g. MDP) 3

Other 11

Total 100
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Statement % Agree/ % Neither % Disagree/
strongly agree strongly disagree

D4b. The feedback I received was timely. 33 21 46

D4c. The feedback I received was constructive. 26 24 49

TABLE 5.1: Perceptions regarding feedback — 2000

TABLE 5.2: Unsuccessful applicants’ main reasons for not seeking feedback — 2000
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Suggestions %
(n=137)

Providers be more specific as to where applicant could improve 28
Feedback be provided faster 13
More frank/honest in feedback 10
Make it mandatory/ensure that it is given 10
Improve consistency from panel to panel 9
Not make up feedback to try to justify a bad selection decision 6
More training for providers 4
Feedback in writing 4
More positive/constructive 4
Happy with feedback received 3
Other 7
Total 100

TABLE 5.3: Main suggestions for improving feedback — 2000
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TABLE 6.1: Problems identified with the QPS promotion, transfer and
review systems — 2000

Type of problem identified No. Total % of respondents
who identified problem

in their top three (n= 438)

Cronyism/corruption/bias 128 29.2

Problems with pre-qualifying programs (MDP, CDP) 121 27.6

No recognition of length of service/experience 62 14.2

Delays 61 13.9

Inconsistencies among selection panels 60 13.7

Lack of emphasis on work performance 55 12.6

Inappropriate emphasis on academic qualifications 31 7.1

Problems with review process 28 6.4

Regional bias 27 6.2

Inappropriate reliance on interview 25 5.7

System favours people who can sell themselves with
    résumé or interview 21 4.8

System favours non-operational police 20 4.6

Problems with panel composition 19 4.3
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TABLE 6.2: Suggestions of how to improve the selection panel processes — 2000

Ways to improve selection panel processes No. % of respondents
who nominated the

suggested improvement
in their top three (n= 348)

Centralised panel 94 27.0

Central panel conveners 38 10.9

More weight on work performance 37 10.6

Improve selection panel competence/training/
    understanding of jobs 29 8.3

Other processes to reduce bias (e.g. general comments,
    not allow panel member who knows applicant) 28 8.0

Reduce time taken in process 25 7.2

Make length of service/experience a criterion 23 6.6

Change selection panel composition (e.g. no community
   member, no regional member) 23 6.6

Improve consistency among panels 21 6.0

Reduce emphasis on interview 16 4.6
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Ways to improve selection panel processes No. % of respondents
who nominated the

suggested improvement
in their top three (n=199)

Decrease time delays 40 20.1

Simplify it/make it clearer 17 8.5

Prevent frivolous appeals 12 6.0

Get rid of it altogether 12 6.0

Give more authority/power to Review Commissioners 11 5.5

Have the commissioners examine more material/information 10 5.0

Explain the process to applicants more 9 4.5

Have a panel not just one person 9 4.5

Not be influenced by QPS 8 4.0

Process is OK the way it is 9 4.5

TABLE 6.3: Suggestions of how to improve the review system — 2000
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