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Airfield Defence Wing, RAAF Base, AMBERLEY QLD 4306

The Chairman

Senate Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade Committee

Parliament House

CANBERRA   ACT   2601

SUBMISSION TO THE INQUIRY INTO RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION OF DEFENCE PERSONNEL

Dear Mr Chairman,

Please accept this submission to the inquiry into the recruitment and retention of Australian Defence Force personnel. This submission deals directly with recruitment and retention strategies as they apply to Ground Defence reserve personnel in the Royal Australian Air Force. This submission is sanctioned by Wing Commander Sheldon Kimber, Officer Commanding Airfield Defence Wing, RAAF Amberley.

With regard to the terms of reference, this submission concentrates on paragraph 2 sub-paragraphs (a), (c) and (f).  Specifically, this submission deals with the following topics as they relate to reserve personnel:

· recent developments;

· advertising and recruiting targets;

· poor training outcome costs outweigh savings on lesser conditions of service;
· target markets;
· enlistment motivators;
· conditions of service and length of service (retention);
· encouraging full-time workers;
· encouraging others to join;
· reasons for discharge from ground defence reserves; 
· recruiting risk management; 
· the cumulative effects of poor retention; and
· misdirected recruiting.
Where data has been provided, it mostly dates back to 30 June 1999 as this is the latest accurate data available. Please note, however, that I am currently updating most of this data and aim to have the task completed by late June 2001. If further information is required, please do not hesitate to contact me on 0407 613 725.

Yours sincerely,

M. MATEO

Flight Lieutenant

Project Manager

Ground Defence Reserve Group

Tel 0407 613 725

18 May 2001
	[image: image2.wmf]
	
Royal Australian Air Force




Airfield Defence Wing, RAAF Base, AMBERLEY QLD 4306

SUBMISSION TO THE INQUIRY INTO RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION OF DEFENCE PERSONNEL

Introduction

A large part of this submission is based on previous work included in the Review of the Ground Defence Reserve Group conducted between April and July 1999. This review examined aspects of reserve ground defence programs in Air Force between 1992 and 1999 and specifically compared the Ground Defence Reserve Group and Ready Reserve schemes. As an adjunct of this review, an independent survey of discharged and currently serving reserve Airfield Defence Guard personnel was conducted by the Management Services Team at RAAF Base Amberley. Where relevant, findings from this survey have also been included.

Recent Developments

Since the abolition of the Ready Reserve Scheme, the Ground Defence Reserve Group has found it difficult to attract and retain personnel who are required to give eleven months full-time service and 50 days per year part-time service for around four years. This training commitment is in line with the high readiness deployability standards required of specialist ground defence personnel and is not questioned. In fact, in response to a need to supplement the permanent INTERFET ground defence contingent, 32 of an available pool of 70 personnel volunteered and deployed within 40 days, with more willing to go on completion of university commitments.

Advertising and Recruiting Targets

On the whole, advertisements for the Ground Defence Reserve Group have been able to generate sufficient inquiries, however there has been great difficulty converting those inquiries. In financial year (FY) 97/98, recruiting targets were achieved, however nearly 60% of enlistees dropped out within the first few weeks. In FY 98/99 only 56% of the target of 120 was achieved. In FY 99/00 the target was 35, with a final achievement figure of 20.

Reasons given for difficulties in converting prospective candidates concentrate on lack of identification of a suitable target market, a very poor remuneration package and changing conditions of service. These ‘attraction’ factors have to be further considered against money spent on advertising. Historically, an advertising budget of around $3300 per individual per year has been allocated. This is a substantial resource that if directed to improving conditions of service would likely see not only increases in recruiting targets but also increased retention.

Poor Training Outcome Costs Outweigh Savings on Lesser Conditions of Service

Changes to conditions of service, pay and allowances has also had an impact on the calibre of trainees and their motivation to complete military training that is physically demanding. This outcome is best demonstrated by comparing Ready Reserve and Ground Defence Reserve Group training outcomes. Between 1992 and 1996, 80.88% of Ready Reserve enlistees graduated as Airfield Defence Guards compared to 38.32% of Ground Defence Reserve Group enlistees between 1998 and May 1999. While it is felt that training completion rates have since improved for the Ground Defence Reserve Group (up to date figures not available at time of submission), they remain well below those of personnel on Ready Reserve conditions of service. 

When the dollar cost of training each enlistee is considered (around $29,285 over twenty weeks), lowering remuneration and decreasing conditions of service, result in poor completion rates (higher attrition) and suddenly end up costing more than the savings they were supposed to deliver.

Target Market

The Ready Reserve Scheme experience has provided us with greater information about what influences the “17-18 year old school leaver intending to pursue tertiary studies” demographic group and, as a result, much data is already available on which to base further specific market research in order to develop options quickly. Importantly, this demographic group can provide effective service (the approximate 50 days required to maintain skills for higher readiness deployment) for a period of at least four years and often greater due to the nature of tertiary courses and study plans. Similarly, external lifecycle effects such as marriage and full-time employment are not typically major occurrences between 17 and 23 years of age. Also, the highly physical nature of Airfield Defence Guard work is such that it is more suited to males in these age groups as the body recovers relative quickly from the types of injuries Airfield Defence Guards are prone to. And, empirical evidence suggests that this demographic group will respond well to the types of financial measures proposed.

Statistical tests conducted by Stewart Harkness, Command Psychologist, RAAF Headquarters Training Command on the 1998 intake of Ground Defence Reserve Group personnel came up with similar conclusions. The tests showed that the profile of a trainee who is more likely to remain in training is one who:

· is a younger trainee (aged 22 or under);

· is employed or not unemployed (eg., a student);

· has held fewer jobs (one or two);

· has higher tested aptitude; and

· is assessed by a psychologist as suitable for enlistment (but not marginally suitable) without identified weaknesses.

Enlistment Motivators

In the survey of Ground Defence reserve personnel, respondents were asked to rate the importance of, and indicate their satisfaction with seven different enlistment motivators. These were occupational training; physical challenges; financial benefits; team environment; interstate travel; job satisfaction; and leadership and management training. The ratings given to each motivator by respondents were collated and summed in order to create a prioritised list from most important enlistment motivator through to least important enlistment motivator. The rating of ‘Financial Benefits’ was revealed to be the most important enlistment motivator, and ‘Interstate Travel’ was the least important enlistment motivator. The responses to the question of how satisfied personnel were with each motivator were also collated and summed in order to create a list which prioritised the motivators from the one with which personnel were most satisfied to the one with which personnel were least satisfied. This revealed that currently serving personnel are most satisfied with ‘Team Environment’ and least satisfied with ‘Financial Benefits’.

Table 1 compares the rating of enlistment motivators by personnel to their satisfaction with the motivators. It is interesting to note that although ‘Financial Benefits’ was listed as the most important enlistment motivator, it was the motivator personnel were least satisfied with overall. Therefore, it would appear that currently serving personnel within the Ground Defence Reserve Group are least satisfied with the most important issue to them – that of ‘Financial Benefits’.

Table 1: Comparison between Rating and Satisfaction with Enlistment Motivators

	
	Rating of Enlistment Motivators
	Satisfaction with Enlistment Motivators

	1
	Financial Benefits
	Team Environment

	2
	Team Environment
	Interstate Travel

	3
	Physical Challenges
	Physical Challenges

	4
	Occupational Training
	Leadership & Management Training

	5
	Job Satisfaction
	Occupational Training

	6
	Leadership & Management Training
	Job Satisfaction

	7
	Interstate Travel
	Financial Benefits


Conditions of Service and Length of Service (Retention)

Survey respondents were asked to indicate whether particular incentives would increase the length of time they intend to remain in the Ground Defence Reserve Group. Table 2 illustrates the number of responses made for each of the incentives suggested, and reveals that ‘Financial Incentives’ were by far considered by personnel to be the most likely form of incentive which would encourage them to remain in the Ground Defence Reserve Group for a longer period of time. Respondents were also asked to make comment about incentives which may encourage them to remain in the Ground Defence Reserve Group. Comments made confirm that financial incentives such as Education Allowance, Travel Allowance, and the Annual Bonus were all important to personnel within the Ground Defence Reserve Group.

Table 2: Incentives to Remain in Ground Defence Reserve Group

	Incentive
	Number of Responses

	Financial Incentives
	40

	Better Promotion Prospects
	19

	More Exercises/Deployments
	17

	Working with PAF ADG personnel
	14

	Other
	15


A major distinction between the Ready Reserve Scheme and the Ground Defence Reserve Group was a potential entitlement to the Education Assistance Scheme (EAS) for Ready Reserve personnel. A study of 1995 Ready Reserve Airfield Defence Guard graduates reveals that at some point in time 42.1% of personnel received EAS while 57.9% did not. From a maximum possible length of service of four and half years at 30 June 1999, those that at some stage had received EAS had an average length of service of three years and eight months compared with one year and eleven months for those who had not. Therefore, the length of service of those entitled to claim EAS was almost twice as long.

The figures also reveal that the longer an individual was entitled to claim EAS the longer he served. Of those in the 1995 intake claiming EAS payments, 25% of personnel made claims up until the fourth year (1998) and these individuals had an average length of service of three years and 11 months. Fifty percent (50%) of personnel made claims up until their fifth and final year (1999), for an average length of service of four years and three months. (Note: at time of data gathering maximum length of service was four and a half years).

It is clear then that there are benefits in targeting those applicants that intend to pursue further studies on a full-time basis. Moreover, there are additional benefits in offering an allowance that is sufficiently large so as not to require members to search for additional part-time work. The main benefit of such a payment are personnel who are able to commit to the long periods of training necessary to achieve higher readiness levels. When members move from full-time study to full-time employment, the likelihood of separation from service due to increased pressures and the trade-off between earning more income or enjoying more leisure time increases. Accordingly, identification of a target market that can fulfil employment requirements and marketing directed toward such a target is crucial if Air Force is to achieve value for money.

Encouraging Full-time Workers

In response to the requirement for a greater reserve contribution to ADF capability and the limitations on government and Defence use of reserves, a range of legislative and non-legislative enhancement mechanisms have been introduced. These changes which focus on the rendering of full-time service are supported and are an enormous improvement on the previous status quo. Defence should also consider incentives to encourage full-time workers to be part of a high readiness active reserve like the Ground Defence Reserve Group, where members are asked to commit to training over and above that expected of normal reservists.

Rather than introduce blunt administrative arrangements on employers to release employees for part-time service, incentives could be offered directly to reservists in order for them to negotiate release for this extraordinary training with their employer. This would require a step change in current policy.

A member in full-time employment with an employer offering paid military leave, is usually entitled to period of approximately two weeks. Thus in meeting a 50 day commitment, a member would have to use his recreational leave or take leave without pay. A payment directly to member, for meeting time and skill intensive Ground Defence Reserve Group requirements, would compensate a member with a full-time job taking leave without pay. Such a payment would enable an employee to negotiate his part-time service requirements at an individual level taking into account the particular circumstances that face individual employers and employees. Such a payment would also avoid attrition due to members completing studies and experiencing a decrease in remuneration for the same level of commitment. Similarly, it would prove attractive to members at a time when they have acquired specialist skills, are eligible for promotion and posses considerable experience and corporate knowledge, and are likely to be entering a junior leadership role in the Ground Defence Reserve Group.

Encouraging Others to Join

Survey respondents were asked to indicate whether or not they would actively encourage others to join the Ground Defence Reserve Group. Forty (40) of the respondents stated that they would actively encourage others to join for a variety of reasons including the ability to work as a team; fitness; challenge; new experiences; fun; and mateship. However, 18 of these 40 respondents also indicated that they would not encourage personnel to join for reasons such as administration problems; pay problems; lack of pay; employer problems; and lack of incentives. Only five respondents stated that they would not actively encourage others to join without also answering that they would encourage others to join. Two of these respondents stated financial reasons; one suggested only if it led to full time employment as an Airfield Defence Guard; one made reference to poor working conditions and the physical nature of the job; while the last suggested he would explain the nature of the job and let people make their own decision. These responses suggest that, while respondents overwhelmingly believe the program to be worthwhile, a significant proportion have reservations about recommending the reserve to others, primarily it seems because of administrative and financial problems.

Reasons for Discharge from Ground Defence Reserves

In the 1999 Survey, respondents were asked to outline some reasons which may prompt, or have prompted them, to elect to discharge from the reserve. Stated reasons for departure or possible departure included factors which were either external or internal to the RAAF. External factors included such issues as work, family, and university commitments, while internal factors included medical reasons, job satisfaction, administrative/pay problems, and other organisational issues. From the numbers of responses made by serving personnel to this question identifying administrative problems, it would appear that currently, serving personnel are dissatisfied with some aspects of administration at this time. This is particularly noteworthy, as these comments were made in the context of what factors may cause currently serving personnel to elect discharge.

Recruiting Risk Management

The ADF Recruiting Organisation manages its contractual obligations by informing prospective candidates as to whether they are suitable or not and then waiting until six weeks prior to the next recruit course before letting suitable candidates know whether they have been accepted or not. Army and Navy follow a ‘window of opportunity’ process where they only wait for the next recruit course and disregard the timing of the following initial employment training course. Air Force follows a ‘just in time’ policy where successful candidates are only notified of there acceptance until six weeks before the recruit course that immediately proceeds their initial employment training course. In today’s competitive recruiting environment, these risk management policies are costing the ADF many quality applicants who fail to enlist because in the vacuum of being certain of employment, they have had to find alternative employment. Rather than merely managing risk that relates to late changes in workforce planning numbers, the ADF needs to manage the risk that quality applicants will go elsewhere. Furthermore, such policies delay the recruiting process to timeframes well outside benchmarked best practice parameters.

Cumulative Effects of Poor Retention

“Research into civilian labour turnover suggests that beyond a critical point, wastage is more than a product of dissatisfaction with the employing organisation. It is a function of the depressing effect that high levels of turnover have on collective morale” (Jesser, 1989, Pacific Defence Reporter).

This quote is applicable to many aspects of the issues facing the ADF. With regard to the Ground Defence Reserve Group it appears applicable in training. Since Ground Defence Reserve Group wastage rates (in training) are not, by enlarge, a result of medical injuries, it is also feasible to assume that the high number of discharges at own request induce morale decline which, in turn, encourages further discharges at own request.

Misdirected Recruiting

There is evidence that applicants keen on a career in the RAAF are being misinformed about their prospects once they have enlisted as an Airfield Defence Guard. The last course report dated 11 May 2001 from RAAF Security and Fire School (where Airfield Defence Guards are trained) commented that five personnel requested self suspension and remuster before receiving the opening address from the Commanding Officer. The report went on to say that “it is apparent that some recruiting centres provide accurate and concise information, while others are vague and relate ADG training and the ADG role as comparable to SECPOL [Security Police]. This is creating an unacceptable  administrative and staffing burden on the School to administer and process these personnel either back into the community or to another musterings within Air Force”.

A similar scenario is experienced with enlistees into the Ground Defence Reserve Group who claim to have been ‘guaranteed’ the option to transfer to the PAF on completion of their eleven months full-time training. While it has been standard procedure to offer between 10 and 20 PAF Airfield Defence Guard positions annually subject to service requirements, these positions are often hotly contested resulting in disappointed individual which decide to discharge well before their initial service obligation has concluded. After eleven months full-time training, this represents a very large opportunity cost to Air Force.

Conclusion

This submission has outlined many factors that are impeding recruitment and retention of high readiness Air Force reserves. These issues have included redirecting rather than necessarily increasing resources for reserves; identifying the target market and offering appropriate conditions of service; enlistment motivators; ways to encouraging full-time workers; reasons for poor retention and recruiting risk management. Importantly, it has also presented alternatives that focus on identifying the target market that will provide the recruiting pool for high readiness reserves and strategically marketing to this group with appealing incentives.

In Defence, the bottom line is closely related to capability. The effectiveness of the Reserve can be measured in terms of increased combat capability (power and readiness) and other extrinsic factors such as influence in the civilian community. In the end, a value judgement has to be made as to whether the capability, or more appropriately lack thereof, is justifiable and sustainable in terms of the poor cost effectiveness. The notion of reserves is worthwhile, however, persevering with the present models is simply inefficient. Proven alternatives that offer enhanced conditions of service to reserves exist. In real terms, maintenance of the status quo will lead to an ongoing decline in the capability of Air Force to provide the necessary protection to its most important assets.
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