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Issue:  Recognizing Individual Safety Achievement
Background:  MCAS survey item #11 (The command recognizes individual safety achievement through rewards and incentives.) asks to what degree the respondent agrees or disagrees with the statement that within the command individual safety achievement is rewarded.  The MCAS database was queried and response rates tallied for this survey item across a broad spectrum of response groups.  Table 1 summarizes the percentages of favorable responses for two time frames – (1) CYs 99-02 and (2) CY 03.  These two time frames represent discrete sets of data. 
The percentages of favorable responses for the first set of data (CYs 99-02) ranged from a low of 26% (VMGR) to a high of 60% (CNAL, VQ, & HSL), with a wide variety of values between the two extremes.  USMC response rates were noticeably lower than USN rates . . . by 16% at the service level.   In general, helicopter communities had more favorable responses than TACAIR communities for both USN and USMC.  For the Navy, big-wing aircraft (VQ & VP) scored high; however, the same cannot be said for big-wing Marine aircraft (VMGR) which had the lowest overall percentage of favorable responses.  Clearly, favorable response rates varied for the different aircraft communities.  

The percentages of favorable responses for the second set of data (CY 03) ranged from a low of 33% (VMGR) to a high of 63% (VP), with a wide variety of values between the two extremes.  Again, USMC response rates were lower than USN rates . . . by 7% at the service level; however, the gap was decreasing when compared to the first data set.  Again, favorable response rates varied among the different response groups.  Some groups made considerable improvement when compared to their first data (1 MAW, 2 MAW, VMFA, & HMH).  Overall, the second set of data was more positive than the first set.  Although not shown in Table 1, CY 04 response data were also examined.  At this time, there are too few responses to make valid generalizations.  However, the tendency of the CY 04 data appears to follow the CY 03 data trend . . . that is, increasingly positive as compared to the CY 99-02 data.   
Discussion:  Looking at the data from a macro perspective, the average percentage of favorable responses for maintenance personnel within Naval Aviation is about 50%.  That means that roughly half the respondents had an UNFAVORABLE perception of the reward system in their organization with respect to safety achievement or contributions, and this perception has remained fairly constant over a five-year period.
 Of all the MCAS survey items, this item is perhaps one of the easier ones for the CO to influence at the squadron-level without assistance from higher headquarters.  Rewards and incentives can take many forms, such as:

-- liberty (time off, etc.)
-- incentives (special parking place, etc.)

-- special recognition (Letter of Appreciation, Citations, Pro of the…, etc.)

-- medals (Navy/Marine Corps Achievement Medal, Navy and Marine Corps Medal, etc.)

-- monetary incentives (beneficial suggestions)
Rewards and incentives are bounded only by the imagination of the organization’s leadership.  To illustrate, the Director of Headquarters Marine Corps Safety Division indicated that Marines told him they didn’t want a day off as a reward for something they did (They’ll forget about that in a month.); they wondered if they could have lunch with the Commandant of the Marine Corps (Something they’ll most likely remember forever!).  Ingenuity at the organizational level can reap tremendous dividends.
Another “ingenious” example . . . . A CO who had two parking spots in the parking lot outside his squadron – the best spot and the worst spot (farthest from the hangar).  When the CO wanted to recognize individuals in his command for something they had done, he gave them his “best” parking spot for a week and he parked in the one farthest out.  It did wonders for morale.
 (Note:  if it was raining, the CO parked in the XO’s spot.)  

Some individuals in the Aviation Safety Commander (ASC) courses indicate that there should be no rewards for “. . . doing your job” . . . that these types of rewards send the wrong signal.  What does open literature say about rewards and reward systems?  Rewards are linked to motivation.  Motivation basically reflects the difference between what a person can do and what he will do (Hawkins, 1987).  In general, people will tend to behave in ways that the organization rewards.  Rewards can act as strong incentives.  They act as reinforcers for a variety of behaviors that can serve to direct a person’s choice among alternatives (Szilagyi & Wallace, 1980).  Vroom (1964) discussed the expectancy or probability of an outcome (in this case, a reward) and its association with motivation.  Different individuals are motivated by different types of rewards.  Thus, you must know your people to know what motivates them and what types of rewards are most satisfying to them.  The bottom line, used properly, rewards and incentives may be employed as effective motivators.
The data in Table 1 indicate a wide dispersion as to how survey respondents in different communities view the use of rewards and incentives in their command with respect to safety.
For Your Consideration:  
1.  Understand your people and what motivates them.  This is accomplished through education
     and research.

2.  Does your command use rewards/incentives judiciously/effectively to promote safety?
3.  When was the last time your command provided a reward for safety achievement?    

4.  Brainstorm rewards/incentives that will work for you.
5.  Examine Table 1.
--  Why are there differences among aircraft communities?
--  Should there be differences among communities?
--  What would need to change to bring the averages upward?
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Table 1.  Percent of Favorable Responses for MCAS Item #11.
	
	           #11.   The command recognizes individual safety

                      achievement through rewards and incentives.

	
	CYs 99-02
	CY 03

	Respondents
	% Favorable
Responses *
	#
Responses
	% Favorable
Responses *
	#
Responses

	All Naval Aviation
	46
	          24,201
	51
	        24,493

	USN
	54
	          12,965
	52
	        19,884

	USMC
	38
	          11,118
	45
	          4,199

	
	
	
	
	

	TACAIR
	43
	           8,889
	48
	        12,323

	HELO
	50
	           7,972
	53
	          6,139

	Multi-Eng Prop
	54
	           3,580
	56
	          3,375

	
	
	
	
	

	CNAP
	52
	           4,494
	53
	          6,329

	CNAL
	60
	           2,866
	54
	          5,383

	CNARF
	57
	           1,639
	61
	             431

	
	
	
	
	

	1 MAW
	37
	           1,140
	50
	            579

	2 MAW
	34
	           3,625
	42
	          1,391

	3 MAW
	41
	           4,918
	46
	          2,002

	4 MAW
	37
	           1,146
	34
	             132

	
	
	
	
	

	VFA
	47
	           1,847
	50
	          3,346

	VF
	48
	              691
	44
	          1,444

	VAQ
	56
	              803
	47
	          1,780

	VP
	59
	           2,697
	63
	          2,230

	VQ
	60
	              303
	59
	             689

	HSL
	60
	           1,332
	59
	          1,018

	HC
	58
	              928
	58
	          1,017 

	
	
	
	
	

	VMFA
	33
	           2,091
	44
	          1,268

	VMGR
	26
	              429
	33
	             286

	VMA
	34
	           1,194
	39
	             487

	HMM
	43
	           1,470
	43
	             663

	HMLA
	48
	           2,084 
	51
	             691

	HMH
	42
	           1,247
	52
	             524


             




                                                               (Data compiled 17 FEB 04) 

  Data in Table 1 were extracted from the MCAS database using a CO Access ID . . . available to any CO.  
*  Favorable responses include Strongly Agree and Agree.  Non-favorable responses include Strongly Disagree,
   Disagree, and Neutral.  A Neutral  response was considered a non-favorable response,  rather than a favorable
   response.  Not Applicable and Don’t Know responses were not counted in the totals.
                                                                                                                           Robert Figlock, Ph.D.

                                                                                                                                       rfiglock@nps.navy.mil
                                                                                                                                       (DSN) 756-1069
_945845938

