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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A single hire passes through eight phases, involves seven or more functions, and can require forty or more discrete steps between
a manager identifying a need and a new joiner completing their first week. The reference case throughout is a professional salaried role
in a mid-to-large organisation; the volume case is an organisation hiring ~200 people/month at a 100:1 consideration-to-hire ratio.

The central finding: the work in a hire amounts to a few days of effort, while the process consumes two to three months of elapsed
time. The difference is waiting — for approvals, panel availability, feedback, signatures, and external parties. That waiting costs the
employer through cost of vacancy, costs the candidate relationship through withdrawals, and costs services firms through lost margin
directly.

Nine recommended changes follow, mostly process design rather than technology: measure from the request not the posting; instrument
waiting time at every stage; run approvals in parallel with escalation windows; pre-authorise predictable hiring; treat the intake meeting
as the specification; treat scheduling and feedback turnaround as first-class problems; run pre-start activities concurrently; publish the
cost of a day; and design separately for each hiring mode. Caveat throughout: the underlying observations come from a small number of
organisations — measure your own elapsed time first, and let that decide which changes to make.

SECTION 1 — INTRODUCTION
Four accurate, partial descriptions of one process

The old parable of several people who each touch one part of an elephant — leg, trunk, ear — and each accurately describe only
that part, maps directly onto how practitioners describe recruitment: each account is correct about the phase it names and wrong
about the whole. This is structural, not personal — careers, software, and metrics are all organised by segment, so a sourcing
team is measured on pipeline, a coordination team on scheduling, and no one is measured on elapsed time from need to start.

STAFFING BACKGROUND TECHNICAL BACKGROUND THE HIRING TEAM HR OPERATIONS
“Recruitment is sourcing.” “Recruitment is screening.” “Recruitment is “Recruitment is
Correct that supply is the constraint in Correct that volume must be reduced. assessment.” governance.”
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predicts performance.

The technology estate shows the consequence. The average organisation runs roughly sixteen HR and recruiting applications,
around two-thirds on platforms that don't connect to one another, with roughly a quarter average adoption of what's been
purchased.?? Aptitude Research puts a typical enterprise TA team at seven to twelve separate tools in one hiring process.3!
Around six in ten recruiting teams run three-plus tools alongside their core ATS.3? SHRM-attributed survey work suggests
organisations run more than twice the HR technology modules they did five years ago, with a large share barely used.*> No
organisation set out to run sixteen systems — it accumulates when each tool is bought to solve one phase in isolation. None of this
argues against specialists; it argues that most organisations hold no single representation of the whole process.

SECTION 2 — THE PROCESS END TO END
Eight phases, forty-plus steps

Past a certain size, recruitment becomes a governed workflow. One Hirewand client — a single large enterprise, observed
directly, not a benchmark — runs between forty and forty-eight discrete steps for a standard professional role. Almost none is
bureaucracy for its own sake: budget checks exist because departments once hired past headcount; comp-band checks because
pay equity was once disturbed by one generous offer; right-to-work checks because the penalty for omitting them is severe; bias
audits and candidate-notification steps because regulators now require them.3? Each control is justifiable alone — it's the
accumulation no one planned.

# PHASE TYPICAL DURATION MONTHLY VOLUME (ILLUSTRATIVE)

1 Demand & 5-10 days ~200 requisitions raised and approved. Stakeholders: hiring manager, workforce planning, finance, reward,
authorisation leadership approvers.

2 Sourcing 2-5d to launch, then continuous ~20,000 candidates entering consideration. Stakeholders: recruitment, sourcing, recruitment marketing,

external suppliers.
3 Screening 3-8 days ~20,000 reviewed, narrowing to ~2,000 screened. Stakeholders: recruitment, coordination, the ATS.

4 Evaluation 10-20 days ~800 assessed, narrowing to ~500 interviewed. Stakeholders: hiring manager, panel, coordination, candidate,
external assessment providers.

5 Offer 4-10 days ~230 offers made to secure 200 acceptances. Stakeholders: hiring manager, reward, finance, leadership
approvers, recruiter, candidate.

6 Pre-hire clearance 3-7d, longer if contested ~215 candidates cleared and documented. Stakeholders: HR operations, external screening providers,
& documentation candidate.
7 Post-offer follow-up notice period, 2-6 weeks ~215 accepted candidates kept engaged to start. Stakeholders: recruiter, hiring manager, candidate.

8 Onboarding 3-10 days around start ~200 new joiners onboarded. Stakeholders: IT, HR operations, hiring manager.



ONE MONTH DRAWN AS A FUNNEL — A 100:1 CONSIDERATION-TO-HIRE RATIO

CONSIDERED 20,000

INTERVIEWED m
OFFERED m

Endpoints (20,000 and 200) follow from the stated ratio; intermediate counts are an illustrative reconstruction. Early phases handle huge candidate volume but few
requisitions — where automation does most of its work; later phases touch few candidates but consume the most elapsed time each. A day removed from screening affects
2,000 people/month; a day removed from offer approval affects 200 — each already a wanted candidate.

Two observations: first, no single function is present for more than a fraction of the workflow — the hiring manager is absent through most of the middle, the
recruiter through much of the start and end, finance appears briefly twice and each appearance can add a week; this is why the whole is rarely seen. Second,
activities most often called trivial sit on the longest durations — a budget confirmation is a lookup, not a skilled task, and routinely three days.

SECTION 3 — WHERE THE ELAPSED TIME GOES
Touch time, lead time, and process cycle efficiency

Touch time is how long work takes while someone is doing it; lead time is elapsed time from availability to hand-on. Their ratio is
process cycle efficiency, usually far lower than people inside the process expect.3> A loan-application example: eight minutes of
underwriting work can carry a six-day lead time because it sat in three queues.?* In typical discrete manufacturing, value-
adding time is a single-digit percentage of total lead time, with material reportedly waiting up to 95% of its time in the plant.33 3>
Recruitment shows the same shape and is rarely described this way because the profession measures totals (time-to-fill) rather
than states. On these assumptions, a hire consumes on the order of 4-5 working days of effort spread across 2-3 months of
elapsed time — so making a recruiter 20% faster at screening changes almost nothing about overall duration.

I s——
AUTH. SOURCE SCREEN EVALUATION OFFER CLEARANCE FOLLOW-UP. ONBOARD
5-10d 2-5d 3-8d 10-20d 4-10d 3-7d 2-6uk 3-10d
‘Width = calendar duration. Solid fill = share of that duration in which work is actually performed. Illustrative, not measured.

WHERE THE OBSERVED TIME WENT — SIX MECHANISMS

1 Approvals that run one after another

3-5 approvers typical. Average approval: 3-5 business days at mid-size companies; delays beyond 10 days linked to a marked time-to-fill increase.> ~40% of

companies report delays from requisition approval handling.3 4 Worked example: 4 approvers, each responding within 1 day 80% of the time (else 3 days) —
expected chain duration 5-6 days, with roughly 1 chain in 5 exceeding a week. No approver is slow; the chain is slow because steps run sequentially.

2 Decisions that wait for a meeting
A comp committee meeting Thursdays turns a 10-minute decision into 1-7 days; monthly board approval can add up to 4 weeks. Guidance recommends

automatic escalation to a backup approver within 24-48 hours.”

3 Handoffs between systems
Every owner transition is usually also a system transition. Research (reported second-hand) found a substantial majority of contract delays came from manual
handoffs — printing, scanning, emailing — rather than the decision itself.29 The offer phase is most exposed, having the most stakeholders of any part of the
workflow.9

4 Requirements that change mid-search
Misalignment doesn't appear as delay when it occurs — it appears 2-3 weeks later as a rejected shortlist. Gartner-attributed research: hiring-manager
misalignment is linked to substantially higher odds of mid-search requisition change, itself linked to a large time-to-fill increase.12 A meaningful share of
approved requisitions are also cancelled or frozen as priorities shift.>

5 Clocks that belong to somebody else

Standard background packages complete in 1-3 days, comprehensive in 3-5,20 21 put the long tail is controlled by courts, universities on vacation, and defunct
former employers.21 The notice period is the largest external clock: a majority of US new hires start within 2-3 weeks, a substantial minority wait 1+
mtmth;22 in India, 1-3 month notice periods are common, lengthening the post-offer phase and withdrawal risk.

6 Measurement that starts too late

If measurement begins at posting, the demand/authorisation phase is invisible — a report showing 45 days may describe a process that already consumed 60.
Improvement effort then concentrates on the visible half, where specialists already work and remaining gains are smallest.

SIX ROUTINE STEPS, ISOLATED (WORK INVOLVED VS. ELAPSED TIME CONSUMED)

S INVOLVED  TIME
Budget availability check ~15 min 1-3 days
Approval chain sign-off ~20 min 1-5 days
Interview scheduling ~90 min 2-6 days
Scorecard submission & debrief ~2 hrs 2-7 days
Candidate feedback after interview ~15 min 3-10 days
Offer approval routing ~30 min 2-5 days

Candidate feedback after interview is flagged as among the most damaging delays — it's where strong candidates lose interest and withdraw. These are the
steps where reorganising the process removes days, not minutes, and the change needed is organisational rather than a matter of individual performance.



SECTION 4 — WHAT THE DELAY COSTS
Four currencies of cost

Most organisations can quote cost-per-hire accurately and cannot quote cost of vacancy — the value lost per day a role stays
unfilled — at all.?® The distinction matters: cost-per-hire is one-time; cost of vacancy accrues continuously.

COST OF VACANCY APPROVAL DELAY SCHEDULING WITHDRAWAL SUNK COST AT EXIT

0, 0,
$4k-10k/mo 5-6 days 42% 75-90%
Typical range, vacant professional Before a single candidate is contacted Of candidates report withdrawing Of cost-per-hire already spent when a
role.25 Energy sector: six figures/day in _ minutes of actual work.3 > because interview scheduling took too candidate withdraws between offer

long — no judgement about the 22

project delay cases.2” Tech sector: acceptance and day one.

~andidate i 1819
~$500/day in lost productivity before candidate involved.
project impact.28

Average time-to-hire is reported at roughly 44 days against a market where strong candidates are frequently unavailable within
two weeks.®> 19 In a survey of 2,000+ US hiring managers, the great majority reported hiring taking longer than two years ago,
naming internal bottlenecks: application evaluation, interview scheduling, reference checking.'® The interview stage is reported
as the single largest point of candidate loss, ahead of application abandonment, with scheduling friction next.'® A large share of
candidates wait more than two weeks for feedback; roughly half of companies consider their own interview process too long;'® a
quarter of candidates lose interest within a week of silence and nearly half within two.** Renege rates (accepted offers later
declined) run 10-24%.22 2324

A five-day delay early in the workflow doesn't simply add five days at the end — it raises the chance of losing the
candidate at every later stage, and a lost candidate costs the full elapsed process a second time, plus everything
already spent on the first attempt.

COST FOR RECRUITMENT SERVICES FIRMS

Delay appears on the revenue line directly.!! For contract placement, unfilled time is unearned margin — a role at a modest
hourly margin represents a specific, calculable weekly loss; a 3-business-day contract-signature delay removes several hundred
dollars of billable revenue, never recovered.?® For permanent placement, a client filling the role internally or via a competitor
means the margin is lost, not delayed.?> Longer fill times also cap the number of requisitions each recruiter can carry annually,
independent of headcount.** More sophisticated firms now present a cost-of-vacancy estimate at intake and negotiate service
levels alongside it: feedback within 48 hours of submission, interviews within the same week, offers within a defined
window after final interview.2>

THE CASE FOR SLOWER HIRING

Peter Cappelli's Harvard Business Review critique: organisations have optimised heavily for volume and cost while almost never checking whether selection practices

predict hire quality36 — and the shift from internal promotion to external hiring is what created today's volume in the first place.36 Both positions are correct at once: a
process slow because it's deliberating carefully is spending time on something valuable; one slow because a requisition sat in an inbox is spending time on nothing.
Measuring the two clocks separately is how you tell them apart — this paper argues for removing the inbox, not shortening the deliberation.

SECTION 5 — SEVERAL PROCESSES, NOT ONE
Five hiring modes, five different failure points

An organisation runs several recruitment workflows concurrently, each with a different shape, bottleneck and economics. One design for all of them is a
common, expensive error: rigour appropriate to a senior technical hire is friction on a warehouse role; the speed appropriate to a warehouse role is negligence

on a senior technical hire.3”

HIRING MODE DOMINANT CONSTRAINT WHERE THE DAYS GO WHAT BREAKS FIRST

High volume Throughput & application completion Top of funnel; scheduling at scale Application length & response speed16 38
Professional Panel availability & decision latency Evaluation & offer approval Feedback turnaround & interview count18
salaried

Executive Scarcity, confidentiality, governance Authorisation, search, board sign-off Batching around committee cycles2
Contingent & Immediate availability Submission, client feedback, paperwork Contract execution & onboarding admin29
contract

Internal Manager willingness & visibility Posting windows & release negotiation The absence of a shared record42
mobility

The parallel is supply chain management: procurement learned to describe materials by lead time, source resilience and switching cost rather than unit price

alone. The talent equivalent — skills as supply with different lead times and sources*?

chain before optimising any one link.

— is now established. What transfers is the habit of drawing the whole



SECTION 6 — WHAT REDUCES ELAPSED TIME
Nine changes, in rough order of impact, each with an owner and a measure

Suggestions made to one client after mapping their workflow — a worked example, not a prescription. Mostly process design, not technology; most were
absent because no single owner had visibility across enough of the workflow to propose them.

01 Start the clock at the request, not just the posting
Measure from the moment a manager raises the need; report pre- and post-posting halves separately. Frequently the largest untouched reserve of days in the

whole workflow.3
Owner: TA leadership + finance - Measure: days from request to posting, monthly

02 Instrument the waiting, not just the working

Track time-in-state for every step — interview to scorecard, submission to feedback, selection to offer approval.10 Conversion rates show where candidates are
lost; time-in-state shows why.
Owner: Recruitment operations - Measure: median & 90th-percentile time-in-state per step

03 Make approval chains parallel and bounded

Route independent approvers concurrently. Set a 24-48hr escalation window with a named backup;7 resist chains longer than 3-4 people; separate replacement
hires from new headcount.

Owner: HR operations + finance - Measure: days request-approved requisition; % escalated

04 Pre-authorise what is predictable

Roles inside an agreed workforce plan and salary band shouldn't be rerargued.6 Aligning headcount plans with finance before the quarter opens is consistently
linked to shorter fill times.2 Approval should be the exception path.

Ouner: Workforce planning + finance - Measure: % requisitions released without individual approval

05 Treat the intake meeting as the specification
Three must-haves, two trade-offs, one deal-breaker — recorded and attached to every panel invite and debrief — prevents the requirement drift that produces

mid-search change.12 13 Treat the recruiter as an advisor with standing to challenge an unrealistic brief.14
Owner: Recruiter + hiring manager - Measure: % requisitions changed after posting

06 Treat scheduling and feedback turnaround as first-class problems

Scheduling involves no judgement about the candidate yet consumes an outsized share of elapsed time and candidate loss.16 17 Self-service availability, panel-
held windows, and a fixed scorecard/feedback deadline return more days than any sourcing improvement.

Owner: Recruitment coordination + hiring managers - Measure: days shortlist-first interview; hours interview-scorecard; days final interview-feedback

07 Run pre-start activities in parallel, not just in series
Screening providers already run checks concurrently where possible — apply the same logic internally: onboarding setup, payroll, access needn't wait for the
last verification; post-offer contact should begin within a day or two of acceptance.21 221y long-notice markets this is where most accepted candidates are lost.

Owner: HR operations + IT - Measure: renege rate; days acceptance-first structured contact

o
@

Publish the cost of a day
Elapsed time is treated as free because it's never priced. A cost-of-vacancy figure at intake — internal or client-facing — changes the conversation from “a month

open” to a number finance recognises.25 26
Owner: TA leadership + finance - Measure: cost of vacancy per open requisition

09 Design the process for each mode, and design for the exception

Segment by role complexity rather than one workflow for everything.37 At scale the exception is routine — the disputed check, the counter-offer, the approver
on leave. A workflow that only performs on the clean path spends most of its time off it.
Owner: Recruitment operations - Measure: time-to-fill reported separately by hiring mode

A NOTE ON ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE AND REGULATION

Current Al tools are effective at reducing touch time — drafting descriptions, summarising screens, parsing applications, generating scorecards — which improves the
narrow solid band in Figure 4, not the width of the bar. The larger opportunity is in the waiting: chasing approvals, resolving panel availability, detecting a stalled
requisition, keeping a candidate engaged through notice. These are coordination problems, and coordination is where elapsed time is spent.

Automated decision tools now carry regulatory obligations on the process map in their own right: NYC requires an annual independent bias audit for automated employment
decision tools, with a public summary and advance candidate notice; the EU Al Act classifies recruitment/selection systems as high-risk, with documentation, logging and
human-oversight duties phasing in from 202639 40 (confirm current status, as implementation dates have been amended). In India, candidate data handling falls under the
Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023. These are additional steps inside the workflow, with their own owners and elapsed time — not a side compliance exercise.

On ownership: almost every change above sits between two functions rather than inside one, which is precisely why it persists unmade. Recruitment
operations has emerged as a named discipline — owning process design, technology, data and standards rather than any individual role — as the

organisational response to this gap,41 Where that function doesn't yet exist, these recommendations need a named owner at leadership level.



SECTION 7 — CONCLUSION
Wider than any one practitioner describes it

Recruitment inside a large organisation spans eight phases, seven-plus functions, and forty-plus steps for a single hire. Each
phase is performed by specialists who are, in the main, good at it. The process is nonetheless slow, because elapsed time is
dominated not by the work inside phases but by the waiting between them — concentrated in routine steps (budget confirmation,
approval routing, scheduling, feedback, signatures) that require no skill and routinely consume days, each with a cost the
employer, candidate market and services firm pay in different currencies. The remedy is not making specialists faster; it's
mapping the whole process, measuring elapsed time at every stage, and giving someone responsibility for the joins between
phases rather than the phases themselves.

The nine changes in Section 6 — which began as suggestions to a single client — are the place to begin, and the order matters:
the first two, measuring from the request and instrumenting the waiting, come before everything else, because the underlying
observations come from a small number of organisations and the pattern in any given reader's organisation will be its own.
Measure first, find where elapsed time actually goes, then optimise those steps. Most remaining changes cost nothing to
implement once measurement has indicated which are needed.

APPENDIX A — DEFINITIONS (SELECTED)

Requisition: the formal, approved record authorising a role to be filled; most organisations don't permit sourcing before one exists.® Time-to-fill is elapsed
time from a requisition opening (or the request being raised) to offer acceptance; time-to-hire is elapsed time from a specific candidate entering the process
to accepting — often conflated in published statistics. Touch time: time actively worked on a step. Lead time: elapsed time from availability to hand-on,
including waiting. Process cycle efficiency: touch time + lead time. Cost of vacancy: value lost per day a role stays unfilled. Renege: a candidate
accepting then declining or failing to start. Recruitment operations: the function owning process design, technology, data and standards, distinct from
recruiters filling individual roles.

APPENDIX B — METHOD, SOURCES AND LIMITATIONS (SUMMARY)

Figures fall into four classes: measured (named study, stated sample), reported (vendor/analyst statistics, method not always published — most Section 3-4
percentages), illustrative (the author's reconstruction of shape — Figure 2 durations, Figure 3 intermediate counts, Figures 4-5 proportions), and observed
(direct client work — the 40-48 step count, from one enterprise, not a benchmark). Of 44 references, one is peer-reviewed (Cappelli, HBR); most are vendor,
agency and practitioner publications, several reporting analyst research (Gartner, SHRM, Aptitude Research, Aberdeen, HR.com, Cronofy, Deloitte) second-

hand.

Evidence is predominantly US-sourced, in US dollars. Two divergences matter for India: notice periods of 1-3 months are common for salaried roles (vs. 2-3
weeks in the US data), lengthening the post-offer phase and raising withdrawal/counter-offer exposure — giving Change 7 more weight in the Indian context
than the US evidence alone suggests; and candidate data handling in India falls under the Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023, rather than the cited
US/EU instruments. The phase model and volume case describe one kind of hiring in one kind of organisation, with direct observations from primarily a single
enterprise — every organisation should replace the illustrative figures with its own before deciding what to change.
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