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Abstract 

The challenge for employers is to ident{fi.• and implement recognition and re'~>I'Cirds programmes that are not complex. 
yet effective. and which support a working environment that improves motivation and stafF morale. 1rhilst at the same 
time impacting positive~v on organisational pe1jormance. Research into recognition and reward~· programmes would 
indicate that there are a nu m her of options available and that success.fid programmes and current approaches need to 
include certain .fimdamental requirements. This paper investigates and provides the results offeedhack ji-om stcdf' 
surve.ved in relation to an existing recognition and rewards programme at a large food-manufacturing organisation in 
New Zealand with a view towards improving the current !:>)'stem. Based on the research undertaken changes 11·ere made 
to the existing programme and a revised recognition and rewards system was implemented. Employees were again 
surveyed within a year of the revised system being introduced in order to assess the e.flectil·eness of the changed 
programme. The authors purport that initial results ofthe SUI'I'e_r would indicate that most recognition related I'Griahles 
have improved with the changed programme and that the revised system can be regarded as success.fid 

Introduction 

To facilitate desired employee behaviours with the aim of 
ultimately assisting in achieving business objectives and 
organisational effectiveness, a large food manufacturing 
organisation in New Zealand commissioned extensive 
research into recognition and reward systems. Research 
was undertaken within current company recognition 
systems, benchmark organisations and through 
surveying managers and employees. It was fundamental 
to the organisation that the system promoted consistency, 
was easy to use, recognised all outstanding efforts, was 
unforced and spontaneous and ultimately low cost. A 
revised recogmt1on system was designed and 
implemented based on these principles and the research 
undertaken. Employees were surveyed six months after 
the revised rewards/recognition system was implemented 
and the results indicated that there has been an overall 
improvement in the areas of recognition and rewards, 
performance and leadership. 

Literature Review 

Recognition programmes are typically a form of 
individual or work-group incentive that is outside the 
normal remuneration system (including wages, salary and 
bonuses). Wages and salary are usually the fixed 

compensation an individual receives for undertaking a 
job. Bonus systems also differ in that bonuses are a 
discretionary reward provided after the achievement of a 
goal (making it reactive). 

Stone (2002) categories recogmt10n programmes as an 
incentive, which is a pro-active measure that focuses on a 
person's behaviour by establishing performance 
objectives and rewarding the achievement of these 
objectives. O'Neill (cited in Wiesner & Millett, 2003) 
further highlights this by classing fixed pay as an " input" 
reward which aims to appropriately recognise the 
individual human capital value of the person to the fim1. 
Alternatively short-term incentives. such as recognition 
awards are "output" rewards that aim to reward people for 
their role in delivering outcomes to the company. 

Increasingly organisations are looking towards non­
traditional recognition and rewards systems to retain and 
motivate employees. An effective recognition and 
rewards programme can achieve this by creating a 
positive environment that encourages workers to thrive 
(Bursch, 1999). This is consistent with research of 
recognition systems within organisations featuring in 
New Zealand's Unlimited Top 20 Best Places to Work 
(2003 ), which all place a high level of respect and tmst 
towards employees. Additionally, Bell (2004: 16) stated 
that ''business benefits as these basic values translate into 
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happier, more productive workplaccs which report high 
retention rates of skilled staff.'' 

Literature indicates that recogni tion programmes are 
instrumental in motivating employees in a competJ tJvc 
business environment with increased management and 
tinancial constraints . Coulter (cited in Testa, 2006) found 
"that a satisfied workforce is a high performance 
workforce, and a high-perfonnancc workforce produces 
customer sati sfaction. In turn, that leads to good financial 
perfonnance." Flanagan (2005) illustrates this with a 
case study of a consulting firm. which reported that its 
key performance improvement goals were exceeded 
substantia lly from implementing a company-wide 
behaviour-based reward and recognition programme for 
on-time. on-target and on-budget performance. 

Research also shows that recognition for a job well done 
can have a positive intluence on employee morale. 
commitment . performance and retention. \\"hich in turn 
may achieve organisational effecti veness. 
"Organisational behaviour theory suggests that 
recognising good performance motivates and reinforces 
behaviours that arc viewed positi,·ely by the organisation. 
and contribute to achieving business objccti ,·es." 
(Mercer. HR Consulting. 2002) . ... 

Linkint;z Reco~nition und Rt!H·ord,· H'ith Business Stratem· "'" ._ ~· 

Literature hiohliohts the need to dcsi"n a recognition 
::- ~ 0 .__ 

programme/policy that is linked to the overa ll business 
goals and objectives. which is primar ily designed to 
compliment the organisational cu lture and other human 
resource ini ti atives (Mercer HR Consulting. 2002) . ... 

Recognition programmes make up part of an 
organisations strategic rc\\"ard system. which can "enable 
individuals to complete work tasks that arc aligned " ·ith 
organ is at ion a I go a Is. st ruc turcs and strategies" ( Hartc I. 
Fujimoto. Strybosch & Fitzpatrick. 2007: 370). 

There is also a cri tical link bet\\ cen performance and 
recognition as a tool for moti,·ating and rctainin!.! 

'- ... ... 
employees. lt was found that if recognition is not linked 
to performance it has no purpose or mean ing. thus the 
effecti veness of the programme can be reduced (ktTrics. 
1997). 

There arc a number of considerations for an ctTccti\·C 
incentive programme which include. quantifying busine~s 
goals at the employee level and establishing c:-.actly \\'hat 
beha' iour is expected of cn"'ployccs to earn a rc\\'ard 
(O'Mallcy, 2006). This may differ annss business 
sections and departmen t~ . 0 ·M alley ( 2006) found that 
"many companies arc finding that a "onc-siLe-fits-all" 
approad1 often is not the bc~t course of action \\'hen it 
comes to developing an incentive programme tor 
di fferent leve ls of achievers and different staff functions ... 

Types (~/ Recognition and Re11·arc/.,· Programmes 

Examples of recognition programmes high lighted 111 
literature. show that intormal types arc ga1nmg 
populari ty. Wallstcn ( 1998) states that " these focus on 
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spontaneous, smcere and personal appreciation of 
employee efforts and can successfully recognise 
employees and the jobs they do while usually requiring 
li ttle or no funding to implement and maintain." These 
programmes therefore demonstrate clear advantages for 
both the organisation and the employee. 

Informal recognition programmes can vary depending on 
the organisations needs and mainly focus on the 
employee being recognised as the qualifying act occurs. 
For example, Amor (cited in McKibbin-Brown, 2003) 
discusses a points program that Xerox Canada has 
implemented where employees can earn points on 
specitic measurements, such as attendance or furthering 
their education. These points can then be redeemed from 
a gift catalogue periodically. 

On the other hand, as demonstrated m literature on 
recognition programmes (mainly in America), some 
companies sti 11 prefer the more traditional and formal 
programs of recognition. These include "employee of the 
month" and annua l service awards which arc generall y 
high ly structu red and implemented by a timetable 
( Wallsten. 1998 ). Whi 1st these programmes obviously 
still have a place wi thin certain organisations for meeting 
spcci fie goals there arc many disadvantages related to 
them as :.1 too l for motivating employees. This is because 
the very nature of them tends to create competi tions and 
therctorc only recognises a small percentage of the 
worklorcc. which can be de-motivating to the majori ty 
(G iasscock & Gram, 1995). They are also typically 
infrequent and impersonal which can do little to make an 
employee feel va lued. 

Fom1al recognition programmes are also mainly public in 
natu re. wh ich James (cited in Matthcws. 2006) states that 
" there wi ll always be some staff who would rather cut out 
their 0\\'11 tongue than be named at an awards ceremony. 
\\' hich is hardly a moti vating experience for them.'' 

McKibbin-Brown (2003) highlights the need for today's 
rccognttJon programmes to consider the fact that 
employees no longer stay with one employer for extended 
periods. Thcrctorc tradi tional-long service awards may 
not be as c fTecti vc as they once were. 

The current trend appears to be moving toward adding 
intorma l recognition systems to to m1al programmes, as 
informal types arc typically highly indiv idualised 
( Walbten. 1998). Abbot (2004: 21) tound that employees 
(i n three New Zealand organisations that featured in the 
2003 Unlimited Best Places to Work) "all enjoy awards 
ceremonies. where ach ievement is publicly announced 
and celebrated. Often. however, it' s the small scale 
recogni tion in a comment by a manager that makes an 
employee feel that he or she is valued." 

Recogni tion programmes can be team-based or 
individual. Research shows that many organisations cater 
tor both depending on the organisational objectives and 
the nature of the work. For example, if you want to 
r romote teamwork then you've got to recognise the team 
as a whole ( Lawlcr cited in Braham, 1989). 



Types of Recognition Rewards 

Recognition 1s mainly about rewarding 
individuals/workgroups for what they do above and 
beyond the requirements of their job to get the best effort 
from them. It was found that providing recognition is not 
just about monetary rewards, as this is generally provided 
to employees as compensation for undertaking the job 
that they're hired to do. Jeffries ( 1997: 9) found from 
extensive data collected that individuals "prefer specific 
day to day recognition of their contributions over a raise 
or bonus." 

The literature shows that more companies are using 
intrinsic rewards such as recognition and the opportunity 
to grow and learn and to advance as key motivators. 
"Non-financial rewards are being used increasingly by 
organisations as a low-cost/high value form of 
recognising high-performing employees" (Mercer Human 
Resource Consulting, 2004 ). 

On the contrary, Glasscock and Gram ( 1995) outline that 
cash (financial) rewards generally don't portray sincere 
appreciation and thought and can therefore be de­
motivating to the employee. It was also found that 
organisations do not get the best effort from employees 
by paying them more. "For employees who just want 
more money, they'll never be satisfied with what they're 
paid. Their expectations will always rise with each salary 
increase." (Nelson, 1996: 68). 

Therefore, there is a focus on non-financial rewards, 
which many authors see as becoming increasingly 
popular for providing recognition in the future. This is 
because as companies become more competitive they will 
not be able to afford to provide high value economic 
rewards and they will look more at creative intrinsic 
rewards that allow it to attract and retain the best people. 

Research indicates that the greatest reward an individual 
can receive is the acknowledgement that they did 
contribute to making something meaningful happen. 
"When individuals find satisfaction in the work itself. 
they appreciate all types of feedback because it helps 
them do a better job" (Richardson, 2003). It was found 
from surveys undertaken over a 60 year period with 
consistent results that one of the top three things 
employees wanted from their jobs was full appreciation 
for work done (Richardson, 2003 ). 

It was also indicated in the literature findings that that 
there is a shift in what people are wanting as rewards, due 
to changing lifestyles. Rabaut (cited in Braham, 1989) 
states "companies must understand their employees and 
their motivation. This might be flexitime for one 
employee, while for another it might be having three 
months off." Therefore, managers must understand that 
today 's workforce (particularly Generation Xers) 
responds positively to more than financial motivation 
(Jeffries, 1997). 

Rewards should also fit the personality and demographics 
of the employee being honoured whenever possible for it 

to be meaningful to an individual. "In our experien.ce, 
employees prefer a choice of rewards that have varymg 
appeals, depending on their life, stage, age and gender" 
(O'Malley, 2006). 

Research undertaken by Mercer HR Consulting (2002) 
throughout Australasia, found that approximately 80% of 
organisation's researched use non-financial rewards with 
the aim to both motivate employees and to thank them for 
achieving a specific goal and around 50% use them as a 
retention tool. Of the organisations that assess the 
effectiveness of non-financial rewards, the majority find 
that they are an effective means of achieving desired 
outcomes. 

Designing a Recognition and Rewards Programme 

The literature outlines that recognition can be a powerful 
tool for achieving company goals and changing the 
methods. behaviours and practices used to reach them if 
the programme is designed properly. Glasscock and 
Gram ( 1995) identify recognition as the act of 
acknowledgement, appreciation and approval (the 3 A's). 
To develop tools, techniques and practices that deliver the 
3 A's an organisation must design a programme that is 
easy to manage (administratively) and work with in the 
scope of the budget. It must also be driven from the top 
and be ongoing (given on a frequent basis). Top 
management needs to actively use recognition and also 
encourage their managers to do so. It is also important to 
educate both managers and employees on the benefits and 
importance of recognition and highlight techniques that 
managers can use to provide recognition. Glasscock and 
Gram ( 1995) outline the following five steps for 
developing an effective recognition system: 

• Determine what you want to achieve: v1s1on. 
miss ion, strategy, goals and objectives. 

• Determine what behaviours, pract ices, and activities 
will support the things you want to achieve. 

• Select your tools to deliver recognition for the above 
practices. For example. vouchers. thank you cards. 

• Recognise behaviours and practices whenever they 
are exhibited. 

• Measure, monitor and continuously 1mprove the 
recognition processes. 

It is also recommend that each step of the design process 
is communicated to everyone involved, both managers 
and employees. It should also be viewed as a long-term 
commitment rather than a short-term fix. 

Implementing a Recognition and Rewards Programme 

The key themes throughout the literature relating to the 
successful implementation of a recognition programme 
are best portrayed by Glasscock and Gram ( 1995), which 
identify the following criteria for establishing tools and 
methods for recognition: 
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Sincerity - every behaviour that the organisation wants to 
sec is reinforced through sincere appreciation. 

Fairness and consisten( l' - an organisation should list 
the behaviours and activities (objective criteria) that best 
serve achieving its business goals then give everyone the 
responsibility of initiating recognition when these 
behaviours or activities occur. 

Timeliness - recognition should be given as close as 
possible to the performance being acknowledged. 
" Research shows that rewards that come weeks or months 
after the fact do little to encourage higher levels of 
performance" (Mercer HR Consulting, 2002). 

Frequency- Saying .. thanks" and sho,.._·ing appreciation 
for those behaviours and practices that suppo11 business 
success should happen at the time the behaviour or 
practtcc occurs. 

Flexibility - Offering a variety of methods for receiving 
recognition to ensure that the recipient' s needs arc met. 
This in\'olvcs matching the reward to the person, as it is 
imponant for employees to place a va lue on the reward 
(Mercer HR Consulting. 2002). -
Appropriateness - The recognition method selected 
should match the effort expended, the behaviour 
cxcmpliticd. or the results achie,·cd. Al l good -perfonnance should be recognised but in ,·arying degrees 
(proportional) (Jeffrics. 1997). Effccti\'C rewards arc 
des igned to account for the sign ificance of the 
contribution or achicn~mcnt (Mercer HR Consul ting. ... 
2002). 

Specific - Recipients should kno,,· cxactlv what they arc 
J -

being thanked for and \\'hy their contribution is valuable. 

Methodology 

An ini ti al literature search was undertaken to determine. 
amongst other th ings. current approaches towards the 
design and implementation of recognition programmes. 
Fut1her to the literature search a sur'\'ey questionnaire'' a~ 
then developed to assess aspects such us managers acros~ 
the organisation's use of. percei ved dTectin~ncss and 
potential barriers in relation to the existing programme. as 
we ll as requesting them to rank the existing types and 
circumstances for which recogni tion and re\\·ards \\'ere 
pro,·ided. The survey was cmailcd in September 2004 to 
all .32 managers across the sites different bu~incss 
sect ions. A response ra t~ of 72° o (n=23) was achieved. 1t 
was decided that the most effective ·way of obtainino • C> 

employee input was to conduct two focus groups of 
:1pproximatcly 12 employees each. Each of the managers 
surveyed were requested to recommend t\VO employees 
thJt they felt would be able to provide an objective. 
rational and meaningful contribution to the focus group 
discussions. Approximately 40 names were put forward 
by the managers. of which 24 employees representing a 
cro ·s section of departments and positions were selected 
to attend the focus groups, which were held in October 
2004. As part o f the focus group sessions ctnployccs were 

also requested to indicate and rank the circumstances and 
types of recognition and rewards that they felt were 
warranted. 

Based on the infonnation obtained from the literature 
research, together with the management and employee 
surveys, recommendations were put forward to senior 
management to implement a revised recognition 
framework, which included objectives, processes, criteria 
and guidelines for implementation. 

At approximately the same time a bi-annual site culture 
survey was undertaken in December 2004 and the results 
further highlighted a low perception amongst employees 
of recognition and rewards. To obtain a more specific 
perspective on this issue it was decided that employees 
would again be surveyed. For this purpose a new 
questionnaire was developed and administered in 
September 2005. Employees across the bus iness's 
different departments were requested to rate the degree to 
which they agreed the key rewards and recognition 
dimensions of perfonnance (five variables), leadership 
guidance and support (seven variables), rewards (three 
va riables) and recognition (five variables) applied to the 
existing sys tem. A scale of I to 5 was used to allow 
respondents to indicate the degree to which they agreed 
with 20 statements covering the variables, where ·t' was 
strongly disagree, ·2· was disagree, ·y neutraL '4' agree 
and · 5' v;as ·strong! y agree·. 

Based on the results of this survey together with previous 
ti nclings. it was decided to implement a revised 
recognition/reward system in October 2005. This was 
based on the original recommendations submitted to 

'-

sen ior management and incorporated the key aspects of 
informal. discretionary recognition outlined within the 
company's existing human resources polic ies. The 
system that was actually adopted was slightly modi fied 
from the ori ginal recommendations and condensed into a 
t\\'O page document. \vhich outlined key criteria fo r 
provid ing recognition and rewards as highlighted by 
Glasscock and Gram ( 1995) in the li terature review. The 
system also outlined the four main key result areas of the 
business and provided examples of employee behaviours 
that contri bute towards these. To maintain consistency 
and promote des ired employee behaviours across the 
organisation a qualitication guideline table was included. 
The table spccitied four levels of recognition based on 
qualifying behaviours (such as contribution towards the 
key result areas and significance of the outcome), as well 
as circumstances and types of recognition/reward that 
coincided with each level. Along with fonnal 
communicat ion of the new system. a goal of improved 
recognt tton was also incorporated into departmental 
manager's performance i mprovcment plans. 

To assess if perceived recognition had improved and the 
ctTecti\Tness of the new programme employees were 
surveyed approximately six months post implementation 
or the revised recognition/rewards system in April 2006 
using the same questionnaire. If successful, the 
programme would be considered for incorporating into 
company human resources policies and introducing it 
across the ent ire business. For the initial survey 
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conducted in September 2005 a response rate of 59% 
(n= 151) was achieved from a representative sample of 
258 employees and in April 2006 after the new system 
was introduced 192 staff members (78%) across the 
different business units responded. 

This data was coded, entered and analysed usmg the 
SPSS statistics package. 

Results and Discussion 

Management Demographics 

Of the 23 managers who responded to the initial research 
in September 2004, before changes to the existing system 
were recommended and implemented, 12 of the 
respondents were concentrated in the operations areas 
(52%), that also had the highest number of staff reports 
(one had more than 150 staff reports, four had between 
100 and 149 staff reports and two had between 50 and 99 
staff reports). This was followed by managers of support 
services such as human resources, marketing and finance 
(26%) and other departments (22%) who tended to have 
29 or less staff reports. These respondents can be 
regarded as representative of the different departments, as 
are the number of staff reports. Ten respondents (44%) 
frequently used the formal awards system, 22% used 
them sometimes and the remainder (34%) never used 
them at all. Furthermore, of those using the policy 86% 
found them to be effective whi lst 14% did not find them 
effective. 

Table 1: Managerial survey of current recognition policy. 

DEPARTMENTAL MANAGERS DEMOGRAPHICS 

Department: Operations 
Support 
Other 

Staff Reports: 150 or more 
100 - 149 
99 - 50 
49 - 30 
29 - 10 
9 or less 

Use of Recognition Awards: Frequently 
Sometimes 
Never 

Effectiveness of Recognition Awards: Effective 
Ineffective 

Additional aspects considered were factors which 
prevented managers from giving recognition in 
circumstances where they would have liked to. Budget 
constraints were cited as the main reason by most 
managers (43%). This was followed by uncertainty, 
inconsistencies and internal competition regarding 
implementation (33%), policy constraints ( 19%) and time 
constraints (5%). Results are summarised in Table I. 

On the one hand the frequency of use and high level of 
effectiveness of the awards is very positive. However, 
causes for concern are that approximately one third of 
respondents never use the awards programme and a large 
percentage of respondents feel hampered by aspects such 
as budgetary constraints. Given the high levels of 
effectiveness of the recognition awards, the opportunities 
in designing, implementing and communicating an 
appropriate programme holds many advantages. 

Circumslancesfor Providing Recognilion and Reward<; 

Managers and employees surveyed in September 2004 
were also requested to rank in order of priority the 
circumslances for providing recognition. The results 
indicate that the majority of the circumstances for 
providing recognition between managers and employees 
showed fairly similar rankings, with six of the nine items 
showing differences in rankings of two or less. However, 
relatively marked differences occur between the two 
groupings in relation to the issue of 'working unusually 
long hours', for both individuals and teams, with 
managers ranking this aspect far higher than employees. 
Table 2 provides a summary of results. 

N % 

12 52 
6 26 
5 22 

I 4 
6 26 
3 14 
I 4 
6 26 
6 26 

10 44 
5 22 
8 34 

13 86 
2 14 

Barriers to Providing Recognition: Budget constraints 10 43 
Uncertainty, inconsistencies 8 33 
Policy constraints 4 19 
Time constraints I 5 

Labour. Employment and Work in New Zealand 2006 339 



Table 2: Managers and employees circumstances for providing recognition rewards. 

CIRCUMSTANCES Managers Ranking Employees Ranking Difference 

Deve lo ment of new ideas b individuals 

Exceedin individual taraets 

Meet in individual tar cts 
Meetin team tar ets 

Whilst the similarities in rankings for the maJonty of 
circumstances would indicate that this is positi ve in tcnns 
of reaching consensus for providing recognition bcrween 
the parties. the significant differences in relation to 
·working long hours· needs to be addressed. Perhaps 
management has an expectation that employees put in 
extra time, which would be recognised, whilst employees 
arc of the opinion that extra hours poss ibly require 
additional financial rewards over and above the standard 
ones provided. It could also be that employees arc not that 
wi lling to put in extra hours over and above their 
"nonnal" working day. The causes of the relatively 
marked ditTercnces for ·working long hours· needs to be 
clarified so that the issue can be addressed. 

?) pes o.f'Recognition and Remml.~· 

The results from the September 2004 surveys show that 
the majority of the di ffcrenccs between managers and 
employees in terms of ranking the (lp<!s of recogn ition 

Rank in 
3 2 

2 I I 

2 8 6 

2 9 7 

5 5 0 

5 4 l 

5 2 3 

8 7 l 

8 6 2 

rewards preferred indicated, for the most part, slight to no 
differences. In this respect. 12 of the 19 items showed 
differences in rankings ofthree or less. 

However. noticeable differences occur in the rankings 
management and employees allocated for ' public 
announcements' ('2' and 'I I' respectively), ' restaurant 
vouchers' (' I 0 ' and '4 '), 'discounted/free company 
products' (' 12 · and ' 17') and ·movie tickets ' (' 17' and ' 6' 
respectively). In addition. three of the recognition 
preferences indicate moderate di ffercnces of '4 ' in 
rankings. Full details are shown in Table 3. 

Although management view 'public announcement of 
achievement' highly ('2'), and possibly see it as a way of 
fo rmally publicising, communicating and recognising 
achievement. which could serve as a motivator to others, 
it would appear that employees prefer more low-key 
individual recognition. It is also interesting to note that 

Table 3: Managers and employees preferred types of recognition rewa rds. 

TY PE OF RECOGN ITION REWARD Manaocrial :::: Employee Ranking Ranking Difference 
Ranking 

On the spot ' thank you·s· I 2 I 
Public announcement of achievement ") I I 9 -
Gift vouchers 3 3 0 
Lunches/BBQ's 4 5 I 
Extra paid leave 4 I 3 
Opportunity to undertake interesting projects -t 8 4 
Opportunity to undertake training 7 9 2 
Letter of thanks X 7 I 
Opportunity to attend con fcrenccs X 12 4 
Restaurant vouchers 10 4 6 
H ighcr duties 10 14 4 
Discounted/free company products 12 17 5 
Branded goods/merchandise 12 10 2 
Recognition in company publica tions 12 13 I 
Participation in working groups 15 16 I 
Nominations for company awards 16 19 3 
C ert i ti catcs/plaqucs 17 18 I 
Movie tickets 17 6 I I 
Nomination for industry or professional award 17 15 2 
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employees rank related types of formal, public 
recognition such as ' recognition in company publications' 
('13'), 'nominations for company awards' (' 19') and 
'certificates/plaques' (' 18') at the lower end of the 
rankings. James, as cited in Matthews (2006) outlines the 
potential disadvantages of recognition which is public in 
nature and wh}ch can be de-motivating, perceived as 
structured and staged, rather than spontaneous, and even 
viewed as patronising. Furthermore, ' restaurant vouchers' 
and 'movie tickets' , rank substantially higher for 
employees, whilst the similar item of 'gift vouchers' 
ranks equally as high with both groups (' 3 '). It could 
indicate that employees view ·gift vouchers' as analogous 
to 'restaurant vouchers' and 'movie tickets', whilst 
managers see these as different types of recognition. It 
should also be mentioned that ·gift vouchers' typically 
have a $20 value attached to them, whilst that of 
'restaurant vouchers' and ' movie tickets' is $50 for each. 

The lower ranking (' 1 7') allocated for 'discounted/free 
products' by employees when compared with that of 
managers (' 12 ') could possibly be because employees 
view this form of recognition as a "right". given that the 
organisation. and by implication they themselves produce 
the products. If this is the case. perhaps employees need 
to understand the difference between what they feel they 

Table 4: Mean comparisons of variables by year. 

are entitled to and what is regarded as recognition and 
rewards attached to performance. 

When considering the types of recognition and rewards to 
provide it is worth noting the trends towards increasing 
informal approaches, which are spontaneous, perceived as 
fa ir and which require little or no fund ing (Bell, 2004; 
Mercer, 2002; Wallsten, 1998). 

200512006 Survev Results 

When comparing the results of the 2005 and 2006 
employee surveys for the 20 performance, leadership 
support, rewards and recognition variables it was found 
that 16 variables showed an increase in mean values, 
whilst four variables indicated a very sl ight decrease in 
2006. Except for one variable. 'pay and benefits are 
satisfying·, all the other I 9 variables for both 2005 and 
2006 have mean scores of '3 · or more, of which I 0 
variables mean val ues are more than '3.5'. It is also 
interesting to note that the ·performance· related variables 
are the only ones which are all above '3.5'. A study 
conducted by Flanagan (2005) illustrates the positive 
effect that organisation wide recognition and rewards 
programmes can have on performance. This link is 
supported by Jeffries ( 1997). See Table 4 for a full 
analysis of results. 

VARIABLES 
2005 Mean 2006 F-value P-value 

(n=l51 ) (n= I 92) 
PERFORMANCE: 
Go the extra mile 3.72 3.78 0.426 0.515 
Worthwhile working hard 3.53 3.77 4.8 I 7 0.029 
Encouraged to do my best 3.72 3.78 0.260 0.6 I I 
Know what is expected 3.68 3.75 0.376 0.540 
Strive to exceed goals 3.74 3.79 0.235 0.628 
LEADERSHIP SUPORT/DIRECTION: 
Informed about goals 3.20 3.21 0.007 0.935 
Leader/manager encourages me 3.00 3.22 5.369 0.021 
Leader/manager expectations known 3.86 3.84 0.068 0.794 
Receptive to new ideas 3.29 3.30 0.016 0.901 
Encouraged to think of new ideas 3.07 3.19 0.984 0.322 
Supported to make improvements 3.22 3.40 3.521 0.061 
Clear how I can contribute to goals 4.06 4.12 0.538 0.464 
REWARDS: 
Pay and benefits are satisfying 2.82 2.95 1.096 0.296 
Opportunities for growth/advancement 3.52 3.65 1.494 0.222 
Incentives for exceptional effort 3.93 4.06 2.164 0.142 
RECOGNITION: 
Recognition for suggestions/ideas 3.33 3.44 I. I 17 0.291 
Effort, superior performance recognised 3.46 3.44 0.026 0.873 
Team leader recognises efforts 3.93 3.92 0.040 0.841 
Understand which efforts are recognised 3.44 3.6 1 2.433 0.120 
Provide recognition to colleagues 3. 17 3.0 I I L8 17 0.178 
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The results in Table 4 also indicate that for the 
variables 'worthwhile working hard', 'leader/manager 
encourages me' and 'supported to make improvements' 
s ignificant differences (F=4.817, ?=0.029: F=5 .369. 
?=0.021 and F=3 .52 1. ?=0.061 respectively) exist 
between the years 2005 and 2006. The mean 
differences in scores for these variables for 2005 and 
2006 tend to underpin these significant differences. lt 
is interesting to note that within six months two 
variables of the ' leadership' component have already 
shown significant improvements. 

For the ·rewards' component two of the variables for 
both years. namely ·opportunities for 
growth/advancement' and 'incentives for exceptional 
effort' , have mean scores of more than 3.5. wh ilst the 
·pay and benefits' variable is below three . These 
results need to be viewed against the background of the 
important role of pay as a motivator and its link to 
performance. as we 11 as a to tu I approach towards 
rewards which includes aspects such as pay. benetits. 
incentives and opportunities for advancement. The 
importance of employees in understanding these 
interactions should thus not be overlooked. 

Departmental Comparisons 

The mean scores for the different departments arc 
consistent with the mean scores fo r the different years 
as set out in Table 4. For examp le. also except for one 
va riable. 'pay and benefits arc sati sfying'. all the other 
19 variables across the departments have mean scores 
of ·y or more. with nine ,·ariables. including all the 

~ 

performance variables once again, having mean va lues 
more than '3.5' (sec Table 5). It is also interesting to 
note that for the variable of ·pay and benctits 
sa ti sfying·. seven of the nine departments rated this 
below · 3 ·. whilst factory management rate th1s \'ariable 
at · 3.83 ·and it is close to being sign iticant ( P=0.16J ). 

The results in Table 5 also show that 
differences occur between departments in 
the variables of ·go the extra mile' .... 

s:gn i ticant 
relation to 
(F=2.1~ 7. 

P=0.04,..). 'supported to make lmpro,-cments 
( F=3.078. ?=0.006) and 'clear how I can contribute to 
goals' (F=2.122. P=0.050).Thc di ffcrences in mean 
~ 

scores for these variables ac ross the di ffcrcnt 
departments support these signiticant differences. In 
this respect it is also interesting to note the relati,·cly 
higher scores that factory management place on n1ost 
of the variables. although the sample size is smal l 
(n=6). As highlighted by O'Malley (200n) 
Orl!ani sa tions arc tindinu that a "one size tits all" .... ~ 

approach often does not work and it is thus important 
that organisa tions arc conscious of this when designing 
and implementing a recognition and rewards 
programme. However. whilst tlexibility is an important 
criteria for a programme. so arc criteria such as 
fairness. consistency ami appropriateness (Giasscock & 
Gram. 1995). 

Conclusion 

Based on the research and survey findings the 
organisation designed and implemented a revised 
recogmtton and rewards system linked to the 
organisations strategy that would hopefully assist in 
improving staff motivation and morale, lead to increased 
performance and in turn organisational effectiveness. 

Findings from the initial management survey, prior to 
changes to the existing programme being introduced, 
indicated a high level of usage amongst respondents and 
the effectiveness of recognition awards was rated very 
highly by those who use them. However, barriers such as 
budget and policy constraints, as well as uncertainty 
regarding implementation were regarded as problematic. 
Given that the organisation has since included aspects 
such as guidelines for implementation, specific criteria 
for allocating recognition and rewards, as well as budget 
allocations of a relatively low value as part of the revised 
programme. this should hopefully lead to increased usage 
and effectiveness and assist in reducing potential barriers 
to successful implementation. 

The results of the study also indicate that insofar as the 
circumstances for providing recognition and rewards is 
concerned. together with the types of recognition rewards 
allocated. that managers and employees are to a large 
extent in close agreement regarding these aspects. These 
areas of common ground can assist in reaching consensus 
when decisions regarding circumstances and types of 
recognition rewards are made. However, fa irly marked 
differences between these two groupings exist in regard 
to aspects such as 'working unusually long hours' and 
managements preference for public types of recognition 
as opposed to employees favouring tangible, fairly low 
dollar value. tangible. individual types of rewards such as 
·movie tickets· . These aspects need to be discussed 
further and clari tied in order to ensure that mutual 
understanding in these areas is reached . .... 

The relati ve ly high ratings for the performance related 
,·ariablcs for both the 2005 and 2006 surveys, as well as 
the findings for these variables across the departments is 
positive when viewed against the background of aspects 
such as the linkages between recognition, rewards and 
performance. as we ll as the "performance culture" of the 
organisation. The majority of the other recognition and 
rewards variables also show increases across the 
departments during the six month period between the two 
surveys. which is an indication that the organisation is on 
the right track in regards to the revised programme. 

Insofar as the ·pay and benefits are satisfying ' variable 
that rates lower than the other 19 variables is concerned, 
it should be mentioned that the organisation is recognised 
as providing rewards above the industry average in 
relation to benchmark organisations and the organisation 
should possibly take action in communicating this 
message more effectively. together with creating an 
understanding of a "total" approach taken towards 
providing recognition and rewards. 
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Mle 5: Mean comparisons of variables by departments. 

I Operation Operat. Operat. Operat. Operat. Support Factory 
s Dept. A Dept. B Dept. C Dept. 0 Dept. E Depts. Managem F- P-VARIABLES Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean ent Value Value 

Mean 
• (n- 59) (n- 106) (n- 53) _(n- 24) (n- 55) (n=40) (n=6) 

PERFORMANCE: 

Go the extra mile 3.73 3.66 3.68 3.96 3.85 3.75 5.00 2.187 0.044 

Worthwhile 
3.63 3.50 3.75 4.08 3.76 3.65 3.83 1.382 0.221 working hard 

Encouraged to do 
3.83 3.62 3.79 3.71 3.84 3.80 4.33 0.658 0.684 my best 

Know what is 
3. 71 3.63 3.8 1 3.63 3.83 3.69 4.33 0.727 0.628 expected 

Strive to exceed 
3.76 3.68 3.85 3.75 3.8 1 3.80 4.33 0.677 0.669 goals 

LEADERSHIP 
SUPPORT/ 
DIRECTION: 
Informed about 

3.00 3.28 3.13 3.42 3.34 3.23 3.83 1.3 17 0.249 goals 
Leader/manager 
encourages me 3.00 3.00 3. 17 3. 17 3.25 3.34 3.33 1.197 0.307 

Leader/manager 
3.88 3.81 3.8 1 3.92 3.87 3.84 4.17 0.294 0.940 expectations known 

Receptive to new 
3.31 3. 14 3.45 3.08 3.35 3.35 4.00 1.270 0.270 ideas 

Encouraged to think 
3.03 3.00 3.04 3.33 3.35 3.38 3.83 1.661 0.130 of new ideas 

Supported to make 
3.02 3.36 3.60 3.00 3.47 3.35 3.67 3.078 0.006 improvements 

Clear how I can 
3.95 4.16 4.19 4.08 4.22 3.80 4.33 2.122 0.050 contribute to goals 

REWARDS: 

Pay and benefits are 
2.69 2.80 3.09 2.7 1 2.96 2.97 3.83 1.545 0.163 satisfying 

Opportunities for 
3.59 3.45 3.45 3.88 3.64 3.70 4.00 0.886 0.505 growth/advancemen 

Incentives for 
3.97 exceptional effort 3.91 4.04 4.25 4.09 3.85 4.33 1.049 0.394 

RECOGNITION: 

Recognition for 
3.32 3.35 3.38 3.29 3.62 3.43 3.83 0.803 0.568 suggestions/ideas 

Effort, superior 
performance 3.36 3.50 3.47 3.42 3.40 3.28 4.00 0.559 0.703 
recognised 
Team leader 

3.80 3.90 3.96 3.88 recognises efforts 3.96 3.95 4.50 0.813 0.561 

Understand which 
efforts are 3.39 3.45 3.53 3.79 3.67 3.65 4.33 1.463 0.190 
recognised 

Provide recognition 
3.07 3.02 3. 15 2.71 3. 18 3.20 3.50 0.811 0.562 to colleagues 
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In conclusion, the organisation has decided to go down 
the path of reviewing its existing recognition and rewards 
system after a fairly extensive research process and the 
initial survey results are promising. Through continuous 
monitoring and evaluation of the recognition and rewards 
programme and ensuring that it is linked to the 
organisations strategic business goals, meets certain key 
criteria such as fairness, consistency and flexibility. 
whilst including formal and infonnal approaches towards 
recognition and rewards , should result in employee 
satisfaction, increasing performance and organisational 
effecti vencss. 

Maintaining and improving the recognition and rewards 
system provides the organisation with both ongoing 
opportunities and challenges. 

Future Research 

1t is recommended that further research is conducted 
approximately one year after the last survey was 
conducted in May 2006 in order to determine whether the 
revised programme and the assessment of the variables 
indicate any significant changes and if so what the e 
change are. 

~ 

At the same time this could be an opportunity to obtain a 
richer data set and to. for example. obtain employee 
biographical information such as age. length of service. 
gender and level in the organisation in order to make 
possible comparisons between the variables in relat ion to 
biographical characteristics as well . A larger. more 
representative sample of management should also be 
included in future studies. This research could also 
provide an opportunity for a graduate student required to 
conduct an industry based project to progress further. 
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