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advantages over large companies. The general thought is that large companies 

are not able to be as agile and accommodating to an individual whereas a small 

business is more apt to tailor an enrichment and benefits package to the 
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analysis of survey responses that given pay held at an average industry level and 

matched with high levels of satisfaction in enrichment, recognition, pay equity, 

and managerial skill that lends to the best results. I feel that this article is one of 
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This article is a survey-based analysis of higher-level, decision making 

employees and their opinions on where they can earn their employees trust and 

motivation to help their external clients. The general belief is that employees feel 

underappreciated/underrecognized because of the direct lack of impact on the 

monetary rewards they receive. The remedy from these higher-level employees 

is that companies today must earn the confidence of their employees through 
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paying accordingly for desired performance. I feel the author could easily be 
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This article argues that the standard "pay for performance" models can be 

mismanaged and can have the exact opposite effect on job performance than is 

intended. Examples of this include a perception that if strictly using a team-

oriented method where the team lives or dies by its results, then a disgruntled 

feeling can erupt when one team member feels another doesn't "pull their 

weight". Hence, it leads to overall quality of work declining when used over a 

period of time. The author also addresses other examples of mismanagement 

and the problem with perception versus reality of the intended message being 

sent. Perhaps there is some personal bias involved from the author if a system 

like this failed him as well. While I don't agree with all of the author's examples, I 
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monetary rewards would fluctuate in importance depending on gender, marital 
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have more experience to make a better decision. In other words, there is some 
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This article is a small piece discussing American Express' compensation 

package and the beliefs behind their decisions. As a very focused, performance-

based company, pay for performance is a style that the company embraces and 

utilizes throughout their different workforce divisions. The authors caution that it 

is important to not assume that applying their company philosophy to any 

company should make it more successful, but that in conjunction, the proper 

foundation must be introduced properly so that all buy into the program. I feel 
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extrinsic reward for the employee. Interestingly, this article created much 

disagreement amongst the community reviewing it, but was viewed to have some 

merit because of the stir it created. This spawned multiple articles to be in 
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education and communication around how they (as an individual) make, break, 

or change the outcome of a financial bonus. However, the author makes note 



that adding additional layers to the compensation packages is often not 

implemented, because it is difficult to make compromises and find a plan that 

works for everyone concerned. I think that while short in length, the author has 

some specific examples of companies that have had success and who have also 

struggled. I would have liked to have seen more on a company that has went 

through some of those struggles and how they overcame them to be better 

supporting evidence, but that was absent. That said, there is also potential bias 
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This journal article specifically discusses how pay increases affect performance 

in construction-related jobs, due to some unsettling numbers that productivity in 

construction jobs has been on the decline. It employs the standard survey style 

of data collection, asking questions related to adding a financial reward for better 

job performance. Findings of the surveys indicated many positives besides just 

more productive workers, but that it could save long-run costs and time as well. 

This is a good supporting documentation article because it focuses on one 

specific industry and can be added to a list of other groups that believe the same. 

In terms of bias, I felt that this had the least potential because of the work roles of 



the authors, and their findings simply supported a win-win situation for all 

concerned to work more efficiently. 
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This article discusses managerial monetary compensation practices, but does so 

based on knowledge and experience being deciding factors in differences, rather 

than more "pay for performance" models. There is a further uniqueness to the 

article by introducing and concluding that the idea of allowing a managing 

employee to choose compensation packages "a la carte" could be beneficial, 

within given constraints of the employing firm. These two ideas contrast in 

nature, with experienced-based ideas being very "old school" in nature, whereas 

an a la carte package would be unlike any standard ideals in corporate America 

today. The author is also discusses why pay secrecy does not work, and also 

refers to what role fringe benefits play in the overall package effectiveness. I like 

this article for some of its unique ideas and its willingness to not be bound by 

only traditional values. However, the belief that knowledge and experience 

should be the main factors in determining pay seem to be off-base, because it is 

commonly thought that it is what you do with that knowledge and experience that 

determines outcomes, rather than just simply possessing it that counts. Also from 

a bias standpoint, I did not feel that the author gave any indication of a motive 
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a compensation package to the specific needs of the culture may be more costly 
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vast differences due to the evolving nature of standards in society and law for 

companies to remain competitive. Keeping in mind, there is a slight potential for 

bias based on the region that the author most identifies with. I feel this article can 
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arrived at two very different ways of approaching the same issue. Hence, I feel 

these findings could potentially eliminate origin as an outcome-affecting variable 

and boosts that culture plays a larger role in how the issue is handled.  

Mode, V. A. (1979). Making money the motivator. Supervisory Management, 

24(8), 16. Retrieved from 

http://proquest.umi.com.ezproxy.umuc.edu/pqdweb?did=1317352&sid=2&

Fmt=2&clientId=8724&RQT=309&VName=PQD 

This article is a discusses of the pay for performance compensation systems and 

dissects general attributes of the system, bringing up limitations and benefits. 
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organization of specific rewards is addressed, and timing of receipt of a reward 

can also be seen as negative because of the improper timing of issuance to 

employees. Mode concludes performance systems must have certain constraints 

to be initiated with them to remain successful, and that a constant communication 

portal must be present to educate and reassure employees. With respect to the 

author, bias does not seem to be an issue on this piece, as the author has 



arrived at some common themes as others in his place have done before. I think 

this article falls in line with the other documentation and has some of the same 

basic ideas that other authors have brought up (functional administration 

systems, communication, modification & review). I will most likely use this article 

in a supporting role.  
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This article is a UK version of the monetary compensation debate and its use in 

the corporate world in a team-oriented workplace. The author points out that 

popular opinion of multiple organizations in Great Britain has been dissenting in 

nature in regards to cutting costs and being more simple in design. Murlis instead 

feels that more tailored and clear goals using pay for performance models would 

have much more chance of success based on her research. I feel that the article 

falls in line with a lot of what has been said previously, and only adds to the 

strength of the argument that a specific approach based on an organizations' 

employee needs is more effective than trying to use "blanket methods" to make a 

one-size-fits-all approach work consistently and efficiently. Because the author 

tends to support similar viewpoints held among other authors, I do not detect any 

specific bias on her part. 
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This work is a culmination of many years worth of surveys of employees 

conducted at different time periods in history to further understand how time has 

impacted their views on motivating criteria in job performance and satisfaction. 

Considering time as a variable in the studies shows that monetary compensation 

held the highest rating, but other non-monetary factors such as 

recognition/appreciation, job stability, and potential for personal growth/promotion 

fluctuated and became more important. I think that this article is unique in that it 

presents a time element to the discussion, and also attempts to explain both 

monetary and non-monetary motivations for employees. Based on this, it 

becomes a very interesting article for my paper because I can use it for both 

arguments. I also feel this fact lends to the fact that general bias can be set aside 

because it would be hard for the author to benefit substantially, with some of the 

data coming from so long ago.  

 


