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Abstract
The aim of this study is to examine the effects of reward systems on workers' productivity. The paper focuses on establishing how contentment with work and job achievements can lead to higher productivity. The research borrows from existing literature as the basis of the concept that; the appropriate combination of incentives programs within an organization drives the company to higher productivity and overall output. The researcher will study the various types of incentive systems which apply to the company. The research will establish which incentive system is most appropriate for the company based on the current business environment. The research was conducted at the company's managerial level and relied on the primary data collection method as the chief study tool. 
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[bookmark: _Toc79658031]CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
Since the earliest civilizations, paying employees and workers to encourage productivity and output has been critical in fast-tracking industrial and business development. Managers had cited a financial reward and incentive program as one of the most effective tools of managing and motivating employees to be more productive. Armstrong and Taylor (2014) define employee performance as the behavior and traits among a company's workers that lead to results.  Armstrong and Taylor also propose that performance management systems shape employee productivity by availing information to the workers on what good performance means and how to improve productivity. 
The fundamental aim of this research is to study and critically understand how financial and non-financial incentives and reward schemes impact and influence workers' productivity. The research paper is influenced and premiered on the Reinforcement and expectancy theories, which stress the importance of a reward system in enhancing employee productivity. According to Noe et al. (2017), the reinforcement theory proposed by E.L. Thorndike states that; a response followed by a reward tends to be repeated by the rewarded person. On the other hand, the expectancy theory, which is centered on the relationship between a reward system and behavior, emphasizes the effects of reward incentives on a person's productivity.
Based on the above theories of management, it is clear that the reward systems that human resource managers employ towards individual employees and a team are critical in determining the efficacy of the reward system. According to Wilson (2003), the primary role of an incentive program is to provide an effective systematic model to deliver positive results and drive the desired and anticipated employee performance.
[bookmark: _Toc79658032]Background to the research
The research project will focus on Nestle international, the leading global conglomerate in food and beverage processing. The research will narrow down to Nestle USA, which employs 480,000 people, has more than 300 physical stores in 36 states, and has seven operating companies. The study will focus on the procurement and supplies department workers at the Nestle Waters North America company as the target study group. The study will involve workers of different cultural and ethnic backgrounds and include employees from sections of the department. The research project will use qualitative research methods and conduct a critical literature review of existing literature to test out the research hypothesis and answer the research questions. 
The course material has influenced the research work and the various concepts we have learned over the course duration. Notably, the fourth part of the coursebook has significantly influenced this work and research design. According to Noe et al. (2017), a company's pay and compensatory structure is critical in achieving its strategic and developmental goals. Notably, the payment and compensatory scheme significantly impact the employees' attitude towards their job and level of satisfaction. The type of employee that an organization attracts and the duration they remain with the company. Noel et al. (2019. p 811) argue that since payment and compensatory schemes translate to the financial cost, an organization should closely scrutinize its systems to determine which plan will give the company value for its money.
There is currently general agreement among Nestle's employees that policies that deal with wages, salaries, and other rewards impact their total income, which influences their living standards. It is also essential to understand that the perceived level and equity in payment and incentive schemes critically affect how the employees evaluate their relationship with the company. According to Noel et al. (2019. p 814), there are two distinct social comparisons that employers need to focus on when designing total pay schemes; the external and internal comparison of pay and incentives structure.  Therefore, it is prudent that Nestle's HR managers streamline and evaluate the company's payment and reward schemes to take care of the employees' unique demands and needs. 
[bookmark: _Toc79658033]Research problem
The researcher decided to carry out this research project at a critical, unprecedented time at Nestle USA when the company is grappling with the business implications of COVID19. The company is also facing internal challenges and uncertainties, leaving employees worried about downsizing and layoffs. It is worth pointing out that the existing incentive scheme within the company is primarily influenced and shaped by the prevailing macro-business conditions-which are currently unfavorable to the food processing industry. 
[bookmark: _Toc79658034]Research hypothesis 
A monetary and non-monetary reward system leads to more excellent employee performance and output for Nestle Waters North America employees.
[bookmark: _Toc79658035]Research questions
1. Does an employee rewards system affect individual and group productivity?
2. What is the purpose of a financial and non-financial employee reward system in motivating a company's employees?
3. What is the role of a Total Rewards system and Performance Related Pay in improving employee performance?
[bookmark: _Toc79658036]CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
According to Saunders et al. (2009), a comprehensive and critical review is vital in helping a researcher comprehend the parameters of a research concept by understanding previously done research relating to the study's hypothesis and questions. 
[bookmark: _Toc79658037]Team reward systems
In today's fast-paced and goal-oriented corporate and manufacturing industry, there is a growing need to improve a company's overall productivity by promoting team efforts and coordination. There is also an increasing need to boost and maximize individual employee performance to improve team productivity. According to Atkinson et al. (2011), failure to capture the essential management activities often leads to ineffectiveness in the workplace by not capturing individual employee goals, hence stressing the need for employees to work both as individuals and as part of a group. 
According to Sundstrom et al. (1998), a group-based reward system is a complementary measure and appraisal tool that measures performance. It focuses on the quantity and quality of work that is produced by a team. Sundstrom et al. (1998) also propose that a productive application of a group incentive scheme is premised on the concept that; fostering a collective group effort is more productive than encouraging individual efforts. It appears that scholars generally agree that taking a team approach is a more effective mode of production rather than encouraging individual efforts. According to Kramar and Syed (2012), team monetary and non-monetary incentives often result in a collaborative approach to productivity. They are consequently more practical in realizing a shared goal in a company setup. 
[bookmark: _Toc79658038]Performance Related Pay (PRP)
In the recent past, many companies and organizations are gravitating towards rewarding their workers for their productivity to achieve company goals (Mullins 2005). The PRP essentially means that an individual employee is compensated for their performance in their specific tasks and obligations. However, according to Smith and Rupp (2003), a company needs to conduct a comprehensive performance appraisal to determine and implement the most effective reward system. In their research, Smith, and Rupp (2003) concluded that it is essential for any performance-based pay scheme to be open and fair to ensure long-term success and promote motivation and employee productivity. 
According to Zingheim (2010), a company with the correct type of incentive program stands a better chance to promote its workers to grow, improve and ultimately improve the value of a company. Zingheim (2010) also argues that pay, "variable and base," is critical in ensuring that an HR manager taps into the full potential of the company's employees, specifically, the highly productive workers. Also, organizations that adopt a standardized pay scale across all employees are at risk of driving away highly effective employees through lack of motivation. As a result, these companies also risk promoting the same average employee performance. According to de Waal and Jansen's (2011) report, employees' remuneration and compensation should be determined and driven by the actual value that an employee adds to the organization. Despite this conclusion, de Waal and Jansen (2011) concluded that pay-based rewards are neither effective in determining a company's performance. Njanja et al. (2013), in their study, concluded that although the majority of workers interviewed in the survey agreed on the importance of cash incentives, there was little evidence to prove that monetary bonuses affected employee productivity.
[bookmark: _Toc79658039]Comprehensive Reward System
According to Taylor (2011), a comprehensive reward system entails establishing a diversified system of complementary schemes which maximizes the probability that workers will find their jobs gratifying and fulfilling. According to John (2000), in his research on streamlining incentives to company aims, aligning employees' incentive programs with the general organizational strategy is not ad hoc but critical in promoting organizational productivity.  It is worth noting that, for HR managers, striking the appropriate balance between monetary and non-monetary incentives is not an easy task. Therefore, managers need to acknowledge that the comprehensive reward system is broad and is impossible to constitute a one-size-fits-all for every organization.  Kiyani et al. (2011) pose a critical question about how a blend of monetary and intangible reward systems can foster high individual output in the workplace while encouraging teamwork and cooperation.
Heneman and Von Hippel (1995) suggest that, instead of settling one type of a reward system, either monetary on non-monetary, a company stands to improve its employee performance by adopting a blend of the two methods. These researchers also suggest that combining the two reward systems is vital in enhancing productivity at both the individual and group levels. Tze San et al. (2012) concluded that, while financial and goal measures are critical in structuring an incentive schemes, managers who incorporate non-financial incentives into the existing employee token system generally witness steady growth in the company's performance, both financially and in other dynamics. In addition, Tze San et al. (2012), a comprehensive reward system results in a positive organizational reputation, increased enthusiasm, and teamwork in the workplace. It makes the organization more appealing to potential employees. The researchers also pointed out that, despite similar reward systems existing across companies in an industry, an individual company should design its specific reward system.
[bookmark: _Toc79658040]Chapter 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
The research mainly relied on a primary source of data that was collected by the researcher using questionnaires. The research questions were structured to capture the employees' and HR manager's opinions on various aspects of monetary and monetary incentives on their overall productivity. The researcher outlined four comprehensive questions that were designed to capture all parameters of the research subject. These questions are:
1. Does an incentive program affect employee output? - this aims to capture the general opinion on whether a reward system impacts employee productivity/motivation. The question also seeks to understand if employees' performance is determined only by the incentives given or other factors in play.
2. Is there a connection between performance-related pay (PRP) on employee performance? – this question aims to capture the efficacy of reward systems, Performance-related pay concerning the specific company. Also, does PRP affects productivity and not self-drive?
3. Are intrinsic or extrinsic incentives better in fostering employee productivity? - this question will determine which reward systems are more effective in boosting workers' productivity.
4. Are team reward strategies more effective in promoting productivity in your department? – this interview question will determine whether there is a relation between rewarding employees as a team or individuals regarding departmental productivity. The question will also establish whether a more productive team enhances the output of the organization.
[bookmark: _Toc79658041]Study participants
The research finding and study data are based on interviews with four supply chain employees at Nestle USA. The interview sessions, which lasted approximately thirty minutes, consisted of managers drawn from across the department. The researcher ensured diversity among all respondents by selecting study participants of different genders, races, ethnicity and worked in the department in varying time lengths. The semi-structured interview that the researcher used to collect data in this study were structured around predetermined themes and questions. The interviews were held one to one, and the interviewee responses were captured using a digital audio recorder and later transcribed into text. In addition, the researcher held four semi-structured question sessions with two mid-level supervisors and senior managers of Nestle USA. All the participants had a team of employees reporting to them. In the discussion section below, the interviewees are assigned N1, N2, N3, and N4. 

[bookmark: _Toc79658042]CHAPTER FOUR: RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
[bookmark: _Toc79658043]Worker productivity and incentives
For this research segment, the researcher examined the widespread impacts of incentives on employee performance. N1 and N3 said that rewards were an "exceptional" motivator for increasing their productivity for the first question. Both participants agreed that the efficacy of any reward system depended on the type of reward that was offered. N3 responded that increased employee motivation depends on the particular task that is currently underway. N4 and N2 both said that they did not believe incentives are the primary motivating factors in the company. Contrary, they thought that employee satisfaction with their job and role was the key performance driver. N3 believed that the company valued employees who had a stronger sense of worth and felt were more productive. All the participants except N2 thought that an incentive system should be well designed to improve productivity. Respondent N3 responded that an incentive program should be not a "one-off affair" but systematically integrated into the existing pay scheme to encourage continuous motivation.
All the respondents agreed that employees' productivity grows as incentives increase. However, N1 disagreed that this was not necessarily the case. Respondent N1 believed the relationship between the productivity and efficiency of a reward system depends on the employee and their value. Although respondents N1, N2, and N3 thought that an incentive system should be well designed for efficiency, they all agreed that the reward system should be directly tied to the annual employee bonuses. Despite these agreements, the respondents agreed that the effects of incentive systems are short-lived and that employees typically revert to their initial performance after a while. 
When asked if an increased employee reward translates to more motivation, N1 agreed that this is a viable strategy, but only when the employees are informed of the tips earlier. Notably, employees who have something materialistic to aim for are an essential factor in promoting motivation. N4 observed that monetary incentives do not necessarily motivate employees. On the contrary, their colleagues are more motivated to acquire new skills and supportive managers. N3 observed that it is prudent to form HR managers to understand their employees' understanding before deciding what incentive scheme works best. N3 and N2 agreed that targeting and fulfilling what workers value more is crucial in ensuring a reward system's efficacy. All study participants agreed that adopting a generalized reward system is ineffective in promoting employee productivity. 
[bookmark: _Toc79658044]Team-based rewards
In this questionnaire section, the researcher aimed to determine the effectiveness of the current team reward scheme in the company. Respondent N1 believed that the plan was disadvantageous to the highly productive employees despite being suitable for the company's performance. All respondents agreed that a team reward system often results in the performing workers covering non-performing ones.
 N2 believed that team-based reward systems could be divisive and cause confrontations in the department. N1 and N4 stated that they found a mixed reward system (individual and group) to promote productivity instead of settling on only one form of reward. All participants agreed that generally, team-reward systems are beneficial to the company but not necessarily to the individual employees. 
When asked whether team-reward systems are necessary or not, the respondents agreed on their necessity but pointed out that they were only effective if well-strategized and designed. N2 pointed out that reward systems are beneficial to the company if they are well planned and organized; otherwise, they might lead to chaos and disruption. Respondent N2 also pointed out that this rewards system should be limited and complementary to the individual reward system.
[bookmark: _Toc79658045]Performance Related Pay (PRP)
 This section of the research examined the field of PRP to determine its efficacy in boosting employee productivity. When the researcher asked whether PRP motivates employees to do better, N2 agreed it could but noted that the system has its shortcomings. Its efficacy varies from one employee to the other. N1 stated that PRP could be time-bound, in that an employee might put in more effort when they need some money and relax after that. N4 argued that PRP is not sustainable over a long period, also in the short-term, employee performance, satisfaction and contentedness can be better drivers of productivity. However, N3 had a more positive attitude towards PRP. The respondent believed that PRP would encourage an employee to perform better as the primary driving factor of working is to earn a better wage. N4 pointed out that PRP doesn't always lead to better employee output as workers might grow to think of it as just a regular part of their salary. 
The researcher asked the participants if they thought PRP improves employee priorities at work. N1 believed that PRP does not improve worker priorities as employees only priorities and targets that their wages are tied to, which translates to higher chances of PRP missing the bigger picture. N4 believed that PRP improves the workers' priorities and should be aligned with overall operative targets. When asked whether PRP encourages employee initiative, the respondents agreed that this depends on the individual employees. 
[bookmark: _Toc79658046]Total Reward System (TRS)
The researcher, in this section, intended to determine how intrinsic and extrinsic bonuses are perceived in relation to motivating workers to be more productive. When asked whether monetary incentives effectively promote productivity, N1 did not believe in their efficacy (except basic pay), especially in the long term. However, the respondent pointed out that these rewards might yield some positive results quickly. N1 also believed that striking a working balance between work and life is a better motivator. 
The researcher also asked the interviewees if they considered recognition and appreciation more effective in increasing employee output. All the respondents agreed that this was a practical and effective strategy to boost employee performance. However, N1 noted that intrinsic motivation needed to be backed up with tangible rewards, days, money. In addition, N3 believed that employees whose managers showed respect and admiration were more likely to be motivated than those not appreciated by the management. Finally, N4 noted that non-monetary incentives, such as leaves, training, and benefits, effectively promoted productivity in the workplace.
[bookmark: _Toc79658047]Analysis and discussion of research findings
The respondents in this research agreed that motivation from fellow employees could be more effective in boosting productivity than the reward itself. However, the study also established that team-based incentives could be disadvantageous to hardworking and productive employees and lead to divisions and confrontations in the workplace. This research finding aligns with the work of Johnson (2009). He argues that there is a critical need for HR managers to incorporate more personalized and individualistic incentive systems even within a group setup. Group members should be encouraged to motivate each other towards a common goal and rewarded as individuals for their specific productivity. The interviewees also agreed that having a group-based reward system might result in some employees feeling like they are getting punished for being better, leading to lower productivity. Bamberger and Levi (2009) also suggest that any effective reward system in an organization should have equity and ensure the management rewards high-performing employees for their productivity and the help they give to their colleagues.
All the research participants agreed that it was important for any organization to have a reward system in place; however, the success of reward systems depended on the design of the incentive scheme and the kind of rewards given. Generally, the participants agreed that the most effective incentive system was a hybrid system designed to suit the group's particular needs. The participants' observations are echoed by Born and Mollemen (1996). They concluded that having an accurate team incentive scheme and establishing specific reward targets creates a sense of empowerment and motivation. London and Higgot (1997) also add weight to this observation by concluding that recognition within a group setting is an essential motivator for productivity.
All the respondents agreed that a team-based incentive scheme encourages sharing information and communication, ultimately leading to better overall company performance. The respondents' consensus resonated with Cacioppe's (1999) observations, who concluded that teamwork and communication within a company are strengthened by having an effective team-based reward scheme. 
From the research data, Performance Related Pay appeared to elucidate mixed views among the respondents. The interviewees seemed to be split whether PRP fosters better employee performance. The efficacy of PRP in encouraging productivity ultimately boils down to an individual employee and their specific needs and goals at a particular time. The flexibility of a PRP is strengthened by Hume (1995), who argues that a reward system should be flexible enough to ensure effectiveness in promoting productivity. From the interviewee responses, it is clear that PRP is effective, but only for a short duration and unsustainable in the long run.
It is also clear that it was clear from the research data in terms of motivation, output, and initiative. That PRP was only effective among the employees who are motivated by monetary rewards. Employee satisfaction with their jobs and work conditions was more effective in driving productivity and improvement. Data obtained from the research also shows that PRP should be cautiously used as it may lead to divisions among employees once HR managers introduce it. If not well planned, PRP might create an environment where employees focus on doing the tasks that are likely to be rewarded hence neglecting other duties.
The research findings also distinguished between intrinsic and extrinsic employee reward systems, concepts of a total reward system, and their effects on employee productivity. The participants had established what type of reward system would work, both short and long term. Data collected shows that monetary reward systems are only effective in promoting productivity for a short while and only among workers who value money. On the other hand, intrinsic non-monetary incentives appear to be more effective in promoting long-term worker motivation. The data also shows that HR managers should actively establish a reward system that works for their employees and create an environment that encourages employee productivity instead of focusing solely on financial incentives.

[bookmark: _Toc79658048]Implications of the study
Human Resource managers play an important part in the success or failure of a business. Therefore, HR managers should develop practical and effective ways of maximizing worker productivity and creating an enabling environment for every employee to realize their maximum potential. Nestle USA is uniquely positioned to maximize its workers' productivity by designing an effective and well-managed worker reward system. The company's HR management should acknowledge that a practical reward system balances aspects of employee commitment, motivation, productivity and how an effective reward system balances all these aspects. Nestle's HR managers should also ensure that the company's employee motivation and hard work are influenced by different value systems, such as monetary needs and intrinsic motivators. Therefore, the company should conduct individualistic reviews of all its employees to establish what reward system will effectively motivate every worker. 

[bookmark: _Toc79658049]CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
[bookmark: _Toc79658050]Conclusion 
The researcher set out to establish the impacts of different reward systems on worker output in an organization. The research project was driven by the growing corporate shift from traditional rewards to modern holistic incentive schemes. The data collected from primary research methods has shown that, despite the importance of an incentive program in an organization, HR managers have a delicate task to identify the most appropriate reward system that acknowledges both the individual and team efforts. It is also crucial for companies to establish reward systems that are free, transparent, and reflect the company's structure and design. The research has also shown the importance of non-monetary reward systems within an organization, which promote non-tangible outputs such as; employee self-worth and self-drive. 

[bookmark: _Toc79658051]Recommendations
1. Nestle USA HR managers should develop creative and effective methods of accurately measuring its employee performance and evaluating their output. 
2. The company should research the dynamics of incentive systems and how it can capitalize on these reward systems to improve teamwork and encourage healthy competition. 
3. Nestle USA's management should encourage learning and skill improvement through incentive systems that continuously inspire and motivate employees to improve their skills. 
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