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Despite the widespread use of pay incentives to drive performance, few studies empirically demonstrate 
their long-term benefits within work-team settings in field studies; even fewer studies incorporate hybrid pay 
incentives in their design. This longitudinal field study explored the effects on individual work performance of 
allocating tellers to teams with supervisors who received hybrid pay incentives, where 60 per cent of their 
incentive was based on the individual performance of each of their team members and 40 per cent on their 
own performance. It was conducted on bulk-cash tellers working in 19 centres, using a time-series design. 
The results, derived from quantitative data collected from 82 individual tellers over 24 months, showed that  
hybrid pay incentives for supervisors of teams of tellers,  some of whom were individually incentivised, were 
associated with significant increases in the volume, speed and accuracy of deposit processing by all the 
tellers. The findings empirically demonstrate the long term sustainability of improved performance 
associated with the introduction of hybrid pay incentive structures within work teams. 
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1 Introduction 
The competitiveness of a firm within a chosen market space depends significantly on how the firm 
best uses its resources (Coff & Kryscynski, 2011; Shaw, Park & Kim, 2013). For a large number 
of firms, a key resource to manage is labour (Crook, Todd, Combs, Woehr & Ketchen, 2011); it is 
thus critical for firms to explore practices which support labour productivity improvements 
(Ployhart, Weekley & Ramsey, 2009).  In most firms, work is designed such that it is performed 
using collaborative effort amongst people, and also between people and machines (Messersmith, 
Patel, & Lepak, 2011). In firms where labour is a key resource, collaboration happens between 
people working alone and people working in teams. Despite the prevalent assumption that all the 
people within the firm are working towards the firm’s desired goals, individuals and groups within 
the firm cooperate and compete in different ways as they apply themselves to their tasks 
(Maruyama & Elliot, 2012), resulting in different levels of output despite similar contexts. The 
challenge for organisations is to create the balance between collaborative and competitive 
tendencies for individuals within their firms. This is at the heart of how firms can optimise human 
resource efforts in support of the firm’s objectives (Wagner, Humphrey, Meyer & Hollenbeck, 
2012). This study examines the effectiveness of combining team design and incentive methods to 
increase the performance levels of staff over time. 

2 Literature Review 
Teams have been described and classified using various heuristic frameworks (Cohen & Bailey, 
1997; Hollenbeck, Beersma & Schouten, 2012; Mathieu, Tannenbaum, Donsbach & Alliger, 
2014). Cohen and Bailey described work-teams as “... continuing work units responsible for 
producing goods or providing services. Their membership is typically stable, usually full-time and 
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well defined” (Cohen & Bailey, 1997:242). Most of the units within work places which are 
controlled through some form of supervision would be classified as work teams. According to 
Banker, Field, Schroeder and Sinha (1996), in traditional work teams, members of the team 
engage in tasks allocated to them by the supervisor or manager, who has overall control over the 
allocation of resources and targets, and who controls the flow of work to team members. Teams 
possess boundaries (Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Guzzo & Dickson, 1996), which are circumscribed by 
their team membership definition. Teams consist of “... individuals who see themselves and who 
are seen by others as an intact social entity” (Cohen & Bailey, 1997:241) and teams are “... 
individuals who share responsibility for outcomes” (Cohen & Bailey, 1997:241).  

Practitioners and scholars recognise the team as an important organisational work-form to 
deliver performance improvements within firms (Beersma, Hollenbeck, Humphrey, Moon & 
Conlon, 2003; Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp & Gilson, 2008). Teams in firms exist at many 
hierarchical levels and business units (LePine, Piccolo, Jackson, Mathieu & Saul, 2008). Teams 
differ in focus, comprising work teams, management teams, project teams among others (Cohen & 
Bailey, 1997). Studies on the impact of teams on performance include those at the team level, the 
organisational level within laboratory settings and in “live” working environments (Banker et al., 
1996; Guzzo & Dickson, 1996). Despite some scepticism on the effectiveness of teams on 
performance (Allen & Hecht, 2004) the overriding usefulness of teams in improving performance, 
contingent on other local factors, is largely undisputed in practice or in the research carried out on 
teams (Devine, Clayton, Philips, Dunford, & Melner, 1999; LePine et al., 2008; Wageman & 
Baker, 1997).  

Various studies and meta-reviews have focussed on the effects of pay incentives on 
performance improvements for teams and individuals (Barnes, Hollenbeck, Jundt, DeRue & 
Harmon, 2011; Jenkins, Mitra, Gupta, & Shaw, 1998; Mathieu et al., 2008). Some studies have 
looked at the effects of a combination of reward systems in different types of teams (Beersma et 
al., 2003). In general, the studies highlighted the positive influence of the judicious use of the 
combination of individual and team-based pay incentives on performance. The studies also 
highlighted the indirect relationships between pay incentives and performance − emphasising the 
role of intervening variables, such as motivation and goal setting. However, no research could be 
found in a longitudinal field setting to determine changes in individual performance levels over 
time after supervisors are incentivised, partially based on their individual team members’ 
performance i.e. via hybrid incentives. This is the objective of this research. 

Firms tend to structure financial incentives in the hope they will support their desired outcomes 
(Jenkins et al., 1998; Wagner et al., 2012). Part of the intention in the deliberate structuring of 
rewards by firms is to support the necessary level of interdependencies within and among teams, 
and among individuals (Jenkins, et al., 1998; Wageman, 1995; Wagner, et al., 2012). Despite the 
prevalence of work teams within organisations (Devine et al., 1999), extant literature shows a gap 
in studies on the combined effects of direct and hybrid pay incentives on team performance over 
time. In addition, studies which examine change in performance through time are lacking within 
the team literature (Bell & Marentette, 2011; Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010; Stewart, 2010; 
Sonnentag, 2012). This study draws on the extant literature on cooperation and competition (e.g. 
Beersma et al., 2003; Deutsch, 1949), pay incentives and performance (Barnes et al., 2011; 
Jenkins et al., 1998) as foundations to examine the effects of both individual team-member pay 
incentives, and supervisor-level hybrid pay incentives in work-team performance over time.   

According to the 2012-2013 Global Competitive Index “Sub-Saharan Africa as a whole lags 
behind the rest of the world in competitiveness, requiring efforts across many areas to place the 
region on a firmly sustainable growth and development path going forward” (World Economic 
Forum, 2012). In South Africa, a relatively high level of of labour use within production 
environments predominates; this dependence on labour is expected to continue, as a means of 
creating employment. Unionisation of labour in South Africa is very well developed (Vietor, 
2007), and is supported by two pieces of legislation: the Labour Relations Act of 1995; and the 
Basic Conditions of Employment Act of 1997.  Firms which operate within the South African 
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environment and all firms which rely on labour productivity as a competitive advantage, need to 
continue to find productivity improvement mechanisms if they are to be sustainable. The use of 
pay incentives within teams is one of these options. 

The literature on interdependent work teams and the literature on pay incentives suggest that 
specific combinations of these two variables result in predictable performance output and 
improvement (Barnes et al., 2011; Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Jenkins et al., 1998; McGrath, 1984; 
Milkovich & Newman, 1999; Wageman & Baker, 1997). Over the years, studies on teams have 
progressed from research conducted within experimental settings using largely static group 
compositions (Peters, Chassie, Lindholm, O’Connor & Kline, 1982), to studies based in field 
settings (Cummings, 2004; Gladstein, 1984). More recent research has incorporated the effects of 
the environment and team composition (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Kouchaki, Okhuysen, Waller 
& Tajeddin, 2012) as well as the incorporation of temporal effects in team studies (Marks, 
Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001; Mohammed & Nadkarni, 2011).  Some research has shown that the 
outputs of work-team members can be influenced through the use of individual incentive rewards, 
and that group outputs can be influenced through the use of collective incentive rewards systems 
(Allen, Sargent & Bradley, 2003; Condly, Clark & Stolovitch, 2003; Wageman, 1995). The 
incorporation of these variables in studies has improved the understanding of the complexity of 
team functioning.  

Several theoretical foundations drive the approaches to compensation and performance, the 
most prominent of these being individual motivation. Motivation theories can be broken down into 
three categories: intrinsic motivation theories such as expectancy theory; extrinsic motivation 
theories such as reinforcement theory (Komaki, Coombs, & Schepman, 1996); and interactive 
factor theories such as social and information processing theories (Milkovich & Newman, 1999) 
which focus largely on internally-driven derivations of performance outcomes. Expectancy theory 
is premised on the notion that people are inclined to link their efforts to particular expectations of 
reward or performance outcomes.  

Proponents for the use of financial incentives associate performance improvements with their 
use via the reinforcement of “desired behaviours” in employees (Jenkins et al., 1998). Some 
employers successfully use financial incentives to reward positive “marginal” productivity 
variances of employees and to reduce the costs associated with dysfunctional behaviours of 
employees (Abelson & Baysinger, 1984; Jenkins et al., 1998). In a quantitative meta-review of 39 
studies on the relationship between financial incentives and performance, Jenkins et al. (1998) 
found that, although financial incentives were somewhat associated with increased individual 
performance quantity, this relationship did not exist with performance quality. Research has also 
shown that to employees, in addition to their monetary value, incentives are also perceived as a 
source of recognition and status (Steer, Porter & Bigley, 1996; Jenkins et al., 1998). However, 
other researchers have argued the negative effects of financial incentives where the incentives 
appear to reduce intrinsic motivation (Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996; Kohn, 1993), the self-
determination of employees (Deci & Ryan, 1985) and desirable risk-taking behaviours of the 
employees (Jenkins et al., 1998). 

Various studies have been carried out on the use of incentives within the team structure 
(Barnes, et al., 2011; Beersma et al., 2003; Shaw, Gupta & Delery, 2002) often with contradictory 
findings. Wageman and Baker (1997) found that, while incentives were important to performance, 
the effects were linked to task interdependence, which affected cooperation within the team. 
Beersma et al. (2003) investigated the intervening roles of task dimension, team composition and 
individual performance levels and found that a competitive (individual) reward structure enhanced 
the task dimension of speed, while a cooperation (group) reward structure enhanced the task 
dimension of accuracy. However, in a meta-study on the effects of incentives on workplace 
performance, Condly et al. (2003) found that team incentives were more highly associated with 
performance outcomes as opposed to individual incentives and that both quantity and quality 
dimensions of performance were positively correlated with incentives. 
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Hybrid or interdependent incentives represent any combination of individual- and group- based 
incentives which organisations can employ, depending on the types of teams present and the levels 
and types of interdependence present within the team. These and many other intervening variables 
such as task structure and reward structures (Wageman & Baker, 1997; Crawford & LePine, 2013) 
and autonomy preferences (Wageman, 1995; Wagner, et al., 2012) make the structuring of 
incentive programs highly complex. A number of researchers (Barnes et al., 2011; Beersma et al., 
2003; Shaw et al., 2002) advocate the use of hybrid incentive schemes as the ideal mix to use 
within the team structure, as hybrids provide the best  combination of the benefits accruing from 
individually motivated effort and group-based extrinsic effects and reinforcement (DeMatteo, Eby, 
& Sundstrom, 1998; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). However, hybrid incentives were also shown to 
present their own difficulties, most prominent of which is the potential to increase social loafing 
and the “free-rider effect” (Barnes et al., 2011; Karau & Williams, 1993).  

The literature reveals wide support for the role of work teams in performance improvement 
within organisational settings (Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Stewart, 2006; 2010). There exists 
empirical support for the roles of interdependent rewards as an important intervening variable in 
the relationships between work teams and performance (Johnson & Johnson, 2005; Wageman & 
Baker, 1997). Theoretical support for the foundations of these inter-relationships is to be found 
within the seminal goal interdependence theory of Deutsch (1949) of cooperation and independence 
categorised situations which, when structured in one way lead to cooperation, while when 
structured in another , lead to competitive behaviour. Empirical research has also demonstrated the 
indirect, but positive impact of pay incentives on work team performance. The indirect effects of 
pay incentives on performance have been shown conceptually and empirically to be mediated by 
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (Barnes et al., 2011; Jenkins et al., 1998; Wagner et al., 2012).  

3 Research objectives 
The use of pay incentives is ubiquitous in practice. Although the effects of incentives in support of 
performance improvements have been shown in teams, the literature does not give adequate 
empirical evidence in longitudinal field studies which investigate the following questions: 1) do 
combinations of hybrid and direct incentives lead to performance improvements in work teams in 
terms of speed and accuracy; 2) if there is improvement in performance within these work teams 
and if so, is this performance sustainable? Finding answers to these questions are the objectives of 
this study which are further developed into hypotheses in the methodology section. Using an 
interrupted time-series design, the study investigated performance improvement sustainability 
within teams based on quantitative analysis of three measures of individual tellers’ performance. 
This study set out to examine the effects of using incentives to enhance team performance  through 
the alignment of overall team goals by using a combination of individual team member pay 
incentives based on their own performance and a hybrid incentive pay structure for team 
supervisors based on a combination of their own and their team members’ individual performance.  
Therefore the research sought to determine the effects on team member performance over time, of 
introducing a combination of individual pay incentives and hybrid pay incentives for supervisors. 
The research was designed to compare and explain changes in individual team members’ 
performance measures over the duration of the study.  

4 Method 
The research used an interrupted time-series design. It is classified as quasi-experimental research 
(Huysamen, 2001) as an intervention was introduced in a field setting without laboratory controls. 
In line with recommendations for studies with a longitudinal design (Ployhart & Vandenberg, 
2010) baseline data was collected for tellers for a period of six months prior to the intervention, 
which was the introduction of teams and hybrid pay incentives for team supervisors. Following the 
introduction of this intervention, daily performance measures for all the tellers were tracked and 
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accumulated monthly for an additional period of 18 months, so that in all, 24 months’ data was 
collected and analysed.  

The study involved the individual daily tracking of volume, speed and accuracy measures of the 
deposit-processing performance of all 480 semi-skilled tellers (the population) who worked for a 
firm in bulk-cash-processing centres. These are dedicated cash deposit handling sites, designed to 
cater for businesses which have large value cash deposits. This study was conducted in 19 such 
depots located in various geographical locations around South Africa. Approximately 70 per cent 
of the tellers were permanent employees who qualified individually to receive pay incentives for 
reaching target performance levels in terms of volumes, speed and accuracy of deposits processed 
(the other tellers were contractors and did not qualify for this direct incentive).  The total number 
of tellers (both permanent and contract)  who remained for the duration of the study was 82 
(designated the sample) and thus only their data was used for data analysis.  

In the intervention, approximately six tellers (a mix of contract and permanent tellers) and one 
supervisor were assigned to a team, based on the historical performance of the tellers, as a means 
to achieve comparable team composition. The teams had a moderate level of task interdependence.  
In addition, a hybrid pay incentive structure was introduced for supervisors whereby 60 per cent of 
their pay incentive bonus was based on the performance ratings of the individual tellers in their 
teams, while the remainder was derived from the ratings that the tellers within teams gave of their 
own supervisors. The allocation of tellers and supervisors into teams where the supervisor 
received a hybrid incentive (i.e. a pay incentive based on components of both individual effort and 
group effort) was designed to achieve better goal alignment within the team in the hope of 
achieving sustainable improvements in the performance of individuals within the teams. 

Data on the number of deposits, the deposit value processed, and the time taken by the teller to 
process each deposit was collected and stored electronically. In addition, a journal of the number 
of errors made by each teller when processing each deposit was logged on the system to determine 
their levels of accuracy. All the collected data for the 24- month period of the study was processed 
at monthly intervals to calculate the volume and speed of processing cash deposits and the 
accuracy with which deposits were counted. This data was aggregated into four periods of six 
months each by calculating the mean value across the values that were present. The four periods 
are described as follows: Time 1 covered six months before the intervention during which teams 
and hybrid incentives for supervisors were introduced, with this time period serving as a baseline 
reading prior to the intervention; Time 2 covered the period 1-6 months post intervention; Time 3 
was 7-12 months post intervention; and Time 4 was 13-18 months post intervention.  

The allocation of tellers and supervisors into teams was expected to create greater structural 
interdependency and boundaries for each team, resulting in an improvement in the performance 
variables being measured. Accordingly, improvements were expected in the performance measures 
of speed, volume and accuracy of deposit processing by both regular and contract tellers. It was 
postulated that, motivated by the hybrid pay incentive structure, supervisors would try to earn 
maximum pay incentives by attempting to maximise the individual tellers’ performances by 
“stretching” teller effort for maximum performance. Hybrid pay incentives for supervisors were 
also likely to encourage intra-team support, and improved coordination efforts by supervisors 
towards their tellers. 

5 Research hypotheses 
The introduction of the intervention was expected to result in increases in the average monthly 
speed with which deposits were processed, the volumes of deposits processed and the accuracy of 
processing. These improvements were expected to be consistent for all tellers within the teams, 
regardless of their employment contract which determined whether or not they received individual 
bonuses, based on the overriding influence of the supervisor, and the influence of the hybrid pay 
incentives earned by the supervisor.  The following research hypotheses were advanced, based on 
the literature previously discussed and the research design: 
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H1: The average number of deposits processed per unit time per teller (speed) will show an 
improvement from six months before the introduction of the intervention to 18 months following 
the introduction of the intervention. 

H2:  The average number of deposits processed (volumes) will show an improvement from six 
months before the introduction of the intervention to 18 months following the introduction of the 
intervention. 

H3:  The average number of errors (accuracy) will show an improvement from six months 
before the introduction of the intervention to 18 months following the introduction of the 
intervention. 

6 Data analysis 
The main technique used for testing the hypotheses was repeated measures analysis of variance 
(ANOVA), computed using Statistica software v12® (StatSoft). The significance level used in this 
study is .05.  In the data preparation phase, the extremely skewed  nature of  the speed measure 
was addressed firstly by removing outliers using the Grubbs test, and thereafter applying a square 
root transformation to achieve an approximately normal score distribution. Scatterplots were used 
to check the data set for the linearity assumption of the relations. Furthermore, missing monthly 
data points were accommodated by changing the unit of analysis from 24 monthly values per teller 
to four six-monthly values per teller (Time periods 1-4 as described previously) wherein the value 
within a six-month time period was the mean of the values over the six months in that period per 
teller. Violations of the sphericity assumption of the repeated measures test, as shown by 
significant values on Mauchly’s test, were addressed by using the Greenhouse-Geiser technique 
which uses conservative estimations of the degrees of freedom to interpret significance levels and 
partial ƞ2 effect sizes (Field, 2013). Finally, the more robust multivariate analysis method using 
Pillai’s trace criterion was used to confirm the Greenhouse-Geiser adjusted univariate test results, 
with post hoc tests and mean plots used to evaluate the significance and direction of the means 
over time. 

7 Results  
Hypotheses 1-3 were designed to test improvement after the intervention over time in three measures 
of performance of all tellers, irrespective of their employment status (permanent or contracted). 

Testing the employment status (individual teller incentives) effect 
The underlying assumptions in testing these hypotheses were that there would be no significant 
employment status effect  (i.e. main effect) and that the effect of the intervention of teams and hybrid 
supervisor incentives on teller performance would not differ depending on whether the tellers were 
getting individual incentives or not (i.e. no interaction effect). The assumption of a non-significant 
employment status main effect was supported by non-significant between subjects F ratios with p 
values of .19, .92 and .17 and low effect sizes (ƞ2 ranging from .00 to .02) for speed, volume and 
accuracy respectively. The assumption of non-significant interaction effects was supported both by 
the Greenhouse-Geiser adjusted univariate tests and the multivariate test using Pillai’s trace criterion, 
with Greenhouse-Geiser within subjects adjusted p values for speed, volume and accuracy of .47, .31 
and .53, and p values for Pillai’s Trace of .43, .12 and .29 respectively. Thus no differences were 
found in how the intervention, described above, affected the two types of tellers. Thus the underlying 
assumptions were supported.  This in itself is a major finding. 

Effects of introduction of teams and hybrid incentives for supervisors 
The results of the ANOVAs are shown in Table 1, presented as a summary of the tests of 
Hypotheses 1-3, omitting main and interaction effects as discussed above.  

As shown in Table 1, both the Greenhouse-Geiser adjusted univariate tests and the multivariate 
test using Pillai’s trace criterion are significant (p <.001) for testing changes in the speed, volume 
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and accuracy means over the four time periods. Moreover the effect sizes for these tests are 
moderate to high with values for partial ƞ2 ranging from ƞp

2 = .18 to .47 for the adjusted repeated 
measures ANOVA results, and ƞp

2 = .32 to .64 for the multivariate ANOVA results. This means 
that between 18 per cent and 47 per cent of the variance in the performance indicators considered 
separately, or between 32 per cent and 64 per cent of the variance in the performance indicators 
considered jointly, are explained by changes over the four time periods. 

Table 1 
 Tests of hypotheses of changes in teller performance measures over 24 months 

Performance 
indicators 

Tests of within-subjects effects Test of repeated measures 
assumption Multivariate tests 

Greenhouse-Geisser Mauchly's test of  
Sphericity (df=5) Pillai's Trace 

F df p ƞp
2 Mauchly's 

W p 
Green 
house 

Geisser ε 
F df p ƞp

2 

Speed 17.3 2.49; 
184.01 <.001 .19 0.69 <.001 .83 11.54 3;72 <.001 .32 

Volume 17.8 2.20; 
178.30 <.001 .18 0.58 <.001 .73 14.41 3;79 <.001 .35 

Accuracy 72.7 1.73; 
140.39 <.001 .47 0.33 <.001 .58 45.91 3;79 <.001 .64 

Furthermore, Bonferroni post hoc comparisons of the mean differences from Time 1 to Time 4 
(i.e. from six months prior to the team intervention to 18 months after) showed significant 
differences (p<.001 throughout) in the direction of increased productivity for the speed, volume 
and accuracy measures.  To support these findings, Figures 1-3 show the mean values and 95 per 
cent confidence intervals for the three performance indicators, shown on the vertical axes, over the 
four time periods, shown on the horizontal axes, corresponding to Hypotheses 1-3. Speed was 
measured in seconds.  Volumes and accuracy were statistically mapped onto rating scales with a 
maximum value of 4.  

Figure 1 is the means plot for speed of deposit processing over the four time periods, 
operationalised as the average time taken to process a single deposit. This graph shows a decrease in 
time, i.e. an improvement in the average time taken to process a single deposit over the first three 
time periods, with a marginal but non-significant negative change from Time 3 to Time 4 (p=.99). 
Figures 2 and 3 respectively are means plots for volumes and accuracy ratings over the four time 
periods, and both show a monotonic trend in performance improvement over the four time periods. 
In summary, in all three measures of performance, the post hoc mean comparisons between Times 1 
and 4 are significant, and the changes in these mean values are in the direction of increased 
productivity. Thus the substantial time effect, together with the increases in the three productivity 
measures over time, are all evidence for supporting the three hypotheses of the research.  

Figure 1  
Means plot for average time per envelope processed 
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Figure 2  
Means plot of volume ratings 

Figure 3  
Means plot for accuracy ratings 

8 Discussion 
The basis for this study was that as the use of pay incentives is ubiquitous in practice, it is in the 
interests of both practitioners and scholars to examine more fully some of the effects of these 
incentives on performance of team members over time in a field setting.  Thus the research was 
designed to compare and explain changes in individual team members’ performance measures for 
the duration of the study after being put into teams, and their immediate supervisors’ being given a 
hybrid incentive scheme, dependent on both their own and their team members’ individual 
performances.  

The first major finding was that the effect of the hybrid incentive on the team supervisors 
affected the performance of both employees on permanent employment contracts who received 
individual incentives and employees on renewable fixed-term contracts, who received no such 
incentives, in the same way. There was no significant difference between the two groups’ 
responses when these individuals worked within a combined team structure in which the team 
supervisor received hybrid pay incentives. Both types of tellers’ performance on the three 
variables increased to the same extent. This generalisability of hybrid incentives has never 
previously been demonstrated in the research literature (Jenkins et al.,1998; Johnson & Johnson, 
2005; Wageman & Baker, 1997; Condly et al., 2003). This overall positive main effect of team 
allocation and giving supervisors incentives based on individual team members’ performance adds 
to the field of knowledge in the remuneration field.  
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The second major finding was that within the setting for this study allocating tellers into teams 

and providing hybrid pay incentives for team supervisors affected teller performance positively, as 
measured by improvement in the three measures of teller performance: speed, volume and 
accuracy of deposit processing. Speed and volume were proxy for performance quantity and 
accuracy for performance quality.   Complex tasks have been shown by Beersma et al. (2003) to 
require a combination of speed and accuracy but Elliot, Helsen and Chua (2001) have shown that 
there is a trade-off between speed and accuracy when performing these tasks. In their meta-study, 
Jenkins et al. (1998) showed that incentives appear to have different influences on the degree of 
emphasis on quality and quantity, i.e. speed and accuracy in teams. However Condly et al. (2003), 
following a review of studies on the effects of incentives on team performance, found that 
incentives positively affected both task speed and task accuracy. This study’s findings concur with 
Condly et al. (2003) and extend his findings by showing that the allocation of both individually 
incentivised and non-incentivised tellers to teams with supervisors who had hybrid pay incentives 
was associated with improvements in both the quality (accuracy) and the speed of task 
accomplishment (speed of processing deposits and volumes processed). The trade-off did not 
occur for both types of tellers. This makes a contribution to the literature. 

The third major finding was that all three hypotheses were supported. The positive 
improvements in all three measures of performance were sustained for eighteen months after the 
introduction of the intervention. This study found consistent and sustainable performance 
improvement associated with the structural interdependence conferred by the work-team structure 
and supervisor hybrid pay incentives. Studies by Cohen and Bailey (1997), Stewart and Barrick 
(2000), Wageman (1995) and Wageman and Baker (1997) have all shown that task types and the 
design of tasks in teams affect team performance. The structure of the incentive program itself 
(e.g. hybrid versus individual incentives) has been shown (Wageman & Baker, 1997; Jenkins et 
al., 1998) to act as an intervening variable between incentives and performance. The findings of 
this study support and extend these studies. The duration of the study, the field setting, the large 
sample size and the number of variables measured enhance the validity and contribution of these 
findings. 

9 Conclusion 
The structuring of incentive programs is highly complex and has thus been the subject of much 
research in the compensation field (Barnes et al., 2011; Beersma et al., 2003; Shaw et al., 2002). 
This study offers insights on the effects of hybrid pay incentives, how incentives can be structured 
and the consequences of this structuring within work-teams. The study shows that placing 
employees into teams with moderate levels of task interdependence and simultaneously putting 
into place hybrid pay incentives for the team supervisors are useful levers to encourage sustained 
improvements in employee performance, irrespective of whether they are individually incentivised 
or not.  

In South Africa, effectively incentivised self-regulating work-teams present an opportunity for 
increased productivity within labour-intensive settings. These teams provide a platform to reduce 
the levels of senior management oversight required. For remuneration practitioners, this study 
offers an opportunity to consider the re-design and/or the introduction of incentivised team-based 
remuneration structures which may reduce the protracted annual wage negotiations that are 
common in various sectors of the South African economy.   

10 Limitations and recommendations 
The limitation of this study to teams within bulk-cash processing centres in South Africa affects 
the ability to generalise these findings, which in turn offers an opportunity to replicate the study on 
work-teams in other industry settings. There is an abundance of task inter-dependent work-teams 
in manufacturing and educational settings (Johnson & Johnson, 2005) and a wide variety of forms 
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which work-teams can take (such as quality circles, research teams). These offer a wonderful 
opportunity to replicate the findings from this research in other settings. 
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