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This report provides senior leaders with an overview of reward and pay principles, showing how pay, incentives and benefits influence organisational performance, workplace culture and employee motivation.   

(AC1.1) 
Reward management refers to the combination of pay, benefits, and recognition strategies designed to attract, retain and motivate employees in line with organisational purpose and values (CIPD, 2025a).
The principles of reward emphasise fairness, transparency, alignment, inclusivity, and a total reward approach. Fairness is central, requiring that employees perceive rewards as equitable, both internally and externally (Armstrong and Brown, 2024). The CIPD (2025b) stresses that perceived unfairness in reward practices is a major cause of disengagement and employee relations issues. Reward packages must also comply with employment legislation, such as the Equality Act 2010, which requires pay and benefits to be free from unlawful discrimination, thereby underpinning fairness and equality. Strategic alignment ensures that reward systems reinforce behaviours and outcomes that support organisational objectives, linking individual effort to collective success (CIPD, 2025a). Inclusivity and flexibility in reward management recognise diverse workforce needs, particularly around wellbeing, work–life balance and career development, while a total reward approach integrates financial incentives with non-financial elements such as recognition, learning opportunities and flexible working to create a holistic framework that appeals to both intrinsic and extrinsic motivators (Armstrong and Taylor, 2023).
Reward systems also play a vital role in shaping organisational culture. They act as cultural indicators, communicating organisational values and expectations from its employees, helping to shape cultural priorities (CIPD, 2025a; Armstong and Brown, 2024). For example, rewarding collaboration and development could encourage a learning-oriented culture, while individual financial incentives may promote competition. Evidence suggests that reward systems perceived as fair and transparent foster trust and accountability, whereas inconsistent or poorly designed practices can erode motivation, damaging morale (Armstrong, Brown and Reilly, 2009). Brown (2023) adds that reward strategies now play a bigger role in reinforcing culture by emphasising wellbeing, inclusivity and recognition, especially in hybrid working environments. 
In relation to performance management, reward provides vital support. The CIPD (2025b) highlights that reward is most effective when clearly linked to performance objectives and feedback processes, ensuring employees understand the connection between contribution and outcomes. Financial rewards such as bonuses, alongside non-financial recognition, can enhance accountability and engagement when applied fairly and consistently (Aguinis, 2019). 
As GreenFriendlyEco currently lacks incentive schemes and is struggling with negative culture and performance, embedding fairness, transparency and inclusivity into reward systems can support recovery, rebuild trust and re‑motivate employees. By encouraging desired behaviours and maintaining morale, reward systems contribute significantly to performance improvement and long-term organisational resilience.  

(AC1.2)
Extrinsic and intrinsic rewards both contribute to employee performance and long-term organisational sustainability, though they influence behaviour in different ways. Extrinsic rewards include pay, bonuses, benefits, and job security, while intrinsic rewards relate to psychological satisfaction, such as recognition, autonomy, and career development (Waite et al, 2021). 
Extrinsic rewards primarily contribute to performance by meeting employees’ economic needs and providing clarity around performance expectations. Competitive pay and benefits help reduce turnover risk and show employees they are valued (Armstrong & Taylor, 2023). Incentives such as performance bonuses can sharpen focus on outcomes, however, sole reliance on financial rewards risks disengagement if seen as unfair (Rose, 2022). Jones and Perkins (2020) similarly argue that extrinsic rewards are necessary but insufficient as their impact depends on fairness, transparency and cultural fit. This reflects Herzberg’s Two Factor Theory, where pay and conditions act as hygiene factors that prevent dissatisfaction but do not drive motivation on their own (Herzberg, Mausner and Snyderman, 2010). 
Intrinsic rewards complement this by fostering deeper engagement and discretionary effort. Self-determination theory suggests that recognition, autonomy and development opportunities satisfy psychological needs and encourage creativity and motivation (Ryan, 2023). The CIPD reward survey indicates a growing organisational focus on non-financial rewards such as learning opportunities, flexible working, and employee well-being, recognising their importance in maintaining employee contribution over time (CIPD, 2022a). Jones and Perkins (2020) reinforce this, particularly advocating their use for knowledge‑based and service roles where innovation and customer care depend on motivation beyond pay.
For companies like GreenFriendlyEco, who are struggling with negative performance and high turnover among skilled and non‑skilled staff, reward strategies offer tangible benefits. Offering competitive pay packages can help attract a wider range of employees, while mentoring and recognition could improve retention. Armstrong and Brown (2024) stress that reward management should go beyond pay and benefits to include compassionate, fairer strategies that strengthen engagement. For example, offering improved pension packages for all staff, rather than only senior roles, could enhance the perceived fairness of rewards and build trust across the workforce. 
In conclusion, extrinsic rewards provide the baseline for recruitment and retention, while intrinsic rewards sustain engagement and additional effort. However, simply combing the two may not guarantee results. They should be embedded within a clear strategy and supported by capable line managers as well as continuous feedback to encourage improved employee contribution. This in turn supports long‑term organisational success and increased resilience to turnover (CIPD, 2022a; Armstrong & Taylor, 2023; Rose, 2022; Jones and Perkins, 2020).  

(AC2.1)
Organisations use grade and pay structures to organise jobs, ensure fairness and manage progression. The CIPD (2025c) describes pay structures as frameworks linking related jobs into grades or bands, clarifying pay and progression. Jeffrey (2019) adds that growing expectations for clarity make pay-structure design a strategic issue. 
Spot rates assign a single hourly, weekly or annual rate of pay to a job (CIPD, 2025c). Armstrong and Brown (2024) argue that they suit roles with uniform job content, such as manufacturing. Although, Unison (2023) highlight that this type of pay structure limits progression opportunities, making it more suitable for smaller organisations with fewer roles and pay levels. 
Individual pay ranges refine spot rates by assigning each role or employee a salary range rather than a single rate, creating progression opportunities that spot rates do not provide (CIPD, 2025c). Unison (2023) suggests this allows recognition of performance and experience while maintaining boundaries that prevent inequity. Armstrong and Brown (2024) add that they can help manage pay drift. This could help formalise progression pathways and inconsistencies between departments.
Pay spines provide incremental pay points linked to service length (CIPD, 2025c). While less common in the private sector, they offer predictable progression and transparency (Unison, 2023). GreenFriendlyEco could use this structure to retain long‑serving staff and provide stability. However, Jeffrey (2019) cautions that rigid structures may limit responsiveness to market pressures. posing a risk within competitive manufacturing labour markets.
Narrow graded pay structures use multiple grades with small pay ranges, providing clear hierarchies (Unison, 2023). Progression is typically linked to service length and due to narrow grades, employees often reach the top quickly. This creates pressure for regrading resulting in grade drift, where jobs are ranked higher than justified (CIPD, 2025c). In comparison broadbanding or broad-graded pay structures use a small number of wide pay bands to increase flexibility (Unison, 2023). They provide more room for progression than narrow grades and can help combat grade drift by limiting the need for frequent regrading (CIPD, 2025c). However, (Armstrong and brown, 2024) warn they require strong governance to avoid inconsistency.
Job families group jobs by function, such as finance or IT, each with its own pay structure). Typically containing 6-8 levels, they suit organisations with specialist staff, allowing higher rates for in demand skills (Waite et al, 2021). Torrington et al, (2020) note their use in large private sector organisations to balance market pressures with internal equity. This approach may benefit GreenFriendlyEco, as it must attract both skilled and non‑skilled workers.
Overall, pay bands clarify reward structures and progression, supporting satisfaction and loyalty. However, they may be insufficient if not combined with broader extrinsic and intrinsic motivators to strengthen retention. (Kamat et al, 2025).  

(AC 2.2)
The CIPD (2022b) highlights that contingent rewards play a key role in influencing performance at an individual, team and organisational levels. Contingent rewards take several forms. Common examples include performance related pay, where bonuses or pay rises are awarded for meeting targets, either as consolidated increases to base pay or one off non-consolidated payments. Contribution related pay rewards broader criteria than just performance, such as behaviours, competences and capability. Skill or competency-based pay links progression to gaining new skills. A team levels, organisations may use team bonuses linked to collective results, while organisation wide incentives can include profit sharing or rewards based on overall organisational performance (Armstrong and brown, 2024).
At an individual level, recognition improves wellbeing by fostering appreciation and belonging, which increases engagement and maintains positive behaviours (CIPD, 2022b). When recognition is clearly linked to behaviours that reflect organisational values, employees better understand expectations and how their work contributes to wider goals. Contingent rewards also clarify performance standards and strengthen the link between effort and reward, particularly when transparent and credible (Armstrong and Brown, 2024). However, Thompson and Ryan (2017) caution that poorly designed systems may create pressure or perceptions of inequity.
Burt (2017) reinforces this, stating that although performance‑related pay can enhance job satisfaction, organisational commitment and trust, it may also encourage employees into intense working patterns that harm wellbeing and increase stress. When employees feel effort outweighs reward, schemes may appear exploitative.
At team level, recognition for collective achievements strengthens collaboration, cohesion and shared purpose, support in higher performance (CIPD, 2022b). Fairness remains essential, as inconsistent recognition undermines trust. Contingent reward leadership may also enhance team creativity by promoting knowledge sharing, but only when leaders behave predictably; unpredictability creates uncertainty and reduces effectiveness (Gosh, Buss and Shivhare, 2023). Armstrong and Brown (2024) add that  team-based rewards can build shared accountability, though unequal contribution may cause tension.
At an organisational level, recognition systems reinforce organisational values, strengthen the psychological contract and support high performance cultures (CIPD, 2022b; Armstrong and brown, 2024). Thompson and Ryan (2017) note that reward is increasingly used to support agility and align behaviour with business goals, although few organisations achieve full strategic alignment unless supported by clear strategy unreliable performance management.
Contingent rewards could help GreenFriendlyEco reduce increasing turnover by providing employees with clearer expectations and fair recognition. A well-designed scheme could improve motivation and strengthen performance. 

(AC 2.3)
Employee benefits play a crucial role in supporting well-being and shaping total reward, but organisations must balance what employees value against what is affordable. Understanding which benefits matter most to staff and how costs impact the business is essential for designing a sustainable strategy (Armstrong and Brown, 2024). Common benefits include pensions, paid leave, healthcare, company cars or allowances and wellbeing perks (CIPD, 2025d). GreenFriendlyEcho could consider the following benefits to improve organisational appeal and culture.
Enhanced Annual Leave - Well-designed paid time off policies strengthen overall reward strategy by supporting employee well-being, reducing burnout and reinforcing trust (Cave, 2025). Evidence from a Japanese corporate study indicates that taking more leave significantly improves work functionality, highlighting the value of encouraging employees to use adequate time off (Yamashita et al, 2025). Providing enhanced annual leave beyond the statutory 28 days aids a positive culture by demonstrating GreenFriendlyEco genuinely supports employees’ personal needs. Waite et al (2021) suggest linking additional leave to length of service such as offering an extra day per year up to five years. This could help reinforce loyalty and contribute to reducing turnover. 
Pensions – Pensions are a valuable benefit to help attract and retain staff by providing financial security (Waite et al, 2021). Offering a strong workplace pension enhances employer branding and competitiveness. Although, the level of flexibility in a pension scheme should reflect the needs and skills of the workforce, generally the simpler to understand the more likely it is to be appreciated (CIPD, 2025d). This aligns with GreenFriendlyECo’s approach of reserving more specialised schemes for senior staff. However, unfair or unclear pension arrangements risk damaging the psychological contract by signalling organisational inequity, reducing employee trust, morale and engagement (Guest, 2004). Providing A workplace pension also ensures compliance with statutory requirements, reducing legal risks (CIPD, 2025d).
Flexible benefit schemes - These allow employees to tailor part of their reward package to their personal circumstances, choosing or adjusting benefits within set limits. This personalization appeals to different demographics as preferences vary by life stage. Younger employees may value extra holiday or fitness benefits, while those with families may prioritise childcare support or enhanced insurance. This flexible yet targeted approach allows for more efficient use of organisational resources and can improve employee satisfaction (Armstrong and brown, 2024). Flexible schemes also help organisations manage costs more effectively by ensuring the offered benefits are valued rather than wasted on options employees may not use (Waite et al, 2021).  

(Ac 2.4)
Recognition schemes form a vital part of a total reward approached, offering organisations a cost-effective way to motivate employees and reinforce desired behaviours (Armstrong and brown, 2024). Gallup (2024) strongly supports this, their research found that recognition significantly boosts engagement, productivity and retention, demonstrating that recognition schemes provide a high impact yet low-cost strategy.
Informal recognition
Armstrong and Brown (2024) identify everyday appreciation, such as verbal praise, handwritten notes and prompt feedback as the most effective form of recognition due to their authenticity and immediacy. The CIPD (2022b) emphasise that simple, direct appreciation is highly valued because it is personal, low cost and helps strengthen trust between managers and employees. Gallup (2024) further reinforces this point, noting that personalised and ideally weekly recognition is most impactful, while praise from managers or senior leaders carries particular weight. Together these sources highlight informal recognition plays an important role in creating a healthy, trusting working environment.
Public recognition
Public recognition, such as employee of the month awards or Internet announcements provide visible acknowledgement of achievement which can help shape and reinforce organisational culture (Armstrong and brown, 2024). The CIPD (2022b) adds that public recognition reinforces organisational values and provides transparent, fare criteria for acknowledging performance. Gallup (2024) supports this, emphasising that public awards boost visibility and help clarify desired behaviours. However, they stress that recognition is more influential when bestowed from multiple sources including peers and customers.
Formal recognition
Armstrong and brown (2024) described formal schemes to involve vouchers, gifts, trips or team outings, which are often delivered through tiered award structures. The CIPD (2022c) support structured schemes like these, noting that they reinforce fairness and consistency when clearly linked to performance. Gallup (2024) adds that while monetary rewards have value, they are not the most meaningful form of recognition; achievements, increased responsibility and personal pride often have greater motivational impact.

As GreenFriendlyEco is currently experiencing low morale, these findings can provide clear guidance. Consistent, authentic day-to-day appreciation can rebuild employee trust (Armstrong and brown, 2024; CIPD  2022b). Public recognition can help reinforce positive cultural norms (CIPD, 2022b; Gallup, 2024). Lastly, formal schemes can contribute to restoring confidence in organisational fairness as long as they are unbiased and transparent (CIPD, 2022c). Together, these approaches can provide a practical, evidence-based route to improving morale and strengthening culture, which may help stabilise retention. 

(AC 3.1)
The contemporary reward environment is shaped by a combination of economic pressures, labour-market dynamics, organisational strategy and employee expectations. Armstrong and Brown (2024) emphasise that reward management must balance long-term strategic intent with the flexibility to quickly respond to changing external conditions. They state internal influences include leadership priorities, organisational culture and the needs of employees, while externally it is shaped by economic changes, political developments, labour market conditions and wider societal influence.
The OECD (2023) reinforce the scale of these pressures, highlighting how recent high inflation has eroded wages as nominal pay growth has failed to keep up with rising prices. This has created affordability challenges for employers and reduced purchasing power for employees. CIPD evidence aligns with theses findings, revealing slowing pay growth and rising employment costs which necessitate organisations to balance competitiveness with escalating operational costs (CIPD, 2024; CIPD, 2025f).
Tight Labour Markets and persistent skills shortages, particularly in technical and manufacturing roles, continue to intensify competition for talent, prompting employers to use targeted pay increases, hiring incentives and retention bonuses (OECD, 2023). Sector differences therefore play an important role shaping reward strategy. Private sector organisations tend to rely more on performance related pay to drive productivity and retention. In comparison, public sector employers are required to operate within stricter pay frameworks and more ridged structures, limiting their use of variable pay and placing greater focus on internal equity (CIPD, 2024). GreenFriendlyEco’s lack of such incentive schemes places it at a competitive disadvantage to secure and retain scarce talent. Without similar practices, they are likely to continue losing employees to companies with better reward packages.
The CIPD’s Autumn 2025 labour market outlook report shifts the attention to longer-term structural change. The report highlights the growing impact of AI and automation on workforce planning. Their data shows that many employers expect technology to reduce staffing levels, therefore the current emphasis for reward strategies should be to support upskilling, reskilling and future-skills development (CIPD, 2025g).
The psychological contract is also central to how employees interpret reward. As reward communicates organisational values, inconsistencies or poorly explained practices can create perceived breaches that undermine trust and motivation. Expectancy and equity theory theories also show that employees judge the link between effort and outcomes for fairness, making transparent reward practices essential for engagement (Lupton, Rowe and Whittle, 2025).
Taken together, the reward environment is defined by financial constraints, labour shortages, technological change and expectations for fairness. Organisations must therefore adopt reward strategies that are flexible, transparent and aligned with both economic realities and employee needs. 

(AC 3.2)
Benchmarking is an important methos for gathering and measuring data that helps organisations develop meaningful insight into their performance. Ionut (2022) explains that benchmarking should be a continuous management process in which organisations compare their performance against leading competitors to identify superior practices used elsewhere and adapt them internally to improve results. Therefore, organisations that consistently benchmark can strengthen productivity, competitiveness and customer satisfaction.
A key step in gathering benchmarking data is understanding internal strengthens and weaknesses (Ionut, 2022). Payroll and HR information systems provide one of the most reliable sources of internal benchmarking data, offering accurate, real-time information on working hours, overtime, labour costs and absence. As this data is generated via statutory and financial processes, it is highly reliable and objective (Kavanagh and Johnson, 2017). However, this information only supports internal comparison and must be supplemented with external sources to understand market competitiveness (Armstrong and Taylor, 2023). Job evaluation also plays a central role in internal benchmarking, assessing job demands and responsibilities. ACAS (2014) highlights its value in supporting fair grading structures and reducing bias. Additionally, the CIPD (2025h) emphasises that job evaluation produces essential internal data that can be aligned with external market information to ensure competitive pay. This is particularly important in sectors facing skills shortages such as GreenFriendlyEco. 
Labour market surveys offer complementary external data by providing forward-looking insight into workforce trends. The CIPD labour market outlook supplies data on recruitment intentions, pay forecasts and redundancy plans, enabling organisations to benchmark their workforce strategies against national patterns and anticipate changes in labour supply and demand (CIPD, 2025i). Additional sources such as published pay surveys, pay clubs, consultancy lead surveys and consultant’s job evaluation databases provide varied forms of external intelligence, although their usefulness depends on sample quality and comparability. Official data sets from the office of National Statistics further strengthen benchmarking by offering detailed pay and earnings data across occupations and regions (CIPD, 2025h).
Recruitment and vacancy data can also contribute valuable benchmarking insight. Information regarding vacancy rates and time-to-hire metrics indicate how competitive and attractive an organisation is (Ulrich et al, 2017). They also support workforce planning by helping employers anticipate staffing needs (Torrington et al, 2020). However, inconsistencies in how departments record recruitment data can reduce comparability (Ulrich et al, 2017).
Overall, effective benchmarking requires combining structured internal analysis with external comparison through salary surveys, labour market intelligence and government data sets. This integrated approach supports learning from best practise, improving internal processes and strengthening competitive advantage. 

(AC 3.3)
Job evaluation remains a central tool for establishing fair and defensible pay structures. There are, however, distinct differences between the approaches used, such as formal and informal methods and analytical and non-analytical schemes. Armstrong and brown (2024) explain that organisations may use informal approaches unconsciously because they have historically relied on internal or external benchmarking rather than structured evaluation. Informal methods suit organisations using individual pay grades or spot rates rather than structured grading. In contrast formal approaches require deliberate selection of a job evaluation method aligned with organisational objectives. They should be supported through robust job analysis via questionnaires or structured interviews (Armstrong and Brown, 2024). Therefore, formal schemes provide more to fed simple and consistent graded structures.
With informal approaches, the CIPD and ACAS both distinguish between analytical and non-analytical schemes. Analytical schemes break down jobs into defined factors, such as knowledge, responsibility or physical effort and assess each separately (CIPD, 2025h). ACAS (2014) notes that point factor rating and analytical matching fall into this category, offering greater objectivity because decisions are based on defined criteria rather than subjective impressions. These schemes also provide a defence against equal value claims when properly designed and based on sound job analysis (Suff and Reilly, 2006). The CIPD is similarly emphasise that analytical schemes are preferred because they support equal pay compliance and reduce bias (CIPD, 2025h)
In comparison bracket non analytical schemes include job ranking, paid comparisons and job classification. Ranking involves placing jobs in order from highest to lowest based on job demands, while classification involves grouping jobs into predefined grades based on general descriptions (ACAS,2014). While these methods are usually simpler, quicker and cheaper to implement, they rely on subjective judgement and therefore offer less protection against bias (CIPD, 2025h). 
Suff and Reilly (2006) add that job evaluation is an inexact science and that organisations blend analytical and non-analytical elements to achieve flexibility. Armstrong and Brwon (2024) reinforce that each approach has advantages and disadvantages that require alignment with organisational context and reward strategy. For GreenFriendlyEco, adapting a formal analytical approach would provide clear, evidence-based definitions of job demands, ensuring internal fairness an external competitiveness. This is important in tight labour markets, when skilled applicants have multiple options. 

(AC3.4)
Several key legislative requirements affect reward practice, as pay, benefits and deductions are tightly regulated, and employers must comply to avoid disputes and penalties. 
National minimum wage and national living wage
Employers must meet national minimum wage (NMW) and national living wage (NLW) obligations, including adherence to statutory rates and accurate record keeping. From April 2026, the NLW for workers age 21 and over will be £12.71, with rates of £10.85 for those aged 18 to 20 and £8.00 for under 18’s and apprentices (UK Government, no date). Under section 9 of the National Minimum Wage Act 1998, employers must keep records for at least three years and provide access within 14 days of a request (Lewis, Sergeant and Schwab, 2023). HMRC can inspect records and issue penalties requiring arrears of up to 200% of the underpayment, capped at £20,000 per worker (Lewis, Sergeant and Schwab, 2023).
Equal pay
Equal pay law, originating in 1970 and now part of the Equality Act 2010, makes it unlawful to treat men and women differently in any contractual term, not just pay, and requires comparisons only with opposite sex employees. Comparators may work at different locations, can be predecessors and pay secrecy clauses cannot prevent disclosure in discrimination claims (Daniels, 2022). Claims can be brought during employment or within six months of leaving and must be based on like work, work rated as equivalent or work of equal value (Waite et al, 2021). Armstrong and Brown (2024) add that equal pay cases are often complex and costly with employers relying on the material factor defence to justify differences arisen from non-gender related reasons such as hours, shift patterns, skills, London weighting, experience/qualifications, or protected pay following mergers. This is particularly relevant for GreenFriendlyEco, as manufacturing and skilled trades have some of the UK’s widest gender pay gaps, with men concentrated in higher paid technical or shift-based roles and women often in lower paid administrative positions (ONS, 2024). 

Gender pay reporting
UK employers with over 250 employees must publish data on average male and female earnings, a requirement introduced in 2017 (Armstrong and brown, 2024). For this threshold, the term ‘employee’ includes workers, agency workers, employees and self-employed individuals (Daniels, 2022). Public sector employers are required to take a snapshot of their pay data on the 31st of March, whereas private and voluntary organisations use the 5th of April and must report their information within 12 months (Waite et al, 2021). Reports must include basic pay, allowances, shift premiums and paid leave, excluding overtime, termination payments, pay in lieu of leave and non-monetary renumeration. The report must also be signed by senior management and published online for at least three years (Daniels, 2022).
Itemised pay statements and unlawful deductions
Under the employment rights act 1996, employees and workers must receive an itemised pay statement showing gross pay, variable pay elements, deductions and their purpose, and any part payment details; where pay varies by hours worked, the total hours worked must also be included (Daniels, 2022). Any deductions made should be clearly agreed in advance (Waite et al, 2021). Lawful deductions consist of those explicitly authorised within the employment contract, deductions agreed by the employee in writing and those required by law, such as income tax and national insurance (Daniels, 2022). These may include reward related elements such as pension contributions or fees for workplace schemes (Waite et al, 2021). Employees can challenge unlawful deductions at an employment tribunal, although claims are limited to two years under the Deduction from Wages (Limitation) Regulations 2014 (Daniels, 2022).  



Bibliography
[bookmark: _Hlk216129094]ACAS (2014) Job evaluation: considerations and risks. Available at: https://www.acas.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-03/job-evaluation-considerations-and-risks-advisory-booklet.pdf (Accessed: 28 January 2026).
Aguinis, H. (2019). Performance Management for Dummies. Hoboken: John Wiley & Sons.
Armstrong, M. and Brown, D. (2024). Armstrong’s Handbook of Reward Management Practice. 7th edn. London: Kogan Page.
Armstrong, M., Brown, D. and Reilly, P. (2009). Increasing the effectiveness of reward management: an evidence‐based approach. Available at: https://www.employment-studies.co.uk/system/files/resources/files/hrp6.pdf  (Accessed: 3 December 2025).
Armstrong, M. and Taylor, S. (2023). Armstrong’s Handbook of Human Resource Management Practice. 16th edn. London: Kogan Page.
Bonizzi, B., Dagdeviren, H. and Tippet, B. (2025) ‘Pension financialization and workplace pension wealth inequality: evidence from Britain’, Socio-economic review. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwaf068. 
Brown, D. (2023). Reward Strategies for 2024 and beyond. Available at: https://www.personneltoday.com/hr/reward-strategies-armstrongs-handbook-of-reward-management-practice-7th-edition-2024  (Accessed: 8 December 2025).
Burt, E. (2017) Incentive schemes can make employees stressed. Available at: https://www.peoplemanagement.co.uk/article/1742066/incentive-schemes-stress-employees (Accessed: 19 January 2026).
Cave, D. (2025) Work hard, play hard: perfecting paid time off. Available at: https://www.hrmagazine.co.uk/content/features/work-hard-play-hard-perfecting-paid-time-off?utm_source=copilot.com (Accessed: 20 January 2026).
CIPD (2022a) Reward Management Survey: Financial wellbeing and organisational support. Available at: https://www.cipd.org/globalassets/media/knowledge/knowledge-hub/reports/2023-pdfs/financial-wellbeing-organisational-support_tcm18-108774.pdf (Accessed: 11 December 2025)
CIPD (2022b) EMPLOYEE RECOGNITION AND NON-FINANCIAL REWARDS: An evidence review. Available at: https://www.cipd.org/globalassets/media/knowledge/knowledge-hub/evidence-reviews/non-financial-recognition-scientific-summary_tcm18-105469.pdf(Accessed: 15 January 2026).
CIPD (2022c) Incentivies and recognition: An Evidence Review. Available at: https://www.cipd.org/globalassets/media/knowledge/knowledge-hub/evidence-reviews/incentives-recognition-practice-summary_tcm18-105466.pdf (Accessed: 28 January 2026).
CIPD (2024) Labour Market Outlook: Summer 2024. Available at: https://www.cipd.org/globalassets/media/knowledge/knowledge-hub/reports/2024-pdfs/8658-lmo-summer-report-2024-web.pdf (Accessed: 10 January 2026).
CIPD (2025a). Performance Management: an introduction. Available at: https://www.cipd.org/uk/knowledge/factsheets/performance-factsheet/  (Accessed: 4 December 2025).
CIPD (2025b). Strategic & Total Reward. Available at: https://www.cipd.org/uk/knowledge/factsheets/strategic-total-factsheet/  (Accessed: 2 December 2025).
CIPD (2025c) Pay structures and pay progression. Available at: https://www.cipd.org/uk/knowledge/factsheets/pay-structures-factsheet/ (Accessed: 21 January 2026)
CIPD (2025d) Workplace Pensions. Available at: https://www.cipd.org/uk/knowledge/factsheets/workplace-pensions-factsheet/ (Accessed: 27 January 2026)
CIPD (2025e) Employee benefits: An introduction. Available at: https://www.cipd.org/uk/knowledge/factsheets/benefits-factsheet/ (Accessed: 26 January 2026).
CIPD (2025f) Labour Market Outlook: Winter 2024 – 2025. Available at: https://www.cipd.org/globalassets/media/knowledge/knowledge-hub/reports/2024-pdfs/8792-lmo-winter-2024-25-web1.pdf ( Accessed: 9 January 2026).
CIPD (2025g) Labour Market Outlook: Autumn 2025. Available at: https://www.cipd.org/globalassets/media/knowledge/knowledge-hub/reports/2025-pdfs/9024-lmo-autumn-2025-report-web.pdf. Accessed: 10 January 2026).
CIPD (2025h) Job Evaluation and Market Pricing. Available at: https://www.cipd.org/uk/knowledge/factsheets/market-pricing-factsheet/ (Accessed: 29 January 2026).
CIPD (2025i) Labour Market Outlook: A forward-looking indicator of UK labour market trends with unique insights on recruitment, redundancy and pay. Available at: https://www.cipd.org/uk/knowledge/reports/labour-market-outlook/?utm_source=copilot.com (Accessed: 28 January 2026).
Daniels, K. (2022) Introduction to employment law: fundamentals for HR and business students. Sixth edition. London, England ; Kogan Page
Equality Act 2010. Available at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/contents (Accessed: 8 December 2025)
Gallup (2024) The Importance of Employee Recognition: Low Cost, High Impact. Available at: https://www.gallup.com/workplace/236441/employee-recognition-low-cost-high-impact.aspx (Accessed:28 January 2026).
Ghosh, D., Buss, M., & Shivhare, A. (2023). Does Contingent Reward Leadership Enhance or Diminish Team Creativity? It Depends on Leader (Un-) Predictability. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 31(2), 224-237. https://doi-org.uwtsd.idm.oclc.org/10.1177/15480518231216868
Guest, D.E. (2004) ‘The psychology of the employment relationship: An analysis based on the psychological contract: Challenges for Research in Work and Organisational Psychology’, Applied psychology, 53(4), pp. 541–555
Herzberg, F., Mausner, B., Snyderman, B. B. (2010). The Motivation to Work. 12th edn. London: Transaction Publishers.
IONUT, C. (2022) “WHAT IS BENCHMARKING?,” Analele Universităţii Constantin Brâncuşi din Târgu Jiu: Seria Economie, (2), pp. 54–57.
Jeffrey, R. (2019) How much should you really pay your people?. Available at: https://www.peoplemanagement.co.uk/article/1744300/how-much-really-pay-people (Accessed: 10 December 2025).
Jones, S., Perkins, S.J. (2020). Reward Management: Alternatives, Consequences and Contexts. 4th ed. London: Kogan Page.
Kamat, M.M., Das, A., Kamat, M.S., Selvakumar, P., Barreto, N., Manjunath T. C., Kalshetti, P. (2025) ‘Designing a Compensation Strategy Aligning Pay With Business Goals, Job Evaluation Methods, Internal and External Equity Considerations’, in Rajapakshe (eds), W. Strategies for Effective Employee Rewards and Compensation Management. IGI Global Scientific Publishing. Available at: DOI: 10.4018/979-8-3373-3820-0.ch004
Kavanagh and Johnson (2017) ‘A Brief History and Overview of Technology in HR’ in Kavanagh, M.J and Johnson, R.D. (eds) Human Resource Information Systems: Basics, Applications, and Future Directions. (2017). London: SAGE Publications.
Lewis, D., Sergeant, M. and Shwab, B. (2023) Employment law: the essentials. 16th edn. London: Kogan Page.
Lupton, B., Rowe, A., and Whittle, R. (2015) Show me the money! The behavioural science of reward. Available at: https://www.cipd.org/globalassets/media/knowledge/knowledge-hub/reports/show-me-the-money_2015-behavioural-science-of-reward_tcm18-9560.pdf (Accessed: 07 January 2026).
OECD (2025), OECD Employment Outlook 2025: Can We Get Through the Demographic Crunch?. Available at: https://www.cedefop.europa.eu/files/oecd_employment_outlook_2025.pdf (Accessed: 08 January 2026).
Office for National Statistics [ONS] (2024) Gender pay gap in the UK: 2024. Available at: https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/bulletins/genderpaygapintheuk/2024 (Accessed: 31 January 2026).
Rose, M. (2022). Reward Management: A Practical Introduction. 3rd ed.  London: Kogan Page.
Ryan, R.M. (ed.) (2023) The Oxford handbook of self-determination theory. 1st edn. New York: Oxford University Press. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780197600047.001.0001
Suff, P. and Reilly, P. (2006) The Application of An Inexact Science: Job Evaluation in the 21st Century. Available at:  https://www.employmentstudies.co.uk/system/files/resources/files/mp58.pdf (Accessed: 25 January 2026).
Thompson, A. and Ryan, A.J. (2017) ‘Employee Reward’, Beardwell, J. and Thompson, A. (eds.) Human resource management: a contemporary approach. 8th edn.  Harlow, England: Pearson Education Limited.
Torrington, D., Hall, L., Taylor, S. and Atkinson, C. (2020). Human Resource Management. 11th edn. Harlow: Pearson Education Limited.
Ulrich, D., Younger, J., Brockbank, W., Ulrich, M. (2012). HR from the Outside In: Six Competencies for the Future of Human Resources. London: McGraw Hill LLC.
Unison (2023) Negotiating Pay structures. Available at: https://www.unison.org.uk/content/uploads/2019/05/Pay-structures-v2.pdf (Accessed: 17 December 2025).
UK Government (no date) The National Minimum Wage and Living Wage. Available at:
 https://www.gov.uk/national-minimum-wage/who-gets-the-minimum-wage (Accessed: 30 January 2026).
Waite, K., Beevers, K., Small, N., Tomlinson, K. and Hussain, S. (2021) People Practice: A complete guide. London: Kogan page
Yamashita, S. et al. (2025) ‘Effect of Annual Leave Days on Presenteeism-A Cohort Study in Employees of a Japanese Corporate Group’, Journal of occupational and environmental medicine, 67(3), pp. e175–e180. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0000000000003297.
