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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Since the 1990s, the New Public Management agenda has spurred critical 

changes to the federal government’s merit system. One example is 

limits on job security; a second is the innovation of merit-based pay 

systems.1 The movement toward merit-based pay systems, such as those 

seen in the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and the Department of 

Defense (DOD), is rooted in a desire to better align pay and performance. Yet, 

governments have often failed in such attempts and many conclude that merit-

based pay may not work in public organizations. Public administration scholars 

have sought to understand those implementation failures.2 

	Most research has focused on the effects of merit-based pay on individual and 

organizational performance. We focus here on the effects on job satisfaction. 

Job satisfaction is often a good predictor of performance, so understanding 

the effects of merit-based pay helps us better understand whether it makes 

government more effective. We discuss findings from the federal government 

that federal employees subject to merit-based pay are consistently less happy 

with their job, with their organization, and with their pay than those in agencies 

with traditional compensation systems. Such employees are most negative 

about their own organization. 

	This leads to questions about the long-term effects of merit-based pay systems 

in public organizations. Despite efforts over more than three decades, there are 

very few signs of desirable outcomes from merit-based pay in government. It is 

time to reconsider the effectiveness of merit-based pay in the public sector.  
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INTRODUCTION

Despite continuing concerns in many agencies, public administrators remain attracted to 

the concept of merit-based pay. Numerous state governments and federal agencies have 

launched competitive, merit-based pay systems as part of governmental reform efforts. 

However, concerns remain about the challenges of implementing incentive systems like 

those found in firms in public institutions – especially since we do not know much about 

how such systems perform in different organizational contexts. There is evidence from 

the private sector that merit-based pay can enhance worker productivity, but few studies 

explore these questions in the context of public organizations.

We discuss evidence from the Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey about how merit-

based pay influences employees’ satisfaction with their pay, job, and organization. Job 

satisfaction is a key measure of organizational effectiveness because it is a strong 

predictor of attributes like organizational commitment, absenteeism, and turnover that 

help explain individual performance improvements.3 We believe that the relationship 

between merit-based pay and job satisfaction limits the effective implementation of 

merit-based pay in public organizations.  

MERIT-BASED PAY IN FEDERAL AGENCIES  

Broadly speaking, merit-based pay was introduced in the federal government by the Civil 

Service Reform Act of 1978, and later changed in the Public Management Reform Act 

of 1984. Experiments with merit-based pay in setting managerial compensation soon 

revealed problems, including inadequate funding, inaccurate performance appraisals, 

and reports of perceived unfairness. Despite frustrating experiences in the early days, 

policymakers often insist on implementing merit-based pay, in part because of the 

belief that financial incentives are effective motivators if implemented properly.4 The 

New Public Management movement refocused attention on the potential for successful 

implementation of merit-based pay, as seen in compensation innovations in large federal 

agencies such as DOD and DHS. These moves come from broader governmental reform 

efforts to make public personnel systems "mission-centered, fair, effective, and flexible."5 

For instance, since the enactment of the IRS Restructuring and Reform Act in 1998, 

the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) has also led the implementation of merit-based pay 

systems with broad pay band systems for managers; in 2000, IRS put in place a similar 

system for frontline employees. Research by the Government Accountability Office6 

noted that the IRS systems failed to align performance and the organization’s goals. 
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In particular, the behaviors of frontline employees were not consistently aligned with 

their defined job responsibilities. While most managerial commitments were aligned with 

organizational goals, they were not clear, specific, easily monitored, or outcome-oriented. 

Such concerns show how difficult it is to use such pay systems to support accountability: 

if commitments are not clear, evaluators cannot rate managers. 

However, now most Title-5 exempt agencies (see Appendix) have attempted to tailor such 

pay systems to their unique environments and needs (e.g., pay-for-performance systems, 

broad bands, variable pay, and others).7 Examples of agencies working with such systems 

include the Federal Aviation Administration, GAO, several intelligence agencies, and the 

National Institute of Standards and Technology. 

MERIT-BASED PAY AND JOB SATISFACTION   
	
Financial incentive schemes have long been thought to 

motivate workers and to bring about desirable outcomes 

such as high performance and productivity.8 Despite such 

promise, early evaluations were decidedly pessimistic about 

merit-based pay in public organizations.9 Mainly, merit-based 

pay was seen to be limited in government settings by the 

inherent features of public organizations and the role of 

environmental factors in such settings.10

Proponents contend that increased earnings can increase the pay satisfaction of 

employees if workers prefer work environments that financially reward productivity and 

contribution to organizational goals – the result being worker optimism about future 

employment.11 When workers perceive that their efforts are recognized and rewarded, 

they experience feelings of accomplishment, belonging, and esteem. 

Opponents see several reasons that financial incentive schemes may not be beneficial 

for the mental wellbeing of employees. For instance, merit-based pay may have 

unintended negative effects on employees through the mechanisms of competition, lack 

of job security, risk, and perceived unfairness. Evaluating individual performance may 

undermine important goals like teamwork and cooperation and, in doing so, promote 

destructive competition.12 Even in firms, schemes like group profit sharing can lead to 

peer pressure that reduces workers’ job satisfaction regardless of pay raises.13 For some 

types of workers, merit-based pay may be especially detrimental to their job satisfaction. 

 
...early evaluations 
were decidedly 
pessimistic about 
merit-based 
pay in public 
organizations.



Merit-based Pay and Employee Motivation in Federal Agencies        4

Because merit-based pay does not always guarantee constant earnings, the earnings risk 

that comes with such a pay scheme may negatively influence satisfaction for risk-averse 

workers.14 In addition, increased earning dispersion within the organization may cause 

negative consequences for workers that perceive unfairness, leading to frustration and 

lower morale.15

The difference depends on comparing the short-run benefits and long-run costs of such 

pay schemes. One reason for this reaction in workers is that financial incentive schemes 

are attempts at "coercive control," which seeks to increase effort coercively instead of 

voluntarily.16 While coercive control can initially work, as measured by improved views of 

empowerment, belongingness, task involvement, and other "affective" outcomes (e.g., 

job satisfaction, commitment, or self-esteem), these positive effects tend to diminish 

over the long-term. On one hand, these pressures and performance norms may make 

workers more motivated; on the other, they also increase stress and diminish the quality 

of the work experience.17 These stress levels often offset the benefits, with the result that 

in the end work performance suffers.18 Over time, workers in such environments often 

experience reduced empowerment, involvement, and job satisfaction. 

Intrinsic motivation has been repeatedly emphasized as important for public employees 

who serve the public.19 The worry, though, is that financial incentives can drive out 

that intrinsic motivation. An external intervention can alter a worker’s preferences 

and behavior, changing how the worker perceives the task environment, the task itself, 

and the self-perception of her role in solving the task. Such extrinsic incentives as pay 

increases can come to dominate – to "crowd out" – intrinsic motivation to do a good job. 

Workers who see an external intervention as replacing their self-determination can come 

to reject their intrinsic motivation, with the result that self-esteem falls and effort is 

damaged.20 In the end, intrinsic attributes of the job, such as work satisfaction, decrease 

due to worries about risk and lower morale.21 

Subjective performance evaluations are especially likely to cause frustration and 

dissatisfaction. Such evaluations and the general lack of objective measures of 

performance encourage employees to work to curry the favor of supervisors, or to focus 

on measureable goals that may not increase overall organizational performance.22 The 

various errors or biases that can find their way into a supervisor’s evaluation also affect 

employees’ perceptions of unfairness in pay distribution.23 Such perceptions, in turn, 

can demotivate employees and reduce trust toward management and supervisor.24 One 

survey of state government employees after the implementation of merit-based pay 

showed employees were skeptical about the fairness of evaluations and the motivational 

effectiveness of financial incentives.25 
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MERIT-BASED PAY REDUCES EMPLOYEE SATISFACTION 

Evidence from the 2008 Federal Employee Viewpoint 

Survey shows that working in an organization that has 

a merit-based pay system consistently and negatively 

affects employees’ satisfaction with their pay, their 

organization, and their job. The relationship between 

merit-based pay and pay satisfaction may be negative 

because employees do not see their performance 

reflected in pay26 or pay raises may be too small to 

make them satisfied.27 The problem may be one of 

expectations: while some employees may perceive 

that they have received sufficient pay raises, it is likely 

that more employees are frustrated because of higher 

expectations about pay increases. Since earning increases are usually limited to a small 

number of employees, average pay satisfaction is likely to be lower than that in agencies 

without merit-based pay. Note that this is likely a special feature of the unique financial 

condition of governmental organizations that rely on appropriations. Limited funds in 

government have long hindered successful implementation of merit-based pay. In one 

state-level survey, employees suspected their performance ratings were intentionally 

downgraded due to budgetary constraints.28 

Perceptions about proper implementation of such systems are crucial to system 

success.29 This likely explains our findings that merit-based pay is negatively related 

with organizational satisfaction. If employees are frustrated and experience stress due 

to unmet expectations and perceived unfairness in the system (e.g., perceived unfairness 

in performance evaluation), they may blame their organizations for their own failure to 

earn bonuses. Also, since highly competitive work environments with financial incentive 

schemes usually impose greater burdens on employees, this also creates more work 

stress.30 Such pressures and performance norms probably contribute to negative 

experiences in the workplace.31 

Finally, we find that financial incentive schemes 

affect intrinsic motivation negatively by 

decreasing job satisfaction. Many studies have 

found that public employees value pay less 

than their counterparts in the private sector.32 

Rather, public employees are motivated by 

 
...working in an 
organization that has 
a merit-based pay 
system consistently 
and negatively 
affects employees’ 
satisfaction with 
their pay, their 
organization, and 
their job.

 
...public employees value pay 
less than their counterparts 
in the private sector.
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public service,33 and such employees report higher job satisfaction.34 Perhaps such 

employees have "public service motivation,"35 or value "self-determination."36 If either is 

true, then such motivations are fundamental for developing compensation systems that 

better fit the kinds of people who work in government.

Comparing how merit-based pay affects these three different measures of job satisfaction  

- satisfaction with one’s job, pay, and the organization itself - helps us better understand 

the potential negative consequences of such systems. Foremost, such systems are most 

likely to reduce employee satisfaction with the organizations where they work. We believe 

that many employees experience unmet expectations and are frustrated with how such 

systems are implemented in their organizations: they worry about unfair performance 

evaluations and evaluators; they know that funding constraints can lead to performance 

mis-measurement; they experience uncomfortable performance norms and intense 

work. Of course, employees may also be dissatisfied with their pay and job, but they 

seem more likely to blame their organization and the implementation of the system. 

IMPLICATIONS  	

Despite three decades of experience in implementing merit-based pay systems, we still 

see little evidence of the outcomes promised by such systems. We worry about whether 

merit-based pay is appropriate for public organizations. If employees are less satisfied 

with their workplaces when exposed to financial incentive schemes, this has long-term 

implications for turnover and future hiring initiatives. It may be that merit-based pay 

is inherently flawed37 or that public organizations are bad places to implement it. The 

simple answer is that we should evaluate the effects of these situations more – especially 

so in small experiments – rather than making prospective promises of such systems’ 

efficacy. 
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APPENDIX

Title 5 of the US Code in the federal government defines the majority of civil service 

protections, for example, hiring and recruiting standards (e.g., rule of three, veterans’ 

preferences), banning nepotism, and protecting federal employees from political 

coercion.i 1 Exemption from Title 5 of the US Code thus increases managerial discretion 

and flexibility and relaxes rules in public personnel management. Agencies exempted 

from Title 5 are allowed to develop their agency-specific systems such as pay for 

performance, streamlined hiring process, and stricter disciplinary systems.iii2 

i.	  US Office of Personnel Management (OPM).1998. Yang, K. and Kassekert, A. 2009.

ii.	  Yang, K. and Kassekert, A. 2009. Linking Management Reform with Employee Job Satisfaction: 
Evidence from Federal Agencies. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 20(2), 413-436.



Merit-based Pay and Employee Motivation in Federal Agencies        8

REFERENCES

Condrey, S. E., and J. L. Brudney. 1992. Performance-Based Managerial Pay in the Federal 

Government: Does Agency Matter? Journal of Public Administration Research and 

Theory, 2 (2):157 – 74.

Gabris, G. T., and D. M. Ihrke. 2000. Improving Employee Acceptance toward Performance 

Appraisal and Merit Pay Systems: The Role of Leadership Credibility. Review of Public 

Personnel Administration 20 (1): 41 – 53.

Ingraham, P. W. 1993. Of Pigs in Pokes and Policy Diffusion: Another Look at Pay-for-

Performance. Public Administration Review 53 (4):348 – 56.

Lazear, E. P. 2000. The power of incentives. The American Economic Review, 90 (2): 410—14. 

Milkovich, G. T., and A. K. Wigdor. 1991. Pay for Performance: Evaluating Performance 

Appraisal and Merit Pay. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.



Merit-based Pay and Employee Motivation in Federal Agencies       9

ENDNOTES

1	  Kettl, D. F. 2005. The Global Public Management Revolution. 2nd ed. Brookings 
Institution Press.  Osborne, D., and T. Gaebler. 1992. Reinventing government: How the 
entrepreneurial spirit is transforming the public sector. Addison-Wesley Publishing 
Company.  Yang, K. and Kassekert, A. 2009. Linking Management Reform with Employee Job 
Satisfaction: Evidence from Federal Agencies. Journal of Public Administration Research and 
Theory, 20(2), 413-436.

2	  Perry, J. L., T. Engbers, and S. Y. Jun. 2009. Back to the future? Performance-related 
pay, empirical research, and the perils of persistence. Public Administration Review, 69(1): 1-31. 

3	  Harrison, D. A., D. Newman, and P. L. Roth. 2006. How important are job attitudes? 
Meta-analytic comparisonof integrative behavioral outcomes and time sequences. Academy of 
Management Journal, 49: 305—25. Wright, B.E., and B. S. Davis. 2003. Job satisfaction in the 
public sector: The role of the work environment. American Review of Public Administration, 
33 (1): 70—90. Wright, B. E., and S. Kim. 2004. Participation’s influence on job satisfaction: The 
importance of job characteristics. Review of Public Personnel Administration, 24 (1): 18—40. 

4	  Kellough, J. E., and H. Lu, 1993. The Paradox of Merit Pay in the Public Sector: 
Persistence of a Problematic Procedure. Review of Public Personnel Administration 13 (2): 45 
– 64.

5	  U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB). 2005. Department of Homeland 
Security http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/BUDGET-2005-APP/pdf/BUDGET-2005-APP-1-11.pdf. 
Perry, J. L., T. Engbers, and S. Y. Jun. 2009.

6	   U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO). 2002. Performance management 
systems: IRS’s systems for frontline employees and managers align with strategic goals but 
improvements can be made. GAO-02-804. http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-02-804.

7	  US Office of Personnel Management (OPM). 1998. HRM policies and practices in Title 
5-exempt organizations. MSE-98-4. http://archive.opm.gov/studies/title5.pdf. 

8	  Pearce, J. L., and J. L. Perry. 1983. Federal Merit Pay: A Longitudinal Analysis. Public 
Administration Review, 43 (4):315 – 25. Perry, J. L., D. Mesch, and L. Paarlberg. 2006. 
Motivating employees in a new governance era: The performance paradigm revisited. Public 
Administration Review 66 (4): 505 – 14. 

9	  Kellough, J. E., and H. Lu, 1993. Perry, J. L. 1986. Merit pay in the public sector: The 
case for a failure of theory. Review of Public Personnel Administration 7 (1): 57 – 69. Perry, J. 
L., T. Engbers, and S. Y. Jun. 2009. Perry, J. L., D. Mesch, and L. Paarlberg. 2006.

10	  Miller, Gary J., and Andrew B. Whitford. 2007. The Principal’s Moral Hazard: Constraints 
on the Use of Incentives in Hierarchy. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 
17(2): 213-233.

11	  Brown, S., and J. G. Sessions. 2003. Earnings, education, and fixed-term contracts. 
Scottish Journal of Political Economy, 50: 492—506. 

12	  Drago, R. and G. T. Garvey. 1998. Incentives for helping on the job: Theory and 
evidence. Journal of Labor Economics, 16: 1—25. 

http://www.brookings.edu/experts/kettld.aspx


Merit-based Pay and Employee Motivation in Federal Agencies        10

13	  Kandel, E., and E. Lazear. 1992. Peer pressure and partnerships. Journal of Political 
Economy, 100: 801—17. 

14	  Milgrom, P., and J. Roberts. 1992. Economics, Organization and Management. 
Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall.Miller, Gary J., and Andrew B. Whitford. 2002. Trust and 
Incentives in Principal-Agent Negotiations: The Insurance/Incentive Trade Off. Journal of 
Theoretical Politics. 14(2): 231-267.

15	  Green, C. and J. S. Haywood. 2008. Does performance pay increase job satisfaction? 
Economica 75: 710—728

16	  Godard, J. 2001. Beyond the high performance paradigm? An analysis of managerial 
perceptions of reform program effectiveness. British Journal of Industrial Relations, 38: 25—
52. 

17	  Ibid.

18	  Ibid.

19	  Perry, J. L. 1986.

20	  Frey, B. S., and R. Jegen. 2001. Motivation crowding theory. Journal of Economic 
Surveys, 15 (5): 589—611.   

21	  Miller, Gary J., and Andrew B. Whitford. 2002. Bottom, William P., James Holloway, 
Gary J. Miller, Alexander Mislin, and Andrew B. Whitford. 2006. Building a Pathway to 
Cooperation: Negotiations and Social Exchange between Principal and Agent. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 51(1): 29-58.

22	  Baker, G. 1992. Incentive contracts and performance measurement. Journal of Political 
Economy, 100 (3): 1125—56.    

23	  Prendergast, C. 1999. The provision of incentives in firms. Journal of Economic 
Literature, 37 (1): 7—63.

24	  Cohen-Charash, Y., and P. E. Spector. 2001. The role of justice in organizations: A meta-
analysis. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 86 (2): 278—321. McFarlin, 
D. B., and P. D. Sweeney. 1992. Distributive and procedural justice as predictors of satisfaction 
with personal and organizational outcomes. Academy of Management Journal, 35 (3): 626—37. 

25	  Kellough, J. E. , and L. G. Nigro. 2002. Pay for Performance in Georgia State 
Government. Review of Public Personnel Administration, 22 (2):146 – 66 Kellough, J. E., and L. 
G. Nigro. 2006. Dramatic Reform in the Public Service: At-Will Employment and the Creation 
of a New Public Workforce. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 16 (3): 
447—66.  

26	  Daley, D. 1987. Merit pay enters with a whimper: The initial federal civil service reform 
experience. Review of Public Personnel Administration, 7 (2): 72—79. 

27	  Pearce, J. L., W. B. Stevenson, and J. L. Perry. 1985. Managerial compensation based 
on organizational performance: A time series analysis of the effects of merit pay. Academy of 
Management Journal, 28 (2): 261 – 78.



Merit-based Pay and Employee Motivation in Federal Agencies       11

28	  Kellough, J. E. , and L. G. Nigro. 2002.

29	  Perry, J. L., T. Engbers, and S. Y. Jun. 2009.

30	  Godard, J. 2001.

31	  Baker, G. 1992.

32	  Rainey, H. G. 2003. Understanding and managing public organizations. 3rd Ed., San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

33	  Crewson, P. E. 1997. Public-service motivation: Building empirical evidence of incidence 
and effect. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 7 (4): 499—518. Rainey, H. 
G. 2003. 

34	  Naff, K. C., and J. Crum. 1999. Working for America: Does public service motivation 
make a difference? Review of Public Personnel Administration, 19 (4): 5—16. 

35	  Perry, J. L., and A. Hondeghem. 2008. Motivation in Public Management: The Call of 
Public Service. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

36	  Deci, E. L. 1975. Intrinsic motivation. New York, NY, US: Plenum Press. 

37	  Perry, J. L. 1986.



Merit-based Pay and Employee Motivation in Federal Agencies        12

Governance Studies 
The Brookings Institution
1775 Massachusetts Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036
Tel: 202.797.6090
Fax: 202.797.6144
www.brookings.edu/
governance.aspx

Editing 
Korin Davis 
 
Production & Layout
Beth Stone

Email your comments to 
gscomments@brookings.edu

	This paper is distributed in the expectation that it may elicit useful 
comments and is subject to subsequent revision. The views expressed 
in this piece are those of the authors and should not be attributed to 
the staff, officers or trustees of the Brookings Institution.


