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%e paper, focusing on the context of Public Administration (PA), addresses the effects of monetary incentives in employees’
performance. In the Italian PA, the monetary incentives are distributed according to the D.L.150/09 (i.e., the monetary incentives
are divided among the employees according to the employees’ performance) which is based on the rank order tournament. %e
paper investigates if this mechanism has positive and sustainable impacts on the employees’ performance in the short, middle, and
long term.%e employees’ performance has beenmodeled as a function of ability andmotivation.%e results of the computational
experiments show a positive impact of the monetary incentives, distributed according to merit criteria, on the employees’
performance in the short, middle, and long term.

1. Introduction

Starting from the late 1970s many European countries have
experienced a period of reforms in the public sector. %e
reforms regarded different fields and in particular from one
side the management system, introducing control and
planning system, and from the other the performance ap-
praisal and the reward systems, fostering technical and
cultural changes in the public sector [1–8]. In Italy, since the
early 1990s, numerous reforms have been succeeded with the
purpose of reaching a better use of the resources and a better
quality of services given to citizen. It is worth noting that
reforms in Italy are characterized by a “top-down” approach,
i.e., by regulation, and the most important are D. Lgs. 29/
1993 and Law n. 59/97 (so called Legge Bassanini). %ese
reforms tried to adopt new managerial instruments usually
used in the private sector, but the results were a failure
because the transferability of these instruments to the bu-
reaucracy of the Public Administration (PA) is not always
effective. %e main causes of the failure were the constraints
of PA, such as the possibility to make change only by means
of laws and the uncertainty of the amount of resources. %e
last attempt of reform is the “Decreto Legislativo 27 ottobre

2009, n. 150,” “Attuazione della legge 4 marzo 2009, n. 15, in
materia di ottimizzazione della produttività del lavoro
pubblico e di efficienza e trasparenza delle pubbliche
amministrazioni. (09G0164),” also called Brunetta reform,
where a virtuous circle able to induce behaviors more ef-
ficient to overcome the previous failure is initiated giving
instruments extremely concrete and ready to use. Following
the New Public Management theory (NPM), the Brunetta
reform considers the PA as firms and borrows from the firm
context the key concepts of efficiency, efficacy, productivity,
and transparency. In particular, the efficiency connects the
resources used (input) with the results (output); the
transparency means the possibility of the citizen to access to
the activity of PA; the efficacy considers the measure of the
action of the PA on the external environment; and finally the
productivity means the performance of the employees and of
the organization. In fact, according to NPM, performance
management based on objectives, monitoring, and incen-
tives must be introduced in public sector organizations [6].
Focusing on the incentives and in particular on the mon-
etary incentives given to the employees, according to D.L.
150/09 the incentives are nomore divided equally among the
employees but they are distributed only to the employees
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that perform better, ranking them according to merit cri-
teria. In fact, as stated in [9, 10], pay-for-performance
systems are less efficient than the promotion tournaments in
public organizations.

%e main goal of the paper is to verify the effects of the
new incentives mechanism introduced with D.L.150/09 in
the Italian PA and to observe its sustainability over time. In
order to address such investigation, the paper presents an
agent-based model and simulation based on empirical data
collected by questionnaires. Simulation is a useful tool to
investigate complex systems in many different fields such as
engineering, physics, mathematics, and economics and is
also becoming an increasingly significant methodological
approach in organizations and strategy and public man-
agement field [11–16]. Among the different simulation
models, the agent-based approach is very useful to inves-
tigate complex systems and networks characterized by a
large number of simple interacting units [17–26]. An agent-
based model provides a computational laboratory very
suitable to make classical what-if analysis by means of ex-
periments [27–33]. In organizations, field agent-based
models (ABMs) are particularly well suited to study pro-
cesses where heterogenous interacting entities are involved
[34–37]. %us, they represent a useful tool to investigate the
effects of new policies such as new incentive mechanisms. In
the following, Section 2 presents the literary review and the
research gap, Section 3 the questionnaire data, Section 4 the
simulation model, Section 5 the computational experiments,
and Section 6 the empirical analysis. Finally, Section 7
provides the discussion and conclusions of the study.

2. Literature Review and Research Question

In the literature, many studies about the increasing of ef-
ficiency and performance of the PA have been presented
[38]. Usually, the organizational performance is considered
directly related to the performance of employees, and how to
evaluate the performance of employees in the public sector is
an interesting and difficult field of research [39–42]. %e
main theories consider jointly the “capacity to work” and the
“will to work” to determine the employees’ performance
[43, 44]. %e “capacity to work” has been formalized as
ability, whereas the “will to work” as motivation [45]. Some
years later, to improve the effective evaluation of the em-
ployees’ contribution, the Ability, Motivation, and Oppor-
tunity model (AMOmodel), which adds the “opportunity to
perform” to the “capacity to work” and “will to work,” has
been defined [46, 47]. According to this theory, Human
Research (HR) system is viewed as a composition of em-
ployee skills, motivation, and opportunity to contribute in
working life [46, 48–52].

2.1. Monetary Reward. It is already known that the eco-
nomic motivation is one of the most used stimuli to improve
the firm performance [53, 54]. Focusing on the relation
between monetary incentives and employees’ performance,
one of the most important theories is Performance Related
Pay (PRP) theory, derived from the principles of Weberian

bureaucracy, see [55], for further details. With respect to a
system that grants a bonus based on seniority, PRP is a
mechanism able to quickly increase work motivation and
improve the performance of employees [56]; in fact em-
ployees work harder if they, valuing the monetary rewards,
trust that those awards are related to their increased efforts
[57, 58].

In the literature, the use of financial incentives and in
particular of monetary incentives is based primarily on the
theoretical propositions of reinforcement theory [59] and
expectancy theory [60]. Reinforcement theory, premised on
the principles and techniques aimed at modifying organi-
zational behavior, investigates the connection between the
target behavior (e.g., performance) and the motivational tool
(e.g., pay for performance) [61–63], whereas expectancy
theory is an analytical tool to study how a reward system
motivates the employees [64].

Other theories useful to investigate the link between
incentives and motivation are the equity theory and the
distributive justice. According to the equity theory, each
employee compares her/his contribution to the organization
with the reward gained by her/his job [65] and with the one
obtained by other coworkers. Instead the idea of distributive
justice is connected to the one of procedural justice.
According to procedural justice, individuals evaluate the
mechanism that the organization introduces to distribute
rewards [66].

Several studies in the literature state that the efficacy of
monetary incentives is connected to specific conditions of
organizations. In particular, they argue that individual
economic incentives are not so useful in the traditional
public sector, if the medical and educational contexts are
excluded [54, 59, 67–71].

In particular, a study focused on public managers reports
that financial rewards had no significant effect on the
managers’ effort [72]. It is worth noting that the relationship
between incentive and performance in public and private
sector has different peculiarities mainly due to specificity of
cultural dimension, market relations, bonus size, and
nonexpandable business constraints [67, 73]. Finally, in the
PA, the link between incentive and performance is not
straightforward because it is difficult to identify the con-
tribution of each employee. In fact, in private firms, this is
easier because the results of operations are quantitatively
measurable, whereas in the public sector, where profit is not
the primary target, this is more difficult. %us, an evaluation
schemes, designed to capture the different levels of com-
petence and predisposition of individuals to make a greater
effort in the workplace, can be adopted.

2.2. Research Gap. In this paper, the employees’ perfor-
mance is evaluated focusing on their abilities and motiva-
tions. Manymechanisms can be used to detect the abilities of
employees [74], but all of them can be attributed to two
fundamental models: the subjective evaluations, that con-
sider the individual organizational behavior, and the ob-
jective evaluations, that directly take into account the
feedback of one or more superior or all of the colleagues.
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Focusing on the objective evaluation, the network analysis,
mainly focused on the links among the employees, allows to
evaluate the importance and relevance of each employee,
with respect to her/his colleagues. Indeed, the relationships,
in the informal network, reflect the recognition given to a
single employee from their colleagues for her/his skills and
her/his opportunities to participate in working life.

%e ability is also a measure of employees to make
themselves available by their colleagues [75, 76].

%e motivation is reflected considering a model with
different levels of stimuli that depend on the employees’
strength and successes. %ey are represented by the
achievement of a predetermined threshold that leads to
different monetary rewards [77]. %is model is based on the
expectancy theory of motivation, a process theory that pro-
vides an explanation of individual criteria used to choose
among different behaviors. According to this theory, the work
motivation depends on the perceived association between
performance and outcomes. Employeesmodify their behavior
based on their estimation of anticipated outcomes [78].
According to [79], the motivation for work is related to a
series of causes and effects: first of all persons should trust that
their increased efforts will translate into a better performance;
secondary, a satisfactory performance should lead to a wanted
reward; thirdly, the reward should fulfill a significant need for
the individual. Finally, the desire to fulfill this need should be
strong enough to make the initial efforts worthwhile.

So far, in the PA, the financial incentives are distributed
among the employees following a hierarchical mechanism,
without considering the performance of each employee.
Specifically, the incentives are first uniformly distributed
among the business units and then subdivided among in-
dividual employees. %e portion of incentives received by
each employee is proportional to its tenure, i.e., related to the
role in the organization, not determined by its performance.

As mentioned in the introduction, the Italian D.L.150/09
tried to introduce a merit logic in the distribution of
monetary incentives in the PA. According to the D.L.150/09,
the bonus is evaluated with a merit logic, which is formalized
by the closed rank tournament theory, which means that the
employees are ranked and only a subset takes the monetary
incentives according to the employees’ performance.
According to this law the employees are divided in three sets,
called set A, B, and C, and receive a different amount of
monetary incentives according to the set. In particular, 25%
of the total employees is collocated in set A, 50% in set B, and
25% in set C. %e total amount of monetary incentives is
divided as follows: 50% to set A, 50% to set B, and 0% to set
C. %us, people in set C do not receive any kind of monetary
incentives.

%e main research question of the paper is to investigate
if the monetary incentives, distributed according to merit
criteria, i.e., according to D.L. 150/09, are a stimulus for
better performance in the short, middle, and long term. %e
effect of the introduction of D.L.150/09 is investigated
considering the sustainability of the new rules for the dis-
tribution of incentives along time using the agent-based
simulation. %e simulation verifies if the monetary incen-
tives distributed with merit criteria have positive or negative

effect after the introduction of the rule. In detail, the sus-
tainability of the merit criteria in the distribution of mon-
etary incentives is investigated considering how many
employees every year are in the same set and how many
employees change set trying to improve their performance.

3. The Data

A series of interviews has been arranged in order to explore
the connection between the performance of the employees
and the allocation of economic incentives: in February 2011,
131 employees were interviewed, and in January 2013, the
arranged interviews were 126. %e interviews consisted of
one hour face-to-face sessions composed of 57 questions, to
which the employees had to respond with a value between 1
and 7, according to the Likert scale [80]. %e employees
interviewed belong to five different organizational areas. In
order to minimize misunderstandings, the research team
directly administered the questionnaires. %e questionnaires
were anonymous, the provided data were only used for
private purposes, and the people were interviewed in
agreement with the trade unions. In February 2011, 126
questionnaires were collected out of 131 (four employees
were absent in that period, and one was hired as a temporary
secretary). In 2013, interviewees were 123 out of a total of
126. %e total number of employees decreased because there
have been a few retirements, and, due to the financial crisis,
the assumption rate was lower than the retirement rate. %e
questionnaires were composed of four different sections:

(i) Personal data (gender and age)
(ii) Position (tenure and organizational area)
(iii) Skills (problem solving, teamwork, determination,

customer oriented, and self-organization)
(iv) Intraorganization relationship

%e resultant set of data provides information on both
employee characteristics (occupied position, knowledge,
skills, and background) and the organizational model (the
relationships maintained between employees of the same
organization and between different organizations). In ad-
dition to this data, the HR department provided the salary
information of employees for the three years from 2010 to
2012. Specifically, this information included

(i) %e uniformly distributed portion of the bonus
granted to every employee

(ii) %e portion of the bonus based on the criteria of
merit

(iii) %e salary-level: there are 12 levels, 8 of which are
reserved for employees having nonexecutive
positions

It is worth noting that, in 2010, the total amount of
incentives distributed equally among the business units was
47% and the one distributed according the merit criteria was
53%, whereas in 2011, the allocation was 36% and 64%,
respectively. %us, the monetary incentives distributed
according the merit criteria increases from 53% to 64%.
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4. The Model

4.1. *e Network. %e employees in the model are orga-
nized as a directed graph, where the employees are the
nodes and the arrows represent the interactions among
employees. %e total number of employees is N and each
employee is characterized by an identification number id.
An employee is linked to a set of other employees whose
number and strength (of the connection) gij depends on
the real data. %e connections among the employees have
been determined ignoring the vertical relation among
supervisors and employees and considering the informal
network created by means of the information obtained
with the administered questionnaire. In fact, employees
were asked with whom and how many times they need to
interact to perform the given task. In particular, they had
to indicate up to ten members of the organization they
need to relate more directly and more frequently with, in
order to improve or facilitate the execution of their ac-
tivities. In order to quantify the frequency of the con-
nection, i.e., the strength, a Likert scale that ranges from 1
(contacts infrequent, some once a month) to 7 (several
times per day) has been used. With the collected infor-
mation, an adjacency, squared, and not symmetrical
matrix has been built and shown in the informal network
of Figure 1. It is worth remarking that only the con-
nections between employees in the same level have been
considered, to find out only the “horizontal”
relationships.

%e interactions in the graph are assumed to be uni-
directional (i.e., if employee j influences employee i, it does
not necessarily mean that employee i influences employee j)
and characterized by a weight gji, assumed a positive real
number in the range [0, 1] proportional to the Likert scale.
As a directed graph is used, both an output and input node
degrees are defined. %e output node degree is associated to
the output branches of a given node, whereas the input node
degree is related to the input arrows.

Furthermore, each employee is characterized by her/his
rank r and her/his performance P.

At each time step h, the performance of employee i is
evaluated and the rank rh

i is updated.%e agent’s rank r is an
integer number between 1 and 3 depending on the set to
which the employee belongs. Employees in set A have rank
rh

i � 1, in set B have rank rh
i � 2, and in set C have rank

rh
i � 3. According to their performance, in descending order,
the employees are divided in three set: A, B, and C. Set A is
formed by the top 25% of the total employees, set B by the
next 50%, and set C by the last 25% (see D.L. 150/09, for
more details). It is worth remembering that employees
belonging to different sets receive a different fraction of
monetary incentives. In particular, half of the total amount
of monetary incentives is divided among employees in set A,
half among employees in set B, and 0 among employees in
set C.

%e graph is responsible for the changes in employees’
rank. In fact, at each time step, employees depending on
their rank change a fraction of his/her connections in order
to improve the performance.

4.2. *e Performance. As already stated in Section 2, the
performance is a function of Ability and Motivations
and quantitatively the performance is measured as
the production of ability and motivation [43]. In
formulas,

Performance � Ability × Motivation. (1)

4.2.1. Ability. As already stated in Section 2, in order to
detect the abilities of employees, the objective evaluations
have been considered by using the network analysis ap-
proach. Generally speaking, the influence of an individual
regarding other individuals within a network is indicated by
his/her centrality [81].

Centrality in the advice network means the recognition
given to a single employee from her/his colleagues for the
availability in exchanging advices and in problem solving. A
central individual can increase knowledge about different
problems over the years, and as more and more colleagues
become dependent on her/him for some help, she/he gains
power and authority [82, 83]. %ere are many definitions of
centrality, but the most common are the Degree, the
Closeness, the Betweenness, the Coreness, and the Bonacich
centrality [84–87].

In this paper, among the others the degree centrality is
chosen and the centrality is measured by means of the
number of connections among the employees, defining the
centrality index.

%e centrality index of employee i, CIi, indicates the
relationship between employee i and the other employees
and, in particular, quantifies how employee i is involved in
the activities of the other employees:

CIi �
TACi

cmax
, (2)

where TACi is the task advice centrality of employee i and
cmax is the maximum number of input connections among
all the employees. %e task advice centrality for each node,
i.e., the centrality of the individual in the social consulting
network, is the sum of all incoming arrows (input node
degree) multiplied by their weights. As mentioned above,
the employee’s centrality in the intraorganizational net-
work reflects her/his skills to participate in working life
and, in particular, indicates how a node is necessary to
perform the employees’ activities. %us, it is a proxy of the
employees’ ability. In the formula, the task advice cen-
trality of employee i (TACi) is

TACi � 
j

cj,igj,i, (3)

where cj,i are the incoming arrows of employee i and gj,i are
the respective weights.

4.2.2. Motivation. As stated in Section 2, the expectancy
theory of motivation has been considered. According to this
theory, employees can be motivated if they believe that there
is a positive correlation between efforts and performance.
%is behavior has been schematized defining the motivation
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index MI. In particular, the motivation of employee i is
quantified with the motivation index MIi. According to D.L.
150/09, the employees are ranked and divided in three sets A,
B, and C and receive a different fraction of monetary in-
centive. In particular, 25% of the total employees is collo-
cated in set A, 50% in set B, and 25% in set C, respectively,
whereas half of the total amount of monetary incentives is
divided among employees in set A, half among employees in
set B, and 0 among employees in set C.%emotivation index
quantifies the motivation of each employee to do better in
order to receive more monetary incentive. According to the
deprivation-satiation proposition, the more often in the
recent past a person has received a major award, the less he
will confer a value to any further reward. Following this
proposition, for employees in set A (corresponding to high
incentives), the motivation decreases, increasing the per-
formance evaluation, and conversely, for employees in set C,
the motivation increases if performance evaluation in-
creases. In particular, the employees near the upper bound of
set A and the lower bound of set C are not motivated to do
better [88]. In the formula, the motivation index MIA in set
A is

MIA �
Es − P




Es − Ta( 
, (4)

where Es is the maximum value of performance in set A, Ta

the minimum value of performance in set A, P is the em-
ployee performance, and the motivation index in set C, and
MIC is

MIC �
P − Ei




Tb − Ei( 
, (5)

where Ei is the minimum value of rank in set C and Tb the
maximum value of rank in set C. For employees in set B, the
motivation is high when the employee is near the two
bounds of the range and decreases in the middle. %is is in
line with the theory that while choosing among different
actions, an employee chooses the one for which the results
multiplied by the probability of getting it is greater [88]:

MIB �
Tmb − P




Ta − Tb( /2
, (6)

where Tmb is the middle value of rank in set B. Table 1
summarizes the parameters abbreviations.

Figure 2 shows how the motivation index MI ranges
along the set A, B, and C.

Employees in set A increase their motivation moving
their level of assessment from Es (maximum level of as-
sessment) to Ta. Employees in set C decrease their moti-
vation moving their level of assessment from Tb to Ei

Figure 1: Network of employees at time t� 0.
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(minimum level of assessment). Finally, in set B, employees’
motivation tends to increase as their level of assessment is
close to Ta and Tb and is minimum at the midpoint of the
range Tmb.

%en, employee i has a motivation MIA,i if his rank value
belongs to set A, MIB,i if it belongs to set B, and MIC,i if it
belongs to set C.

4.2.3. Performance Calculus. In the model, the ability is
approximated quantitatively with the centrality index (CI),
which considers the relations among the employees, i.e., the
informal network, whereas the motivation with the moti-
vation index (MI).

%us, the performance of employee i is evaluated as
follows:

Pi � CIi × MIi, (7)

where CIi is the centrality index and MIi the motivation
index. It is worth remarking that the performance is con-
sidered as the product of centrality index (that is a proxy of
ability) and motivation index (that is a proxy of motivation).

5. Computational Experiments

In the computational experiments, the number of agents
considered is 110. Figure 1 shows the network of employees
at time t � 0, which corresponds to the empirical data,

whereas Figure 3 zooms the connections of employee 61 at
time t � 0.

%e simulation duration is twenty years (T� 20), in
order to consider the short, middle, and long term.
According to the empirical data, the number of ranks is
three. %e strength of each connection gi,j between two
employees is a real number in the range [0, 1]. %e number
of employees in set A is fixed to 35, in set B to 70, and in set C
to 5, whereas the total amount of incentives is divided in 47%
for employees in set A, 52% for employees in set B, and 1%
for employees in set C. It is worth noting that these values are
different from the ones defined by D.L.150/09 because in the
computational experiments the used values correspond to
the empirical data. Table 2 summarizes the parameters used
in the simulations.

At each time step that corresponds to a year, employees
with rank 1, 2, and 3 change randomly from a uniform
distribution 10%, 20%, and 30% of their connections, re-
spectively. %is assumption mimics the realistic behavior of
employees; in fact, employees in set C change more con-
nections than employees in set A and B because in order to
improve the performance they contact new employees,
whereas employees in set A change very few connections
because they do not need to contact new employees to
improve their performance. Figures 4–7 show in the top the
rank story and in the bottom the performance of agent 9,
103, 119, and 108 during the simulation, exhibiting the
different behaviors of employees.

Figure 4 shows an employee who does not change his/her
rank during the twenty years. In this case, the monetary
incentives system does not work as stimulus to improve his/
her performance. Figure 5 shows the rank behavior of an
employee that is not able to improve his/her performance,
i.e., the performance worsens, and also in this case, the
incentives’ systems does not work, whereas Figure 6 shows
the rank behavior of an employee who is able to improve his/
her performance, and therefore in this case, the incentives’
systems work. Finally, Figure 7 shows the rank behavior of
an employee with positive and negative changes. Also, in this
case, the incentives’ systems work as stimulus to improve the
employees’ performance.

Figure 8 shows the percentage of employees with dif-
ferent behaviors during the simulation.

In particular, the blue circle line represents the per-
centage of employees who are in set A, the red dashed line
the ones in set B, and the black stair line the ones in set C
who did not change set during the twenty years. %e green
triangle line represents the percentage of employees who
during the twenty years worsened or not improved their
rank position, whereas the cyan diamond line represents the
ones who have improved or not worsened. Finally, the
magenta continuous line represents the percentage of em-
ployees who during the simulation time improved or
worsened their position. It is worth noting that the per-
centage of employees who did not change set along the
twenty years decreases, whereas the number of employees
who did not improve and the ones who did not worsen is
constant. Instead, the percentage of employees who some-
time improved and sometime worsened their rank increases

Table 1: Description of the simulation model’s parameters.

Abbreviation Parameter
CI Network centrality index
MI Motivation index
Es Upper bound of set A
Tma Middle value of set A
Ta Lower bound of set A and upper bound of set B
Tmb Middle value of set B
Tb Lower bound of set B and upper bound of set C
Ei Lower bound of set C
P Performance

Ei Tb Tmb Ta ES
C B A

Lower
bound Upper bound

MI

MI_max

Figure 2: Motivation index.
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along the twenty years. %is means that, in the short term,
people think that changes in the PA cannot be possible, as
shown by the number of employees fixed in a set, whereas in
the middle and long term the incentive system works be-
cause employees who try to improve their performance
increase and the number of employees who are fixed in a set
decreases.

Table 3 underlies the rank story of the employees in the
simulation analysis T � 20.

Figure 9 shows the percentage of employees for which
the monetary incentives’ mechanism works and did not
work during the twenty years. %e blue circle line represents
the employees who are fixed in a set and the one that worsen
their rank position. For these employees, the incentives’
system does not work. %e red stair line represents the
employees who increase or increase and decrease their rank
position. For these employees, the incentives’ system works.
It is worth noting that starting from year 12 (middle term)
the percentage of employees which believes in the incentives’
mechanism is larger than the one which does not. Moreover,
this result confirms that the incentives distributed according
to a merit approach bring to a better performance of em-
ployees and then of the firm in the middle and long term.

Finally, Figure 10 shows the analysis in the very short
term, considering the behavior of employees rank and
performance from year t − 1 and t.

Figure 10(a) shows that, from year t − 1 and t, the
percentage of employees which does not change rank is
between 85% and 95%, whereas the number of employees
which improves and the one which worsens rank is between
5% and 15% in both cases, whereas Figure 10(b) shows that
the percentage of employees which does not change their
performance is between 1% and 15% whereas the number of
employees which improves and the one which worsens their
performance is around 50% in both cases. %is means that
even if, in the short term, the number of employees which
does not change rank is very large, the number of employees
which does not change their performance is very few,
showing that the employees try to improve also in the short
term even if the results is visible only in the middle and long
term. In the very short term employees move their per-
formance, but this is not visible from the rank.

Finally, the analysis shows that the monetary incentives
distributed according to a merit logic and the performance
are linked in particular in the middle and long term sim-
ulation. In fact, in the middle and long term, the number of
employees which does not change their rank decreases,
confirming the positive effect of the incentives distributed
with merit criteria. %is means that the employees consider
the incentives a good motivation for better performing.
Moreover, in the short and very short term, the results
suggest that, from a macropoint of view the employees think
that changes in the PA are very difficult, but a deeper analysis
shows that the employees’ performance changes meaning
which they try to improve in order to get a larger incentive. It
is worth noting that the incentives distributed with merit
logic bring the employees to a better individual performance
and then to a better firm’s performance.%us, the hypothesis
is confirmed in fact after n-step people continue to try to
improve their performance.

6. Empirical Analysis

%e computational results are confirmed in the short term by
the empirical analysis on real data. Table 4 shows the same
analysis performed for the computational experiments for
the real data. In particular, the number of employees which
is always in set A, B, or C and the ones which always worsens
or improves or worse/improve their rank in year 2010/2011
and 2010/2012 are reported.

%e results confirm the decreasing number of employees
in a fixed set and the increasing number of the employees
which improves and worsens their rank position. %e
number of employees which always improves or worsens
remain more or less constant.

Concerning the very short term, Tables 5 and 6 show the
employees’ rank and performance in the period 2010/2011
and 2011/2012. %e results confirm the computational ex-
periments results.

7. Discussion and Conclusions

In this paper, the distribution of monetary incentives in the
PA through a rank order tournament has been addressed.
%e relationship between the monetary incentives and

Figure 3: Zoom of connections of employee 61 at time t� 0.

Table 2: %e most relevant parameter values used in the
simulation.

Symbol Description Value
N Number of employees 110
NA Number of employees in set A 35
NB Number of employees in set B 70
NC Number of employees in set C 5
T Duration of simulation (years) 20
R Number of rank 3
gi,j Strength of connections [0, 1]
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performance of employees has been studied by mean of an
empirical and computational approach. According to the
classical literature, the proposed model incorporates two
variables: the motivation and the ability. In particular, the
employees’ performance has been evaluated multiplying the
motivation and the ability components, and the incentives
have been distributed according to D.L.150/09 (the mone-
tary incentives are divided among the employees with a logic
that consider the employees’ performance). %e design of

both employees’ performance evaluation and monetary
incentives distribution have been presented and discussed
according to the theoretical and computational aspects.

%e results have shown a modification of the employee’s
behavior according to both the theoretical foundations and
the results discussed in [89, 90]. Both the empirical and
computational results show that the monetary incentives
work as stimulus for employees to reach the maximum
incentive and the mechanism is suitable during the years. It
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Figure 4: Rank history (a) and performance (b) of agent 9. During the simulation the employee 9 does not change his/her rank.
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Figure 5: Rank history (a) and performance (b) of agent 103. During the simulation the employee 103 worsens his/her rank.
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Figure 6: Rank history (a) and performance (b) of agent 119. During the simulation the employee 119 improves his/her rank.
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Figure 7: Rank history (a) and performance (b) of agent 108. During the simulation the employee 108 changes his/her rank.
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is worth noting that, with the use of a rank order tournament
mechanism, that is an ordinal system, to evaluate the per-
formance of single employees, the result of the evaluation is
known only at the end. %is meritocratic system increases
employee reactivity to managers’ incitation, as suggested by

the theory of social exchange [88]. Moreover, as discussed in
[91, 92], the model implemented fits the fundamentals of a
virtuous use of monetary incentives, such as the legitimacy
of the appraisal, the objectivity of the criteria, and the
possibility to achieve the initial goals at each repetition of the
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Figure 8: Percentage of employees with different behaviors during the simulation. %e blue circle line represents the percentage of
employees who are in set A, the red dashed line represents the ones in set B, and the black stair line represents the ones in set C who did not
change set during the twenty years.%e green triangle line represents the percentage of employees who during the twenty years worsened or
not improved their rank position, whereas the cyan diamond line represents the ones who improved or not worsened. %e magenta
continuous line represents the percentage of employees who during the simulation time improved or worsened their position.

Table 3: Rank story of the employees. Number of employees who changed or did not change their rank during the twenty years simulation.

Employees’ set T�1 T� 2 T� 3 T� 4 T� 5 T�10 T�15 T�19
A 33 31 30 30 29 26 23 21
B 68 66 65 65 64 58 56 54
C 5 5 5 5 5 2 2 2
Worsening rank 2 4 5 5 6 12 14 16
Improving rank 2 4 5 5 6 12 13 15
Worsening/improving 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
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Figure 9: Percentage of employees for which the incentives’ mechanism works in red star line and does not work in blue circle line.
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tournament. Furthermore, a study about various public
companies in Britain has confirmed that employees’ moti-
vation is reduced if performance-based pay does not operate
fairly [93]. Finally, results have shown that the monetary
incentives distributed with a merit logic impact positively
the firm performance in the short, middle, and long term.
%emain limitation of the study is that only one local PA has
been considered to calibrate the model. In the near future,
other PA will be considered to enrich the analysis and the
simulation model. %e developed agent-based model and
simulator, where agents represent the employees, are one of
the first attempts to provide a suitable tool to make

managerial analysis. In particular, policy makers can use the
developed tool to experiment different monetary incentives
mechanisms in order to find the most convenient policy that
allows to enhance the employee performance. In the end, it is
worth remembering that the developed simulator is a useful
tool not only for Public Administrations but also for private
companies.
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