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Table 1 Summary description of variables
A
Compl 712 8 12.887 7 0.771 3 10.944 9 12.903 9 14.860 5
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Table 2 Basic regression between corporates’ strategy and CEO-employee pay gap
Gapl Gap2 Gapl Gap2
1 2 3 4
0. 149 0 0.867 97 0.151 37 0.888 77
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Table 3 Effects of corporates’ strategy on executive compensation and employee wages
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Table 4 Corporates’ strategy and CEO-employee pay gap: Robust test
A
Gapl Gap2 Gapl Gap2
1 2 3 4
0.479 9 4.647 3% -0.014 6 -0.0722
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Table 5 Regression between corporates’ strategy and CEO-employee pay gap: The moderating effect of ownership
Gapl Gap2
1 2 3 4 5 6
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Table 6 Corporates’ strategy CEO-employee pay gap and the economic outcomes
00A Invest — Tobin(Q) Roa
1 2 3 4 5 6
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Is the corporate strategy responsible for the CEOQ-employee pay gap?

WU Hao-min' MO Shen-wei' MENG Qing—=i’
1. School of Economics and Management Shihezi University Shihezi 832000 China;
2. School of Accountancy Shanghai University of Finance and Economics Shanghai 200433 China

Abstract: It is vital for enterprises to design effective incentive contracts with fairness and efficiency bal-
anced to make full use of the human capital they possess. Choosing the A-share listed firms in China from
2003 to 2014 as the sample the paper empirically studies corporate strategy and its influence on the pay gap
between chief executive officers and rank-andfile employees. The results show that: the more offensive a com—
pany’ s strategy is the more likely it pays higher executive pays and lower rank-and-file employee wages thus
resulting a larger CEO-employee pay gap; the relationship between corporate strategy and CEO-employee pay
gap 1s more significant in private enterprises than in local and central state-owned enterprises. After a further
examination it is found that the CEO-employee pay gap caused by the differences in strategies could promote
a firm” s investment efficiency and performance. The results are of some reference value to objectively evaluate
the CEO-employee pay gap and optimize the compensation control policy in China.

Key words: corporate strategy; pay gap; ownership; economic outcomes



