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Accommaodation of Non-pecuniary Factorsin Work I ncentive
Models: Social Preference and Social Esteem Approaches’

Abstract

This study examines the relevance of different agpines related to non-pecuniary
factors by distinguishing positive from negative rivattitudes (e.g., effort and
shirking).Using survey data, we quantify the relative impactof several human resource
management practiceResults show that the social esteem approach,dimgjuypride
and shame, is more prevalent than the social mmeder approach, including
reciprocity and fairness, with respect to efforowéver, the latter approach is as
important as the former approach with respect tkisiy. These results are robust,
irrespective of gender. Distinguishing the contaixtvork incentives, either effort of
shirking, is crucially important when discussing tffects of non-pecuniary factors.

JEL Classification:JO; J16; J5

Keywords: Effort; Equity;Work Incentives; Pride; ReciprogitShirking
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I. Introduction

Work incentiveis a chief concern of economists beeacompanies can achieve high
performance in terms of productivity and profitéil through improved work
attitudes of employees.Among the numerous studiadenof work incentives,the
efficiency wage theory is a particularly influentiapproach (Akerlof, 1982;
Akerlof&Yellen, 1990; Shapiro &Stiglitz, 1984). Theefficiency wage
theorycomprisesthe so-called gift exchange modéikafrlof(1982)and the shirking
model of Shapiro and Stiglitz(198%)lthough their incentive mechanisms differ,
they are common in the respect thata higher wagevates employees to work hard.
More recent studies recognize limitations of theymeary approach and increasingly
emphasize factors beyond material incentffego approaches are often used to
analyze non-pecuniary factors in behavior agenegihOne is the social preference
approach.The other is the social esteem approdud.fdrmer has examined how

others affect one’s behaviors. Examples includerecity and fairness (Fehr, Klein,

IMore recent literature includes Fella (2000),F&@@0), Jellal and Zenou (2000), Collardand Croix

(2000), Amable and Gatti (2002), and Chang and2602).

2 For example, Dugar (2010) studies nonmonetarytisarscand rewards in a laboratory experiment.
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& Schmidt, 2007; Falk, Fehr, &Fischbacher, ZO%IBpecificallyin the literature,
equity is discussed as an important source of recg behavior (Bolton &Ockenfels,
2000; Fehr &Schmidt, 1999).Self-motivation, such as pride and shame, has
particularly been addressed: most people care dimwithers regard their behavior
(Brennan & Pettit, 2004).

This study is conducted to specify more relevanpreg@chto encompass
non-pecuniary factors in work incentive models byaraining the relative
importance of several factors. For this purposet pgork incentive arguments are
reconstructed comprehensivelyby the applicationfinflings related to human
behaviors in the recent literature to personnehenucs.The approachesdistinguish
positive and negative attitudes towards work. Domne¢ al. (2009) used the
approach, where positive and negative reciproetiects different personality traits,
in their survey research in Germany. We also intoedasymmetric reactions to
human resource management practices.The literhtuess that people tend to
punish harmful behavior more strongly than theyaevbeneficial behavior (Fehr

&Gachter, 2000; Offerman, 2002).Trivial unfavorabdatment might be sufficient to

3strategic reciprocity based on pecuniary incent{ees., Akerlof, 1982) is included in the social
preference approach, although some define recigrasi“an in-kind response to beneficial or

harmful acts ... even ifo material gain can be expected (Fehr &Gé&cheter, 2000, p.160).”
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make employees shirk, although decent favorabketerast can benecessary to

induce effort. Additionally, our analyses integrat®/mmetric reactions with gender

differences in bargaining behavior. The literatsinews that women are more willing

to accept unfair monetary offers than men are (Bck&ossman, 2001; Solnick,

2001). We wonder if a similar phenomenon appliegnwkxamining the relations

between work incentives and non-pecuniary humaoures management practices.

The analyses use survey data collected from locgll@yees of multinational

companies in Southeast Asia. We use covariancetstal analysis in which work

incentives are explained by pecuniary and non-pacyrfactors such as equity, job

training, relationships with supervisors, compangnagement, social evaluation,

and working conditions. In the literature, they #re primary factors affecting work

incentives.In our analyses, social evaluationisateel to the social esteem

approach.Categories aside from job training aratedl to the social preference

approach.

Our analyses show the social esteem approach ie ma@valent than the

socialpreference approach when discussing efflthipagh the latter is as important

as the former in terms of shirking behaviors. Fecguch as social evaluation and

job training are revealed to encourage employeea® mfbectively than other factors
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do. Self-esteem, which can be held up as a refufjood social evaluation of

companies, affects employee motivation much morengty than do less visible

factors, such as equity.However, the degrees ofaainpn shirking do not

differamong factors compared to those oneffort. iAddally, these results are valid,

irrespective of gender. We conclude that the relegaof approachesvaries depending

on which work attitudes we are investigating.

We also confirm thatsomeimplications from past labary experiments are

applicable to the study of work incentives in pi@adt working environments.

Employees tend to resist unfavorable treatment nstrengly than they reward

favorable treatment. The result is consistent withliterature related to asymmetric

reactions to favorable and non-favorable treatmEloiwever, the analyses do not

show that women are more tolerant of unfavorablepecuniary treatment than men

are. The degree of impact of protesting unfavoraigi@tment does not vary between

genders. No gender differences are observed ikisgibehaviors.Additionally, the

analyses reveal thatthe degree to which some peactnotivate employees differs

between men and women.Social evaluation accoumtantde motivation more

importantly than for female motivation, althoughlat®nships with supervisors

account for female motivation more importantly thBox malemotivation.These
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analyses serve as a complement to controlled l&drgraexperimentsbecause

somehave questioned whether laboratory results mawvide useful practical

implicationsbased onunrealistic assumptions(Charn&sechette, &Kagal, 2004;

Fehr &Gachter, 2000; Pereira, N. Silva, & J. SiRa06).

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 prissa description of data used

for the analyses and introduces the model. Restiltke analyses are discussed in

Section 3.Section 4 concludes the paper.

Il. Data and model

The analyses use survey data collected from emgdow®rking forforeign plants of

57Japanese multinational companiesin the manufagtundustry.They operate

businesses in Malaysia, China, Thailand, Singapamne, Indonesia.All employees

working for those plantsparticipated in the surv®urvey questionsare related

todemographic characteristics, work-related atésjdand subjective evaluationsof

human resource management at their respective coegpa

The survey was administered during 2005-07usingpeement method with a

self-administered questionnaire. To safeguard pyivaparticularly for inquiries

related to shirking, anonymity is guaranteed. Thevey questionnaire explicitly
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announced to respondents that only individual resps would be used for this
research and would not be revealed to supervigors their companies. Almost all
employees responded to this census survey andegmonse rate did not vary
depending on gender. This helped avoid selecticas f sampling for the
gender-based study.

The questionnaire is classified into eight categof questions: two types of
work attitudes, equity, social evaluation, job nirag,relationships with supervisors,
company management, and working conditions.

The analyses distinguish work attitudes of two $ypefort and shirking. Effort
and shirking represent employees’ overall worktwades.Effort comprises factors
such as willingness to work hard and to take omaetdsks. Shirking comprises
aversion to work.Previous works distinguish negatieciprocity (Camerer&Thaler,
1995; Roth, Prasnikar, Okuno-Fujiwara, &Zamir, 19%lonim& Roth, 1998) and
positive reciprocity (Fehr, Kirchsteiger, &Riedl993; Berg, Dickhaut, & McCabe,
1995)Distinguishing positive and negative attitudes tmigawvork enables us to use

different model specification under which differéattors affect work incentives.

*A similar measure of work effort is used in thefiture such as Clark et al. (2010).

>The idea to distinguish negative and positive mecijy is related to Herzberg's two-factor theory.
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The analyses introduce asymmetric reactions to hureaource management

practices.Previous studies have shown that peepig to punish harmful behavior

more strongly than they reward beneficial behatfk@hr &Gachter, 2000; Offerman,

2002).Specifically, several laboratory games revweadjuality aversion: peoplereject

unfair offers to penalize their partners even thotlgey end up with lower pay-offs

themselves. Applying similar logic to the labor kett we wonder if employees

resist working hard under inequitable treatmenthaaigh shirking harms the

company’s business so that they end up with a Ipagment.

In sum, the analyses identify differences in fagtbiat affect effort and shirking,

andexamine the degree of asymmetric impacts dittters on work attitudes.

Among recent works related to non-pecuniary workeirtives, equity often

garners special attention because the literatiseudses equity as a main source of

reciprocal behavior. Specifically, distributionalirhessis the primary focus of the

economics literature under laboratory games. Howevecent research in

industrialpsychology has devoted more attentiosd@alled overall fairness, which

includes more than distributional fairness becamserall fairness is regarded as a

proximal driver of human behavior in reality (LindD01)Equitydescribed in this

paper is analogous to overall fairness, which itetu both pecuniary and
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non-pecuniary factors. It is beyond the idea oftriigtional fairness used in

laboratory games and represents factors affectimgtiver employees feel that they

arefairly treated.

Other categories of questions are more straigh#oiw Social evaluation

represents how a society evaluates the company.trdobing comprises factors

related to whether the current position providegaofunities for skill development.

Relationships with supervisors includefactors suab overall feelings and

supervision capability. Similarly, company managemeepresents executive

managers’ attitudes towards employees: whether tiaeg aboutemployee welfare

and show respect to employees. Those seven casgndompass non-monetary

factors. However, the last category of working agbods includes factors related to

monetary compensation such as the level of wagasfits, and the availability to

take leave.

The analyses can be related to behavior agencyytBeaial evaluationin our

analyses is related to the social esteem apprd&ehsocial evaluation term captures

employees’ feelings about how others regard therkwHowever, equity is related

to the social preference approach. Other categmieh as relationships with

supervisors, company management, and working donditare also related to the
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social preference approach because those factiest @&imployeeattitudes towards

work. For example, employees might appreciate beiteking conditions offered by

employers so that they work hard,as the gift exghamodel of Akerlof

suggests.Nevertheless, it remains unclear how dssify job training. It can be

related to the social preference approach if enga@eyappreciatejob training

opportunities provided by employers. Otherwise,dbeial esteem approach is more

suitable,specificallyif the category captures s#thinment in the sense that

employees enjoy skill development.Our analyticathod includes both the social

esteem approach and the social preference appra#otigh it has a stronger flavor

of the latter approach than the former one.

Table 1 presents selected questions used for thelgeas. They are prepared by

relating previously described literature in econsnio the industrial psychology

literature (Mowday, Porter, & Steer, 1982; Eisegieer Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch,

& Rhodes, 2001). For example, social evaluationreilated to the concept of

Corporate Social Responsibility. This category udels the factor of whether the

company contributes to society and does not conshuglly controversial business

activities such as child labor abuse.

Table 2 summarizes the sample used forthese asalj$® sample size is
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44,562,eliminating a few observations that had mgswvariables. In our sample,
women areslightly more numerous thanmen. Women dsegbout 60% of
respondents. Almost all respondents (about 80%)parenanently employed and
only20% of the sampleistemporarily employed. Adutitlly, nearly 40% of the
sampleare observations from Thailand.

We use covariance structural analysis. Our modglagns employees’ attitudes
towards work by such factors as equity, social @at#n, job training, relationships
with supervisors, company management, and workorglitions. These factors are
latent variables: they are not measured directly.U&e observed variables presented
in Table 1 (survey responses) to infer the lataniables. One may want to think that,
for example, an equity variable is derived fromethrquestions as if it were a

compound variablé.

6The structural equation is expressect = At + Bh, wheret is a vector of structural variabldsjs a

vector of exogenous variables, aAdand B are matrices of parameters.Structural variables ar

unobserved latent variables and observed varigbéesall variables in Table 1). Exogenous vaesbl

are equity, social evaluation, job training, workiconditions, and disturbances. The parameters are

estimated using maximum likelihood methods so that population variance-covariance matrix,

which is a function of the parameters, approximégesample variance-covariance matrix. Those who

10
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Using covariance structural analysis, our analgsesiesigned to address factors

beyond the scope of traditional quantitative me#hiédctors such as equity and

effort are non-observable. It is not easy to appgitional quantitative methods to

study the current topic. Similar topics are ofteralszed by application of ordered

probit models to survey data. Manyquestions areused after variable selection

when using each question item as an explanatorblar Covariance structural

analysis compounds the information of severalqaestiso that we do not waste

collected information. Additionally, we cannot infthe degree of impacts of each

independent variable by comparing estimated caeffts obtained under ordered

probit models. One might wonder if marginal effectgasure the magnitude of

coefficients. However,it is necessary toassume daelinality of Likert scales.

Thecomparison is straightforward under covarianteictiral analysisbecause

standardized path coefficients reveal the degreenphct of each category,which

enables us to evaluate the relative importancadf eategory.

lll. Results of analyses

are not familiar with covariance structural anadysiay want to refer to books such as Bowenand Guo

(2011).

11
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Table 3presents the results of the analysis. Thedix columns labeled “All” present

the results obtained using the whole sample; otwumns present the results

obtained using sub-samples: Columns 7-12 for melynihs 13-18 for women. For

each latent variable, the first row shows estimatsefficients; the second row shows

standard errors. Standardized coefficients follenwdath from Row 7.

The importance of equity was confirmed from thenfalation of employees’

work attitudes. Column 1 presents results obtauneder a benchmark model. The

coefficient on equity is estimated as positive, aihindicates that employees make

extraordinary efforts when they feel equally trelatelowever, other non-monetary

factors are more effective to induce effort. Thangardized path coefficient is

estimated as 0.14 on social evaluation and 0.Zdliraining for each compared to

0.04 on equity. Corporate image and job training @avealed to be important in

practice. Activities related to corporate sociapensibility help not only to promote

sales but also to motivate employees through arrowel image of a company.

Employees are encouraged to work harder if theypyenyorking through skill

acquisition.

The results imply that visible (or direct) giftseamore effective for inducing

employees' efforts than invisible (or indirect) tgifare. A different model

12
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specification with the terms of working conditiomsnfirms that implication. In

Column 3, the standardized path coefficient on waylconditions is estimated to be

three times as large as that on equity.Working tmm$ are visible factors such as

level of wages, benefits, and the ability to tad@ves.

Relations between aspects ofequityand work incestivare revealedby

comparing results under the benchmark model witiséhunder other specifications.

The standardized path coefficient is estimated &2 @n equity in Column 3

compared to 0.04 in Column 1. The degree of theaghpf Column 3is weaker than

that of Column 1 because equity in Column 1 inctudeore than distributional

fairness.Working conditions are a proxy for emplkyesatisfaction related to

monetary compensation. Therefore, the effect oftg@side from pecuniary factors

remains in Column 3. Additionally, equity judgmertsned out to be influenced

strongly by relationships with supervisors. Theiesdl implication is related to

interactional justice in organizational justice. floyees tend to feel fairly treated

under good relationships with supervisors. Empleyaee willing to be dedicated

under fair treatment.Therefore, the coefficient ezfuity is not estimated at the

statistically significant level once human relasbips are included in Column 2.

Some implications obtained in the effort case applhanalyses of the shirking

13
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case. Columns 4—6presentresults of the analysisgushirking as a dependent
variable. A benchmark model in Column 4 confirme tmportance of equity. The

coefficient on equity is estimated as negative. Byges shirk if they do not feel

that they are treated equally. Additionally, thgme of the impacts related to equity
is not as large as other non-monetary factors. Sthedardized path coefficient is
estimated as -0.20 on equity compared to -0.28oralsevaluation and -0.23 on job
training. However, the degrees of impactsdo noy vauch among the three factors
compared to those in Column 1, wherea greaterrdiifee is observed. Additionally,

the degree to which employees respond to equityush larger (in absolute value)
than the estimate in Column 1.

These results reveal that employees are more isensitequity when discussing
shirking than when discussing effort.In fact, thigatement applies not only to equity
but also to almost all other factors in our anadyd&le observe asymmetric reactions
towards favorable and unfavorable human resouraetipes. Employees are more
sensitive to unfavorable treatméfhe results suggest the necessity of distinguishing

positive/negative responses (i.e., effort and shgkwhen modeling the effects of

“The results are in line with the literature, whattows that people tend to punish harmful behavior

more strongly than they reward beneficial behagf@hr &Gachter, 2000; Offerman, 2002).

14
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human resource management practices on work ivesntiAlthough favorable
treatment helps to motivate employees, the impaictavorable treatment are not as
great as those of unfavorable treatment on empfyaitudes towards work.
Companies may want to devote more attention togutganary practices rather than
promotional practices of human resource manageiimenal unfavorable treatment
might cost a lot in the sense that enormous faverabatment is then necessary to
recover the work incentives of discouraged emplsy@efavorable treatment should
be avoided to the greatest extent possible.

The remaining implications resemble those in thierefcase. Columns 5-6
present results of the analysis obtained undeereifit specifications. The degree of
equity’s impacts became smaller in Columns 5-6 tham of the benchmark model
in Column 4%The standardized path coefficient on supervisoestanated as -0.20
and the path coefficient on working conditions &ireated as -0.23, compared to
-0.13 on equity (Column 5). Employees shirk if tHegl that their supervisors treat
them poorly or if they are not satisfied with margtcompensation. Similarly, the

standardized path coefficient on management imastd as -0.32 compared to -0.09

8Examining goodness of fit measures confirms thatiienchmark model in Column 1 (or 4) fits the dzatter
than other specifications. The GFl, 0.89, is clims8.9, which is a rule of thumb of a good fit. QAGFI of 0.84

is also close to 0.9, although the value is redstigtitly by adjustment according to the numbepafameters.

15
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on equity (Column 6). Employees are discouragednfraworking if company

management does not care for them. Again, we confirat equity in Column 4

captures a broader concept of equity. Equity judgme emotional and is often

affected by several pecuniary and non-pecuniargpfacFor example, employees are

not willing to work hard if their companies do nid¢vote closer attention to them

(Row 12).Although the importance of such intentiesvell recognized, it was not

straightforward how employees formulate equity judgts in reality.Our analyses

identify the degree to whichequity’s impacts desdifter accounting for other factors

because the effect of equity, aside from otheofactremains.

We further examine the robustness of results bydeciing gender-specific

analyses (Columns 7-18). The literature presentdlegedifferences in human

behavior. Our analyses investigate whethersimigndgr differences are observed in

effort solicitation based on non-pecuniary factétews 15-20 provide test statistics

signifying whether coefficients are estimated asiwgent for both genders. We

interpret that the respective degrees of impactsnat equal if the test statistic is

greater than 1.96 (i.e. statistically significantre 5% level).

The analyses show no difference in impacts of gquetween men and women.

However, the impacts of other factors such as basialuation, job training, and

16



287  relationships with supervisors are shown to difietween men and women when
288  discussing positive responses. The social evaluaticompanies is more important
289 to motivate male employees than female employdésyugh job training is more
290 effective to motivate female employees than malgleyees. The role of pride
291 turned out to be more important for men than wom@ar results confirm the
292  common belief that men are creatures of pride. At the results of job training
293  might not be readily apparent, a possible integti@t is that women appreciate
294  opportunities for skill acquisition in a men-oriedt society. Human resource
295  strategies might want to be customized towards gecider because the degree of
296  effectiveness varies between genders.

297 Another feature is the lack of gender differendasdiscussing negative
298 responses. The degree of impacts of protestingvardale treatment does not
299  change irrespective of gendeor example, the standardized path coefficient on

300 social evaluation is estimated as -0.29 (ColumnR®y 8) for men compared to

9The results reveal new findings regarding gendéerdinces: people’s reactions towards

non-pecuniary factors differ from those on pecunfactors. Although women are more willing to

accept unfair monetary offers than men are (Eck&ét&ssman, 2001; Solnick, 2001), such differences

are not observed in the case of unfavorable nonfpary factors.

17
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-0.28 (Column 16, Row 8) for women. Similarly, ttandardized path coefficient on

job training is estimated as -0.22 (Column 10, Rywfor men compared to -0.23

(Column 16, Row 9) for women.No differences existthe respective degrees of

impacts because the test statistic is less thah 1.9

In sum, factors motivating male employees diffenf those motivating female

employeesbecause the impacts of factors such & sweluation, job training, and

relationships with supervisors are shown to ditbetween men and women, but

factors discouraging employees are commonbecausedégree of impacts of

protesting unfavorable treatment does not chamgegective of gender. Additionally,

neither gender is more emotional than the othethen sense that the degree of

impacts of protesting unfavorable treatment doésary.

We close this section by relating our analyseshab®r agent theory. A salient

implication of our results is that the social estegpproach is more prevalent than

the social preference approach when discussing dfiat the latter is as important as

the former when discussing shirking. In the effedlumns of Table 3, the

standardized path coefficients of social evaluatioRow 8 are larger than those of

equity in Row 7, and relationships with supervisorow 10. However, they show

less difference in columns of shirking, includirgmany management in Row 12for

18
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each.These results imply that the relevance ofeeiipproach varies depending

onthe work attitudes: effort or shirking.

V. Conclusion

Evidence from survey analyses and experimental o@s challenges traditional

economics, where pecuniary factors play a primapleim raising work

incentives.Increasingly, attention is devoted to-pecuniary factors in the study of

work incentives. One example is reciprocity andni@ss in the choice of effort.

Self-esteem is another example.

This paper presents a study addressing which apiprizarelevant to discuss

non-pecuniary factors by distinguishing positived aregative work attitudes (e.g.,

effort and shirking). Non-pecuniary factors areeaftanalyzed under the social

preference approach such as reciprocity and fearaed the social esteem approach

such as pride and shame. This research attemptstudy work incentives

comprehensively using a model with three key categoequity, which is related to

social preference approach; social evaluation, Wwiscrelated to the social esteem

approach; and job training, which is unclassifi€tde analyses quantify the relative

importance of these human resource managementgasct

19
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Our results imply thatthe social esteem approacimore prevalent than the

social preference approach when discussing effdithough the importance of

equity was confirmed, other practices such as bewvmuation and job training are

apparently more effective to motivate employeesi@& other hand, the social

preference approach is as important as the sostieém approach when discussing

shirking. The degree of impactof non-pecuniary deston shirking shows less

difference among factors (see Column 4).1t is maitful to discuss which approach

is superior because results exhibit the importasicéoth approaches. It is more

practical to distinguish either effort of shirkinghen discussing the effects of

non-pecuniary factors.

This research also examines the interaction betvesgity and other factors

categorized in the social preference approach. @datyses reveal the complicated

nature of equity judgments. The degree of equityisacts becomessmaller once we

account for other factors because the effect ofitecaside from those factors

remains.

Furthermore, this research studies non-pecuniark maentives by particularly

addressing gender differences. This study examiviesthernon-pecuniary factors

play a different role in motivating male and femalerkers.We observed gender

20
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differences in factors inducing effort. The rolepoide, which can be captured by the

social evaluation of companies, is more importaot fmotivating men than

women.On the other hand, we observed no gendesreliftes in terms of factors

discouraging employees. The degree to which humsource management practices

discourage employees was revealed to be similan&r and women.

One motivation to conduct this study was to exammeether behavioral

implications obtained in past laboratory experirsesrte actually applicable to work

incentives. Results show that some behavioral zapbns of laboratory experiments

are applicable to work incentives in practical wogkenvironments. Employees tend

to resist unfavorable treatment more strongly ttheay reward favorable treatment.

However,women are not necessarily more tolerant than. No gender differences

are observed for the degree of impacts of protgsiitiavorable treatment.

Additional efforts are underway to develop a newanfework of economics

incorporating non-monetary factors and heterogesi@mmographic characteristics,

including gender differences.These analyses wilbviole step toward further

development in this field.
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Table 1 Selected questions used for analyses™®

1.Effort * | work ahead even though my supervisdo not demand it.
* | try to work more than assigned.
2. Shirking * | sometimes slow down on my work.
* | sometimes avoid working.
* | have lost enthusiasm for my work.
3. Equity * The company evaluates me fairly basedny performance.
* The evaluation standards of human resourasagement are fair.
* My work is evaluated properly.
4. Social evaluation
** | am satisfied with the social evaluation of tbempany.
** | am satisfied with the social evaluation of mprk.
* My company makes contributions to society.
* | am proud of informing others that | work foristcompany.
5. Job training * | can learn new skills and depethay ability through my work.
* The management helps to develop the workersitegsl
* Supervisors and/or seniors are willing to traiberdinates.
* The company arranged effective job-training cesrs/ithin a year.
6. Relationships with supervisors
**| am satisfied with the leadership of my supeoris
** | have a good relationship with my supervisor.
7. Working conditions
**| am satisfied with the welfare system of the quany/factory.
**| am satisfied with the number of holidays andrking hours.
**| am satisfied with the level of my salary/wage.
** | am satisfied with the opportunities for prormt.
8. Company management
* The management show respect to workers.
* The management appreciates workers’ hard work.
* The management cares about workers’ welfare.

10« Multiple choice answers are 1. | don't think (farel) so.; 2. | somewhat don't think (or feel) s8.;Cannot say; 4. |
somewhat think (or feel) so.; 5: | think (or fesd).

** Multiple choice answers are 1. Dissatisfied Shmewhat dissatisfied; 3. Cannot say; 4. Somevédiisfied; 5. Satisfied.
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Table 2 Summary Statistics

Sample size

44,562

Male Female
Gender 42.4 57.6
Permanent  Temporary
Per manent/Tempor ary 80.6 194
Yes No
Experiences to change jobs 53.9 46.1
Malaysia  Singapore Indonesia China Thailand
Areas 26.3 1.8 0.9 29.0 42.0
1 2 3 4 5
1. Effort
work ahead 8.9 8.3 26.9 216 34.3
work more 128 8.9 20.7 27.0 305
2. Shirking
slow down 331 17.2 20.2 16.6 129
awidworking 249 13.7 20.0 18.7 22.7
lost enthusiasm 447 17.7 18.8 9.7 9.1
3. Equity
per formance 19.0 20.5 24.0 21.2 15.3
eval uation standar ds 22.3 199 25.8 194 125
work evaluation 18.8 19.1 279 21.6 126
4. Social evaluation
company 6.0 7.8 34.9 33.2 18.0
wor k 6.8 9.0 39.3 29.7 15.3
contributions 7.2 7.8 22.3 271 35.6
proud 74 6.9 16.4 251 44.3
5.Jobtraining
learn 106 120 22.0 284 27.0
management 9.1 10.1 22.6 27.0 312
Supervisors 8.3 124 24.1 29.7 255
cour ses 19.7 15.2 232 224 195
6. Supervisors
leadership 124 142 229 30.3 20.2
relationships 7.0 10.9 30.0 32.0 20.1
7.Working conditions
welfar e system 18.9 17.9 20.2 278 15.1
holidays/ working hours 14.8 14.1 19.1 29.2 22.9
salary 32.6 25.7 18.0 16.2 7.5
promotion 17.0 137 46.5 145 8.3
8. Company management
r espect 14.9 141 26.2 26.0 18.7
appr eciation 155 16.0 25.7 245 18.3
cares 15.8 15.2 25.1 252 18.7

unit: frequency (%)
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406  Table 3 Results of Analyses
[1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] (8l [9] (1ol [11] [12] [13] [14] [15] [1e] [17] [18]
All Male Female
Effort Effort Effort Shirking Shirking Shirking  Effort Efbrt Effort  Shirking Shirking Shirking  Effort Effort Effort Shirking Shirking Shirkind
[1] |Equity 0.03* 0.01 0.01** -0.10* -0.06* -0.04* 0.02** 0.00 01 -0.10r  -0.07*  -0.04* 0.03* 0.01 0.02***  -0.10*  -0.10* -04*
Standard errors  0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.010.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.4qo
[2] [Social evaluation 0.24* 0.20* 0.20* -0.28"  -0.20°  -0.20* .30* 0.25% 0.28* -0.29*  -0.22*  -0.21* 0.23* 0.19* 0.20* -0  -0.20r -0.21*
Standard errors  0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.22 0.02 0.020.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 041
[3] [Job training 0.28* 0.25* 0.27*  -0.14* 0.25* 0.21* 0.24* el 0.30* 0.28* 0.29* -0.14*
Standard errors  0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 001 €.010.01 0.01 0.01
[4] |Supervisors 0.07* -0.10*  -0.09* 0.06* -0.11*  -0.09¢ 0.047 0.10r  -0.08*
Standard errors 0.01 0.00 0.0C 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 q.01
[5] [|Working conditions 0.05* -0.11* 0.02** -0.09* 0.04* -0.12
Standard errors 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
[6] |[Management -0.17* -0.17* -0.17*
Standard errors 0.01 0.01 0.01
Standar dized coefficients
[7] |Equity 0.04* 0.01 0.02**  -0.20r  -0.13* -0.09* 0.02** 0.00 o2 -0.20  -0.14*  -0.09* 0.04* 0.02 0.02***  -0.21* -0.12* -09*
[8] [Social evaluation 0.14* 0.12* 0.12* -0.28" -0.20° -0.21* .109* 0.16* 0.17* -0.29*  -0.22*  -0.21* 0.14* 0.12* 0.12* -0  -0.20* -0.22¢
[9] [Job training 0.27* 0.24* 0.27* -0.23* 0.26* 0.22* 0.25* Ap* 0.30* 0.28* 0.30* -0.23*
[10]|Supervisors 0.11* -0.20*  -0.17* 0.11* -0.200  -0.17¢ 0.08* 0.19* -0.17*
[11]|Working conditions 0.06* -0.23* 0.03** -0.18* 0.05* -0.26
[12]|Management -0.32* -0.31* -0.33*
[13]|GFI 0.89 0.85 0.83 0.89 0.83 0.84 0.89 0.83 0.65 0.39 0.83 0.830.89 0.85 0.83 0.89 0.83 0.83
[14]|AGFI 0.84 0.79 0.78 0.85 0.77 0.77 0.85 0.73 0.79 0.86 0.77 807 0.85 0.80 0.78 0.86 0.77 0.79
* statistically significant at the 0.1% level; ** at the 3% level; *** at the 10% level
The first sixcolumns labeled “All’ present the wdts obtained using the whole sample; other colupmesent the results obtained using sub-samplésmnas 7—12 for males, columns 13—18 for femelles.
For each latent variable, the first row shows eatigd coefficients; the second row shows standaodseiStandardized coefficients follow beneath from 7.
GFl is similar to R-squared in regression analyR#&nging between 0 and 1, GFl takes a value offdhe model fits the data perfectly. AGFl is complale to adjusted R-squared. AGFIl adjusts the
number of parameters in deriving GFI because theevaf GFl increases with the number of parameters.
Gender differences in coefficients
[15]|Equity 0.73 1.04 0.27 0.17 2.22*% 0.42
[16]|Social evaluation 275 -2.21* -3.11* 0.90 1.44 0.17
[17]]Job training 3.04* 3.79* 2.97* -0.38
[18]|Supervisors -3.19* 1.58 0.96
[19]|Working conditions 1.15 -4.39%
[20]|Management -0.74
40’7 * statistically significant at the 5% level

19



408
409

410

411

412

413

414

415

416

417

418

419

420

421

422

423

424

425

426

427

428

429

430

431

432

433

References

Akerlof, G. A.(1982). Labor contracts as partialft gexchangeQuarterly Journal of
Economics, 97, 543-569.

Akerlof, G., &Yellen, J. (1990). The fair wage-effohypothesis and unemployment.
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 105, 255-283.

Amable, B. & Gatti, D. (2002). Macroeconomic effecf product market competition in a
dynamic efficiency wage modgkconomics Letters, 75, 39-46.

Berg, J., Dickhaut, J., &McCabe, K. (1995). Trustgiprocity and social histogames and
Economic Behavior,10, 122-142.

Bolton, G., &Ockenfels,A. (2000). ERC-A theory ofjety, reciprocity and competition.
American Economic Review, 90, 166-193.

Bowen, N.K. &Guo, S.(2011)Sructural Equation Modeling,Oxford: Oxford University

Press.

Brennan, G., &Pettit, P. (200Feeconomy of esteem. Oxford: OxfordUniversity Press.

Camerer, C.,&Thaler, R. (1995). Anomalies: ultimagy dictators and mannelaurnal of
Economic Perspectives, 9, 209-219.

Chang, J. & Lai, C. (2002).Is the Efficiency Wad#ident? The Social Norm and
Organizational Corruptionhe Scandinavian Journal of Economics, 104, 27-47.

Charness,G., Frechette, G. R., &Kagel, J. H. (2084)v robust is laboratory gift exchange?
Experimental Economics, 7, 189-205.

Clark,A. E., Masclet, D., &illeval, M. C. (2010). Effort and comparison incem
Experimental and survey evideneelustrial and Labor Review, 63, 407-26.

Collard, F. &Croix, D. (2000). Gift Exchange an@tBusiness Cycle: The Fair Wage Strikes
BackReview of Economic Dynamics, 3, 166—193.

Dohmen,T., Falk, A., Huffman, D., &unde, U.(2009). Homo reciprocans: Survey evidence

20



434

435

436

437

438

439

440

441

442

443

444

445

446

447

448

449

450

451

452

453

454

455

456

457

458

on behavioural outcomé=onomic Journal, 119, 592-612.

Dugar, S.(2010). Nonmonetary sanctions and rewiards experimental coordination game.
Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization,73, 377-386.

EckelC.C., &Grossman,P.J. (2001). Chivalry anddsolty in ultimatum gameEconomic
Inquiry, 39, 171-188.

Eisenberger, R., Armeli, S., Rexwinkel, B., LynciCP, &Rhodes, L. (2001). Reciprocation
of perceived organization suppddurnal of Applied Psychology, 86, 42-51.

Falk, A., Fehr, E., &Fischbacher, U. (2008). Tegfirheories of Fairness--Intentions Matter,
Games and Economic Behavior, 62(1), 287-303.

Faria, J.R. (2000). Supervision and effort in aeremporal efficiency wage model: the role
of the Solow conditiofieconomics Letters, 67, 93-98.

Fehr, E., Kirchsteiger,G., &Riedl, A. (1993). Dotsrness prevent market clearing? An
experimental investigatioQuarterly Journal of Economics, 108, 437-460.

Fehr, E., &Schmidt, K. M. (1999).A theory of faigsge competition, and cooperation.
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 114, 817-868.

Fehr, E., &Gacheter, S. (2000). Fairness and ediai: the economics of reciprocity.
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 14, 159-181.

Fehr, E., Klein, A., &Schmidt, K. M. (2007). Faisseand contract desidttonometrica, 75,
121-154.

Fella, G. (2000). Efficiency wage and efficientwadancy payeuropean Economic Review,
44, 1473-1490.

Jellal, M. &Zenou, Y. (2000).A dynamic efficiencyage model with learning by doing,
Economics Letters, 66, 99-105.

Lind, E.A. (2001). Fairness heuristic theory: jostijudgments as pivotal cognitions in

organizational relations. In J. Greenberg, &R. gamwano, (Eds.)Advances in

21



459

460

461

462

463

464

465

466

467

468

469

470

471

472

473

474

Organizational Justice(pp.56-88). CA: StanfordUniversity Press.

Mowday, R.T., Porter L.W., & Steer, R.M. (19&)ployee-organization linkage: the
psychology of commitment, absenteeism, and turnover.New York: Academic Press.

Offerman, T.(2002). Hurting hurts more than helpirepsEuropean Economic Review, 45,
1423-1437.

Pereira, P. T., Silva, N., &Silva, J. (2006). Pesitand negative reciprocity in the labor
marketJournal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 59, 406-422.

Roth A., Prasnikar, V., Okuno-Fujiwara, M., &ZamiB. (1991). Bargaining and market
behavior in Jerusalem, Ljubljana, Pittsburgh, afmkyo: an experimental study.
American Economic Review, 81, 1068-1095.

Shapiro, C., &Stiglitz, J. E. (1984). Equilibriummemployment as a worker discipline device.
American Economic Review, 74, 433-444.

Slonim, R., &Roth, A. (1998). Financial incentivaad learning in ultimatum and market
games: an experiment in the SlovakRepulBtionometrica, 66, 569-596.

Solnick, S. (2001). Gender differences in the utinm gamdzconomic Inquiry, 39,

189-200.

22



