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The Differences on Executive Pay Model at Home and Abroad
Enterprises and Its Development Trend

WANG SU-juan
(Business School, Shandong University at Weihai, Weihai 264209, P. R. China)

Abstract: Effective executive compensation incentives are the key to corporate governance. In recent
years, global executive pay has experienced great changes in management practice, the national
executive compensation incentive model is significantly different. By comparing the average
compensation of executives with the per-capita GDP, the statutory minimum wage, the national
average wage of China, the United States, Britain and Japan, this paper analyzes their differences.
In terms of executive compensation structure, a comparison is made on the internal pay disparity,
executive pay constitutes and its proportion; a concluding analysis is made on the global development
trend of the executive compensation in Asia, Europe, the United States, and Australia to provide
useful reference and inspiration to executive pay system reform of the world.

Key words: domestic and foreign enterprises; executive pay model; differences; development trends
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