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Table (A) :
1 2 3 4 S
wage_total_high 4,324 7% 4,254 %% 4,251 %% 4,413 %% 4,158 %
(1.86) (1.89) (1.89) (1.77) (1.91)
wage_total_ave2 ~1. 806 *** —1.569 *** —1.563*** - 1.801*** -1.906***
(21.03) (20.81) (20.81) (20.72) (20.87)
firm_scale
firm_age
capital _ave
profit_ratio
general controls
Table ( B) :
wage_total_ave 6. 648 *** 5.766 % 5.761 % 5.575 %% 5. 7827
(0.45) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.49)
firm_scale
firm_age
capital _ave
profit_ratio
general Controls
observations 6 120 6 120 6 120 6 023 5 625
wald chi2 754.78 713.20 711.50 1067. 56 935.01
Hy: p=0 89. 05 81,437 80. 64 105. 77 *** 73,37
10 ( )
Table ( A) :
1 2 3 4 5
wage_women_high 5.258*** 5.234 7% 5.233 %% 5.2727%% 5. 1217
(2.01) (2.04) (2.04) (1.97) (1.98)
wage_women_ave2 —2.099 —1.746 ™ —1.745* -1.991 -2.2017
(31.90) (31.74) (31.74) (31.62) (31.45)
firm_scale
firm_age
capital _ave
profit_ratio
general controls
Table ( B):
wage_women_ave 6.707 *** 5. 831 7% 5. 820 5.691 % 5. 987 ***
(0.65) (0.66) (0.66) (0.67) (0.70)
Sfirm_scale
firm_age
capital _ave
profit_ratio
general Controls
observations 2 772 2 772 2 772 2 717 2 533
wald chi2 842.94 812.18 812.39 986. 20 938.47
Hy: p=0 192. 87 182. 1477 182. 80 *** 208. 16 *** 186. 86 ***
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Gender Difference Wage Incentive and Labor Productivity

GAO Juan WANG Ming-ming
( Institute of Quality Development Strategy Wuhan University Wuhan 430072 China)

Abstract: By using the data of “China Employer-Employee Survey” ( CEES)  this paper introduces the

perspective of gender difference and makes a more detailed empirical analysis of the marginal contribution of

wage cost to labor productivity. The results of the benchmark regression and the treatment effect show that

there is a significant reversed “U” type relationship between wage cost and labor productivity. Furthermore

it shows a significant causal effect. From the perspective of marginal contribution the wage incentive on

women is significantly higher than that on men. The research indicates that the wage incentives to improve

the marginal productivity are higher for men than for female labor. This paper suggests that under the optimi-

zation of overall wage incentives and conformation labor productivity increases with salary structure enterpri—

ses need to pay further attention to female wage incentives.
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