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ABSTRACT

Based on "The Four Pay-Design Factors Model", this study shall conduct a survey to examine the practice
and effects of pay design on large enterprises in Taiwan. We adopt the top 1000 private corporations and the
top 100 private banks as research population and use mail questionnaires to collect data. In all, we receive
questionnaires from 118 companies. Our analysis concludes the four results:

(1)Most of the large enterprises take into consideration the four pay-design factors: hygiene-based pay, job-
based pay, performance-based pay, and skill-based pay. This shows that "The Four Pay-Design Factors Model"
has gotten great support.

(2)Among four pay-design factors, the job-based pay is valued the most important, the performance-based
pay second, the hygiene-baesd pay third, and the skill-based pay last.

(3)The more important each pay-design factor is valued, the higher the employees' pay satisfaction, job
involvement and organizational commitment. However, the relative proportion of each pay-design factor does
not have any influence on the employees' attitudes.

(4)The more important the hygiene-based pay is valued, the better the industrial relations climate. The
higher the relative proportion of the hygiene-based pay is, the lower the turnover and absenteeism and the
better the industrial relations climate. The more important the job-based and performance-based pay is valued,
the higher the premier goal reaching rate. However, the higher the relative proportion of performance-based
pay is, the higher the turnover.

Keywords: pay-design factors, employee's attitudes, organizational performance, statistics analysis



