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ABSTRACT: Executive managers represent the smallest percentage of employees in a business organization,
but also the most important. An ideal executive compensation strategy ensures retaining and attracting the best
talents, while minimizing the fluctuations. Executive compensation consists of basic pay, short and long-term
incentives, benefits and perquisites. Since the 1970s, executive compensation started and continued to grow
exponentially. The compensation ratio between executive manager and average employee has increased year by
year. For these reasons, special attention of the scientific and general public is paid to the executive
compensation, and to the factors affecting its level and structure. The paper provides an overview of factors that
may influence the executive compensation, while seeking to determine the executive compensation strategy
design, that supports the long-term business objectives. The paper analyzes the effect of organizational size,
growth opportunities and risk, ownership and capital structure, as well as manager age, on the level and
structure of executive compensation.
KEYWORDS: executive compensation, executive compensation components, executive compensation factors,
salary, incentives

Introduction
Executive compensation is one of the most important corporate governance mechanisms. Affirmative
design of compensation model should encourage managers to make profitable decisions and bind them to
the organization in the long run. The compensation strategy is developed as a part of human resources
management (HRM) strategy and is designed to support the strategic direction of organization. The
compensation strategy develops and improves compensation structure, which will assist in attracting and
retaining the appropriate employees, professionals and managers, necessary for organizational survival
and development.
Executive compensation motivates managers towards higher volumes and quality of work.
Appropriate structure of executive compensation is shaped by several criteria, the most important of
which is the right relationship between reward and risk. The use of short- and long-term incentives,
which is becoming increasingly popular in recent times, encourages managers to take short-term
actions, or maximize shareholders value over the long term.
This study examines executive compensation as the important aspect of corporate governance.
The purpose of this paper is to define and analyze the basic factors that influence executive
compensation level and structure. The aim of this paper is to examine how executive compensation is
determined, and what factors affect its level and structure.
Executive compensation strategy
Executive compensation strategy is developed within human resource management (HRM) strategy and is
designed to support organizational strategic direction. It represents the design of motivational and
incentive executive compensation model. Although each organization is specific, and has different
requirements for managers; certain responsibilities, competencies and performances are almost unique in
every executive compensation strategy. Organizations expect managers to achieve certain goals, to achieve
specific performances, and to apply leadership skills that will lead all employees to desired behavior, and
sustained organizational success (Davis & Edge 2004).
Executive compensation should primarily be aligned with organizational business strategy
(Romero & Cabrera 2001). In doing so, the strategic perspective focuses on selection a compensation
model that helps achieving and maintaining an organizational competitiveness. Executive
compensation programs are subject to special requirements; they should maintain accountability to
shareholders, competitiveness in order to motivate and retain key managers, effectiveness for
successful managing of organization, and be aligned with existing law regulations.
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Large organizations are constantly reviewing their executive compensation models, to determine if its
structure and level are following general market trends. It is also important to determine, through
executive compensation strategy, the desired compensation level relative to expected business
performances. Different authors define various rules, steps, or principles in the process of defining an
executive compensation strategy. According to Berger & Berger (1999), the optimal process of
defining an executive compensation strategy consists of the following steps:
• determine the expectations of organization and managers regarding the compensation strategy;
implement benchmarking process to determine the success of compensation strategy,
• identify organizational and HRM strategy, define all factors that affect the compensation
strategy as a part of HRM strategy,
• define executive compensation strategy, identify the gap between current executive
compensation programs and proposed future strategy, define a model to bridge that gap,
• design final executive compensation strategy, including specific programs, define the costs of
each element of the new strategy,
• implement and test defined executive compensation strategy.
Executive compensation strategies should reflect the remuneration philosophy and goals, but also be
in line with organizational culture. Tipuric (2008, pp. 448) believes that executive compensation
strategy should include:
• definition of a competitive market and/or comparable group,
• target position of various components of executive compensation,
• target mix of total compensation (e.g. fixed to variable part, short-term to long-term incentives,
etc.),
• desired relationship between achieved performances and executive compensation,
• importance of shareholder capital, value creation for shareholders, management of equity
ownership,
• compliance with key legislative, tax and accounting regulations,
• executive compensation philosophy in organizational units outside the home country.
Large organizations define a competitive market for executive positions so they can continually, through
benchmarking, check executive compensation practices. Compensations are ultimately based on current
market trends, by comparison with „comparable groups“ that is, groups of the most important competitors.
Numerous studies have shown that satisfaction with compensation is dependent on compensation level in
organization's close environment (Wagner & Harter, 2008).
Cadman et al. (2010) state that executive compensation strategy also determines the desired
level of executive pay, compared to expected business results and goals. In this context, it is necessary
to effectively determine the ratio of fixed and variable part of executive compensation, the ratio of
short-term and long-term incentives, as well as the relationship between payments in cash and in
shares.
Joh (1999) states that by linking executive compensation to organizational performances,
managers are motivated to achieve goals. The relationship between pay and performance is critical to
organizational success. Therefore, organization must determine the required level of performances for
the desired level of executive compensation. It is quite logical to expect an average salary for average
performances, while salary above average is paid for significantly exceeded expectations, and salary
below average is paid for poor performances. Therefore, managers should be paid according to the
complexity of their job. As tasks change over time, so should the compensation contract. Greater
incentives should be given to managers at riskier positions (Schwalbach 2001).
Adequate structure of executive compensation is shaped by several factors. The proper
relationship between reward and risk is certainly one of the most important. While basic pay is a
stable income, short-term and long-term incentives encourage managers to take short-term actions or
maximize shareholder value over a longer period. Retirement programs, severance programs, special
benefits and perquisites attract and retain talents in executive market. Buble & Bakotic (2013) state
that different external and internal factors influence executive compensation strategy. External factors

RAIS Conference Proceedings, November 6-7, 2019

12

that influence executive compensation strategy are: economic sector and financial state of sector;
development of economic sector; long-term orientation of economic sector and the development of
research & development in the sector; supply and demand for managers within economic sector; level
of competition within economic sector; current and future economic conditions (Buble & Bakotic
2013). Internal factors that influence executive compensation strategy are: competitive position of
organization within economic sector; level of organizational development; financial state of
organization; ability to attract and retain talented managers (Buble & Bakotic 2013).
Authors, who have dealt with the problem of designing executive compensation strategy, have
come to conclusion that an adequate strategy must support strategic orientation and strive to achieve
the business goals of organization (Joh 1999; Romero & Cabrera 2001; Cadman et al. 2010); that it
must be competitive to properly motivate and retain talented managers (Schwalbach 2001; Wagner &
Harter 2008), and that it must comply with organizational culture and legal requirements (Tipuric
2008).
Influencing factors of executive compensation
There are many factors that, directly or indirectly, to a greater or lesser extent, influence the executive
compensation. Following factors are considered to have the greatest effect on structure and level of
executive compensation, as well as its components: organizational size, organizational growth
opportunities, organizational risk, equity structure, ownership structure, manager age.
Organizational size. As control of manager work increases with the growth of organization, more detailed
planning of executive compensation is needed in large organizations (Jensen & Meckling, 1976).
Organizational size is a significant factor of executive compensation, and all its components. This positive
connection means that larger organizations require higher quality of managers, and they must pay for such
quality. Studies of Chalmers et al. (2006) have found a positive relationship between executive
compensation and organizational size in Australian organizations but have not found a positive correlation
between executive compensation and business performances. Numerous authors, such as Chourou et al.
(2008), Core & Guay (1999) have found that rewards in stock options are significantly and positively
related to organizational size. One of the best explanations for high compensations, and their positive
relationship with organizational size, was given by Rosen (1992). In state of market equilibrium, the most
talented managers would occupy the leading positions in the largest organizations; the marginal
productivity of their stock options is significantly increased ahead of others, at lower hierarchical levels.
Ryan & Wiggins (2001) include the natural logarithm of organization's total assets to measure
its size. As the organization grows, managers have more and more assets at their disposal, activities
become more complex, and the possibility of agency conflict is simultaneously growing. Executive
compensation increases with the size of organization and is approximately one-third higher for each
doubling of organizational size (Sung & Swan, 2009). Gabaix & Landier (2008) emphasize that there
is a positive relationship between compensation and organizational size, as large organizations employ
managers with superior capabilities who deserve higher pay.
According to He (2011), pay-performance is negatively correlated with organizational size,
while Kose et al. (2010) use two control variables as additional determinants of pay-performance
sensitivity: organizational size and organizational risk. The same conclusion was reached by Schaefer
(1998), who confirms that pay-performance sensitivity decreases with the size of organization. Bulan
et al. (2010) argue that highly qualified managers of large organizations require greater
compensations, because the nature of their work.
Organizational growth opportunities. A fundamental feature of each organization is future investment
opportunity. Managers of growing organizations have higher levels of total compensation; consisting of
base salary in a lower proportion, and long-term incentives in a higher proportion. Thus, the greater the
organizational value represented by growth opportunities, the greater executive compensation (Gaver &
Gaver 1995).
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According to Giannetti (2011), the managerial job market and organizational growth opportunities
have great influence on the structure of executive compensation. If the growth opportunities are large,
shareholders find it optimal to offer long-term incentives and the overall level of compensation
increases; if the growth opportunities are weak, shareholders find it optimal to offer less short-term
incentives and lower compensations. In growing organizations, long-term incentives have higher share
in total compensation, while in non-growing organizations, base salary occupies a larger share (Gaver
& Gaver 1995).
Smith & Watts (1982) state that higher levels of compensation are expected because the choice
of investment projects require a higher reward than controlling existing assets. In their research, Ryan
& Wiggins (2001) find that managers of high-growing organizations are more difficult to monitor,
because effective management of existing assets is less important than future investment decisions.
Previous research has found that reward in the form of stock options can enable managers to act in the
best shareholders interest. Moreover, several studies have found that asymmetric payments provided
by stock options can reduce agency costs by encouraging risk taking (Efendi et al., 2007). Although
Yermack (1995) has found a negative relationship between the growth potential of organization and
the level of share-based compensation, he has stated that incentives in the form of stock options are
greater in organizations with growth opportunities.
Previous research finds that growing organizations are associated with higher compensation and
greater use of stock options. The authors believe that combination of growing level of stock options
and high growth opportunities would lead to a lower agency costs and better organizational
performances, because only in this way managers undertake risky investment ventures with positive
results (Hutchinson & Gul 2006). Unlike managers of non-growing organizations, managers of
growing organizations receive higher compensation; consisting of a base salary as a smaller part, and
stock-based long-term incentives, as a larger part of compensation.
Organizational risk. Compensations based on equity are granted to managers to overcome managerial risk
aversion and to introduce optimal risk taking. This is the main reason why equity-based compensation
should align interests of managers and shareholders. Compensation risk (the level of expected
compensation) can be reduced and increased with organizational risk. As the increase in compensation risk
should translate into higher levels of compensation for risk-averse managers; an increase of compensation
level as a decline in supervisory quality can be expected in equilibrium state (Core et al. 1999). As Core et
al. (1999) stated, organization can choose a riskier compensation package if supervising managers is
difficult. Thus, risk-averse managers will require higher levels of compensation when rewarded with
riskier compensation packages. Organizational risk is also potentially important factor of executive
compensation level. In his paper, Jin (2002) stated that base salaries of managers are related to
organizational effectiveness in the stock market. Chourou et al. (2008) pointed to a negative relationship
between incentives in the form of stock options and overall organizational risk.
Risk can be divided into two parts: systematic (market) risk and non-systematic (specific) risk
(Hacioglu et al. 2014). Non-systematic risk is negatively correlated with the ratio of incentive
compensation to total compensation, in other words, the higher the incentive or total compensation,
the non-systematic risk is less, but there is no significant correlation between systemic risk and
incentive level (Jin 2002). Because it is more costly for managers to take risks than shareholders, the
optimal level of incentives should be reduced with market risk as well as organizational specific risk.
It can be concluded that the main challenge is to formulate a compensation contract that balances the
incentive benefits with disadvantages of assuming the risk. Other authors, such as Miller et al. (2002)
believe that the effectiveness of compensation will be higher for moderate risk levels, than for high or
low risk levels.
Capital structure. Major financial policy decisions on issues such as capital structure are made by
managers, and this is one of the main assumptions of agency theory and conflict of managers and
shareholders’ interests. Numerous models of capital structure are based on the critical assumption that
managers always act in the best interests of shareholders. Other theories, such as Jensen & Meckling
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(1976), identify situations in which managers may deviate from maximizing the value of financial
decisions crucial to shareholders, and represent their own interests.
Capital structure theories suggest that organizational ownership structure, executive
compensation, and control mechanisms are interrelated. Managers are looking for the optimal capital
structure to maximize their personal wealth. Many studies of executive compensation ignore the role
of organization's capital structure, while Ortiz-Molina (2007) believes that capital structure is very
important in determining executive compensation. According to contemporary agency theory, the
financial structure of organization can affect the relationship between shareholders and managers, and
conflicts of their interest can influence the optimal executive compensation. Grossman & Hart (1982)
state that higher organizational indebtedness mitigates agency problems between shareholders and
managers, forcing managers to focus on maximizing value when faced with the bankruptcy threats.
Debt helps to mitigate agency conflicts between shareholders and managers (Jensen & Meckling
1976). It would be logical to expect that the higher debt level in the capital structure, the lower
opportunity to use share-based incentives should be. Chourou et al. (2008) examine the relationship
between debt levels in capital structure and capital based awards, and conclude that share-based
incentives decline as financial leverage increases. According to Lin et al. (2012), shareholders are
always capable of designing an optimal compensation contract to maximize their wealth, given the
current capital structure of organization.
Ownership structure. Contemporary financial literature recognizes the link between organization's
ownership structure and the executive compensation. Chourou et al. (2008) point out that in corporate
governance systems, such as US and UK, where ownership is highly dispersed, managers seek to
achieve their own goals. This could lead to excessive executive compensations and a lack of payperformance sensitivity. In a corporate governance system like the Canadian one, a high level of
ownership concentration serves as a monitoring mechanism, leading to a more effective executive
compensations (Chourou et al. 2008).
The higher equity share of managers, the less need for equity-based incentive rewards. Thus,
Chourou et al. (2008) point to a negative relationship between equity share of managers and
incentives in the form of stock options. Equity share of managers and equity-based compensation
plans reduce conflicts of interest between managers and shareholders. Equally, a large share of
ownership by institutional investors is associated with lower base salaries and stronger long-term
incentives for managers.
According to a study by Barontini & Bozzi (2008), shareholders with controlling stakes have
greater interest to supervise managers. Therefore, high ownership concentration is associated with
lower managerial pay. Better controlling activities by major shareholders should reduce the need for
incentives for managers, and thus the sensitivity of executive compensation to organizational
effectiveness. Murphy (1999) states that in economies with concentrated ownership, executive
compensation is most often determined by large shareholders. In this way, the largest shareholders
have a strong motivation to directly supervise the managers, and also to link executive compensation
with organizational efficiency.
Ownership structure has a significant effect on executive compensation. Thus, Firth et al. (2007)
find that organizations with significant state ownership, and organizations with large external
investors, have lower executive compensation, while the presence of foreign shareholders is
associated with higher managerial rewards. While Guidry et al. (1999) find that incentives and total
compensation can motivate managers to act effectively in the short term, Jensen & Murphy (1990)
find that managers have a long-term stake in ownership of their organizations as the greatest
incentive. Hall & Liebman (1998) suggest that organizational performance is related to executive
compensation. Lack of owner control allows management to extract greater compensation. Jiang
(2011) finds that agency problems, caused by separation of ownership and control, exist because a
greater concentration of ownership reduces the ability of managers to extract higher compensation
levels.
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Manager age. As both junior and senior managers try to achieve their goals in the shortest possible
time, organizations should use more stock-based incentives for seniors as well as junior managers.
While Lewellen et al. (1987) find a positive and significant correlation between the stock options
rewards and manager age, Yermack (1995) does not find a significant correlation. Ryan & Wiggins
(2001) state that senior managers have incentives for projects that will pay off before retirement, and
younger managers have incentives to focus on short-term goals to build a reputation. Organizations
should offer more equity-based incentives and less cash incentives to both junior and senior managers.
Thus, a manager can earn his or her tenure by creating shareholder value, or may have a large
ownership stake in previous rewards.
Manager tenure and age can determine their effectiveness in managing an organization. Thus,
younger managers, with little experience, have limited performances because it takes time to gain a
full understanding of the organization, while seniors or those with longer tenure may have a better
understanding of organization and its industry. This leads to better business performances. As claimed
by McKnight et al. (2000), the growth of a manager age improves his/her intellectual abilities, with
respect to the knowledge and experience gained by position, as well as the education attained. So,
managerial job market will determine the compensation that will grow with the growth of experience
and education.
Cremers & Palia (2011) state that there is a positive relationship between tenure and executive
compensation level, and a corresponding positive relationship between tenure and pay-performance
sensitivity. Chourou et al. (2008) state that managers accumulate more and more shares in
organization by extending their tenure, so that their interests become more aligned with those of
shareholders, resulting in less need for incentives. The same thesis is confirmed by Ryan & Wiggins
(2001), who find a negative relationship between managerial tenure and equity-based awards.
Conclusion
Executive compensation is one of the most important aspects of overall reward system that is closely
linked to the successful business and competitiveness of the organization. Executive compensation differs
from other employees' reward by structure and level. Managers are an important capital of every
organization. Therefore, it is essential for an organization, that wants to achieve a business success and
competitive position, to have managers with the right skills, and to enable continuous career progression
and development through numerous programs and benefits. An adequate executive compensation strategy
must be designed to support the strategic direction of organization, be competitive in order to properly
motivate and retain talented managers and comply with organizational culture and legal requirements. It is
necessary to determine effectively the ratio of fixed and variable components of executive compensation,
then the ratio of short-term and long-term incentives, as well as the relationship between payments in cash
and shares.
Adequately designed executive compensation consists of a base salary, short- and long-term
incentives, benefits and perquisites determined by managerial status and position in organization. All
of these components need to be properly aligned, and the relationship between them must be such as
to motivate managers to achieve the desired business goals. The executive compensation should
increase with organizational size, with above-average formal qualifications and proven entrepreneurial
ability of manager. It should be competitive, that is, the „golden mean“ between the best and worst
compensation of competing organizations.
This paper focuses on the certain factors that positively or negatively affect the executive
compensation. A comparative literature analysis provides answers to research questions - how certain
factors change the executive compensation. Study has confirmed that large organizations require
higher quality managers and adequate compensation for such quality. There is a positive relationship
between compensation and organizational size, as large organizations employ managers with superior
capabilities who deserve higher pay.
The managerial job market and organizational growth opportunities have great influence on the
structure of executive compensation. Growing organizations are associated with higher compensation
and greater use of stock options. The combination of growing level of stock options and high growth
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opportunities would lead to a lower agency costs and better organizational performances.
Organizational risk is also important factor of executive compensation level. Because it is more costly
for managers to take risks than shareholders, the optimal level of compensation should be reduced
with organizational specific risk.
Capital structure is very important in determining executive compensation, since high
organizational indebtedness has impact on its structure. Ownership structure has a significant effect on
executive compensation. If ownership is highly dispersed, managers seek to achieve their own goals,
and this leads to excessive executive compensations and a lack of pay-performance sensitivity. High
concentration of ownership serves as a monitoring mechanism, leading to a more effective executive
compensation. Manager tenure and age can determine their effectiveness in managing an organization.
The growth of a manager age improves his/her intellectual abilities, knowledge and experience gained
by position. Managerial job market will determine the compensation that will grow with the growth of
experience and education.
References
Berger, L.A., and Berger, D.R. 1999. The Compensation Handbook: A state for the art guide to compensation strategy and
desing. McGraw-Hill Irwin.
Barontini, R., and Bozzi, S. 2008. “Executive Compensation and Ownership Structure: Empirical Evidence for Italian
Listed Companies.” Journal of Management and Governance 15(1): 59-89.
Buble, M., and Bakotić, D. 2013. Kompenzacijski menadžment. Split: Sveučilište u Splitu, Ekonomski fakultet.
Bulan, L., Sanyala, P., and Yan, Z. 2010. “A Few Bad Apples: An Analysis of CEO Performance Pay and Firm
Productivity.” Journal of Economics and Business 62(4): 273-306.
Cadman, B., Klasa, S., and Matsunaga, S. 2010. “Determinants of CEO Pay: A Comparison of ExecuComp and NonExecuComp Firms.” The Accounting Review 85(5): 1511-1543.
Chalmers, K., Koh, P., and Stapledon, G.P. 2006. “The Determinants of CEO Compensation: Rent Extraction or Labour
Demand ?” The British Accounting Review 38(3): 259-275.
Chourou, L., Abaoub, E., and Saadi, S. 2008. “The Economic Determinants of CEO Stock Option Compensation.” Journal
of Multinational Financial Management 18(1): 61-77.
Core, J., and Guay, W. 1999. “The Use of Equity Grants to Manage Optimal Equity Incentive Levels.” Journal of
Accounting and Economics 28(2): 151-184.
Core, J.E., Holthausen, R.W., and Larcker, D.F. 1999. “Corporate Governance, Chief Executive Officer Compensation,
and Firm Performance.” Journal of Financial Economics 51(3): 371-406.
Cremers,
M.K.J.,
Palia,
D.
2011.
Tenure
and
CEO
Pay,
retrieved
from
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/dcfa/68b6a545aca112d0ecc1b924b5f4fc383e00.pdf?_ga=2.54636139.1723161991
.1571135126-923407930.1568118610.
Davis, M.L., and Edge, J.T. 2004. Executive Compensation, The Profesional's Guide to Current Issues & Practices,
Windsor Professional Information.
Efendi, J., Srivastava, A., and Swanson, E.P. 2007. “Why Do Corporate Managers Misstate Financial Statements? The
Role of Option Compensation and Other Factors” Journal of Financial Economics 85(3): 667-708.
Firth, M., Fung, P.M.Y., and Ruic, O.M. 2007. “How Ownership and Corporate Governance Influence Chief Executive
Pay in China's Listed Firms.” Journal of Business Research 60(7): 776-785.
Gabaix, X., and Landier, A. 2008. “Why Has CEO Pay Increased So Much.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 123(1): 49100.
Gaver, J.J., and Gaver, K.M. 1995. “Compensation Policy and the Investment Opportunity Set.” Financial Management
24(1): 19-32.
Giannetti, M. 2011. “Serial CEO Incentives and the Structure of Managerial Contracts.” Journal of Financial
Intermediation, 20(4): 633-662.
Grossman, S.J., and Hart, O.D. 1982. “Corporate Financial Structure and Managerial Incentives.” In McCall, J., edit., The
Economics of Information and Uncertainty, Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, pp. 107-140.
Guidry, F., Leone, A.J., and Rock, S. 1999. “Earnings-Based Bonus Plans and Earnings Management by Business-Unit
Managers.” Journal of Accounting and Economics 26(1-3): 113-142.
Hacioglu, U., Dincer, H., and Celik, I.E. 2014. “The Evaluation of Financial Risk and Portfolio Selection.” In Managerial
Issues in Finance and Banking (pp. 111-120). Springer, Cham.
Hall, B.J., and Liebman, J.B. 1998. “Are CEOs Really Paid Like Bureaucrats?” The Quarterly Journal of Economics
65(3): 653-691.
He, Z. 2011. “A Model of Dynamic Compensation and Capital Structure.” Journal of Financial Economics 100(2): 351366.
Hutchinson, M., and Gul, F.A. 2006. “The Effects of Executive Share Options and Investment Opportunities on Firms’
Accounting Performance: Some Australian Evidence.” The British Accounting Review 38(3): 277-297.

RAIS Conference Proceedings, November 6-7, 2019

17

Jensen, M.C., and Meckling, W.H. 1976. “Theory of the Firm: Managerial Behavior, Agency Costs and Ownership
Structure.” Journal of Financial Economics 3(4): 305-360.
Jensen, M.C., and Murphy, K.J. 1990. “Performance Pay and Top-Management Incentives.” Journal of Political Economy
98(2): 225-264.
Jiang, W. 2011. Ownership Structure and Executive Compensation in Canadian Corporations, Saskatoon: University of
Saskatchewan, retrieved from https://harvest.usask.ca/handle/10388/etd-04142011-173442.
Jin, L. 2002. “CEO Compensation, Diversification, and Incentives, Journal of Financial Economics.” 66(1): 29-63.
Joh, S.W. 1999. “Strategic Managerial Incentive Compensation in Japan.” The Review of Economics and Statistics 81(2):
303-313.
Kose, J., Mehran, H., and Qian, Y. 2010. “Outside Monitoring and CEO Compensation in the Banking Industry.” Journal
of Corporate Finance 16(4): 383-399.
Lewellen, W.G., Loderer, C., and Martin, K. 1987. “Executive Compensation Contracts and Executive Incentive
Problems: An Empirical Analysis.” Journal of Accounting and Economics 9(3): 287-310.
Lin, H., Chou, T.K., and Wang, W. 2012. “Capital Structure and Executive Compensation Contract Design: A Theoretical
and Empirical Analysis.” Journal of Banking & Finance 36(1): 209-224.
McKnight, P.J., Tomkins, C., Weir, C., and Hobson, D. 2000. “CEO Age and Top Executive Pay: A UK Empirical
Study.” Journal of Management and Governance 4(3): 173-187.
Miller, J.C., Wiseman, R.M., and Gomez-Mejia, L.R. 2002. “The Fit Between CEO Compensation Design and Firm
Risk.” Academic Management Journal 45(4): 745-756.
Murphy, K.J. 1999. “Executive Compensation.” In Ashenfelter, O., Layard, R., Card, D.E., edit., Handbook of Labor
Economics, Amsterdam: Elsevier, pp. 2485-2563.
Ortiz-Molina, H. 2007. “Executive Compensation and Capital Structure: The Effects of Convertible Debt and Straight
Debt on CEO Pay.” Journal of Accounting and Economics 43(1): 69-93.
Romero, M.G., and Cabrera, R.V. 2001. “Strategy and Managers’Compensation: The Spanish Case.” International
Journal of Human Resource Management 12(2): 218-242.
Rosen, S. 1992. “Contracts and the Market for Executives, in Contract Economics.” In: Werin, L., Wijkander, H., edit.
Main Currents in Contract Economics, Oxford: Blackwell Press, pp.181-211.
Ryan, H.E., and Wiggins, R.A. 2001. “The Influence of Firmand Manager-Specific Characteristics on the Structure of
Executive Compensation.” Journal of Corporate Finance 7(2): 101-123.
Schaefer, S. 1998. “The Dependence of Pay-Performance Sensitivity on the Size of the Firm.” Review of Economics and
Statistics 80(3): 436-443.
Schwalbach, J. 2001. “Strategic Change, Multi-task Managers and Executive Compensation.” Schmalenbach Business
Review 53(2): 102-116.
Smith, C.W., Watts, R.L. 1982. “Incentive and Tax Effects of Executive Compensation Plans.” Australian Journal of
Management 7(2): 139-157.
Sung, J., Swan, P.L. 2009. “Executive Pay, Talent and Firm Size.” UNSW Australian School of Business Research Paper,
2009/01, Sydney: University of New South Wales.
Tipuric, D. 2008. Korporativno upravljanje. Zagreb: Sinergija.
Yermack, D. 1995. “Do Corporations Award CEO Stock Options Effectively?” Journal of Financial Economics 39(2-3):
237-269.
Wagner, R., and Harter, J.K. 2008. “The Problem of Pay.” Business Journal, retrieved from
http://www.gallup.com/businessjournal/106867/problempay.aspx.

