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WB@W / Human Capital@Mars 

“The goal of decent work is best expressed through the eyes of people. It is about your job and future prospects; 
about your working conditions; about balancing work and family life, putting your children through school or 
getting them out of child labor. It is about gender equality, equal recognition, and enabling women to make choices 
and take controls of their lives. It is about personal abilities to compete in the marketplace, keep up with new 
technological skills and remain healthy. It is about developing your entrepreneurial skills, about receiving a fair 
share of the wealth that you have helped to create and not being discriminated against; it is about having a voice in 
your workplace and your community… For everybody, decent work is about securing human dignity”. 
(International Labor Office, 2001, 7-8).  

Abstract 

Since July 2009, MARS has undertaken a joint project with researchers of the Paris School of 
Economics (PSE). The general objective of this collaboration is to develop measures of the non-
monetary value created by MARS’ activities at each step of the chain of production and 
distribution. One of the work streams has been dedicated to Well-Being@Work and Human 
Capital. It has been handled by Claudia Senik, Professor at the University Paris-Sorbonne and 
at the Paris School of Economics, in close collaboration with Francesco Cordaro, Sr. Scientist, 
Mars-Catalyst and Bruno Roche, Managing Director Mars-Catalyst. This paper presents an 
overview of the milestones of this work stream. 

I. Introduction

Research in social science has demonstrated forcefully that workers’ wellbeing encompasses more 
than the traditional (conventional) factors, i.e. wage and working hours (Warr, 1999). Workers are 
concerned by the degree of hierarchical steepness in their firm, by the management style, by the 
dispersion of wages, by the prospects for upward mobility, by the corporate identity of their firm, 
its social responsibility, etc. They are also concerned by their relative position in the wage grid of 
the firm.  

The objective of this work stream has been to uncover these unconventional sources of wb@w.  
These include procedural conditions:  not what is done or how much people are paid but HOW 
it is done, the type of organization for “the how.”  An example is the hierarchy, the degree of 
verticality in the organization, or the relationships one has with his line-manager. The second 
nonconventional source of WB@W consists in non-market social interactions:  interactions 
between co-workers, especially around income and wage, comparisons and competition. The 
third dimension is corporate identity:  a shared sense values, beliefs and expectations that is often 
embodied in a specific language (‘jargon’). Corporate identity serves as a short cut that replaces 
more formal and lengthy coordination on the job. Finally, a related element is social capital, i.e. 
the habits of trust and cooperative behavior that is built among co-workers.  

These sources of wellbeing at work can be seen as a form of human capital, a firm-specific type 
of capital of Human-Resources, consisting in the procedural amenities of workers’ jobs, the 
quality of their social interactions within the firm and the strength and composition of the 
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corporate identity they share. These elements can be seen as capital, as they potentially generate 
non-negligible returns in terms of commitment, productivity and turnover of employees. 

We have tried to measure these assets at Mars. In order to do so, several surveys have been used 
or run. These include the Gallup Q12 Survey, Human Resources data (CHRIS) and 
tailored/homemade surveys ran in different Segments (Drinks, Pet Care, Chocolate and Wrigley).   

The outcome to be understood consists in the different aspects of job satisfaction, as measured 
by the Gallup Q12 or other more specific questions. The Q12 refers to Maslow’s Pyramid of 
Needs and Satisfaction (physiological, safety/security, social, esteem, and self-actualization), 
These measures are used in order to determine what drives well-being at work or human capital 
at work. 

The next section briefly recalls the empirical evidence about the returns to wellbeing at work. 
Section III discusses the background scientific literature on which this work stream is based. 
Section IV then presents the measures of drivers and outcomes of wellbeing at work. Section V 
describes the experiments that have been implemented at Mars. Section VI presents the results. 
Section VII wraps up the main conclusions and draws avenues for future investigation. 

II. The returns on WB@W 

An abundant literature has shown that the experience of happiness is beneficial to workplace  
performance because it promotes productivity, creativity, and cooperation (Riketta, 2008). There 
are several reasons why this is the case. Firstly, the experience of positive feelings and optimism 
may motivate people to persist with efforts to attain their goals. Happier individuals are also 
more likely to be healthy, hence more productive (less sickness days). In addition, happier 
individuals are more apt to integrate information leading to new ideas, creativity and innovation. 
Finally, happier individuals tend to have better social relations. In the context of work this leads 
to greater cooperation among coworkers and with customers. 

Research has shown that wellbeing at work influences the relative performance of firms. For 
example, Harter and his colleagues (2010) showed that firms listed in the “100 Best Companies 
to Work for in America” systematically increase more in equity value as compared to the industry 
benchmark. The study, based on 2,178 work units in 10 large companies, found that engaged and 
satisfied workers led to greater revenue, sales, and profits. The two factors that mediated the 
relation between employee engagement and the performance outcomes were customer loyalty 
and employee retention (see also Edman, 2011and Bockerman and Ilmakunnas 2012 for similar 
results).  

At the individual level, job satisfaction also seems to be a key predictor of job performance (see 
the review of the literature by Judge et al. 2001). Positive feelings reduce absenteeism from work, 
as well as turnover (Pelled and Xin, 1999). For example, more satisfied workers at a certain point 
of time are less likely to quit their job in the future (Clark, 2001; Do Monte 2011); they will also 
have less sickness days or other motives of absenteeism and will retire later in their career (Clark 
and Fawaz, 2009).  

Further, there is a large experimental research literature showing that people put in a good mood 
tend to be more original, creative, and show greater cognitive flexibility (see Amabile et al., 2005) 
and George and Zhou, 2002). A lab experiment led by Oswald et al. (2015), investigated how 
positive feelings influence productivity. The experiment involved piece-rate pay for research 
participants across a number of days. It turned out that those who were put in a positive mood 
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(by watching a ten-minute comedy sketches rather than a neutral placebo film) had a greater 
quantity of work output (about 10-12%), with no less quality of output. Those performing the 
task at low and medium levels of productivity were helped most by being put in a good mood. 
Finally, a bad mood induced by family illness or bereavement had a detrimental impact on 
productivity. 

One of the major reasons for the success of happy individuals and organizations is that they 
experience on average more positive social relationships, especially those who involve 
negotiations (Baron et al. 1990, Carnevale, 2008). Research shows that happy workers are more 
cooperative and collaborative in negotiations than unhappy ones, the latter being more prone to 
withdrawal or competition. Individuals who are in a positive mood are more willing to make 
concessions during negotiations. Through cooperation, they reach a better joint solution in 
negotiations. Lab experiments show that individuals in a positive mood are more likely to make 
cooperative choices in a prisoner’s dilemma game as well (Lawler et al. 2000). People in a positive 
mood are also more likely to show cohesion with their group. Recent experimental studies have 
shown that positive motions lead to trust and cooperation when specific conditions are met.  

III. Background literature on WB@W 

Using different methods, studies in in economics, sociology and psychology have shown that job 
satisfaction and well-being at work involve more than the main elements of a work contract, 
namely the wage, number of work hours, tasks to be performed, location of the job, tenure, skill 
requirement and formal hierarchical relations of the employees with his supervisors.  

Other less easily observable and contractable features also play an important role in shaping the 
satisfaction of workers, and consequently, their incentives to exert effort and their willingness to 
remain in or quit the firm. These include objective features of the work environment, such as job 
amenities and social assets, but also less palatable aspects such as wage distribution, status, ranks, 
procedures, perceived fairness of wage-setting and governance and the quality of social 
interactions in the firm. Moreover, behavioral psychological determinants, such as the preference 
for increasing consumption profiles, also contribute shaping workers’ wellbeing.  

Of course, these aspects are not totally distinct and their impact on individual well-being depends 
on the psychological profile of individuals, as well as on their socio-demographic characteristics 
such as age or gender.  

This review of the literature focuses on the unconventional sources of wellbeing at work. It sets 
the intellectual framework for building new metrics of wellbeing at work. It thus constitutes the 
motivation and the theoretical ground for the subsequent projects jointly developed by Mars and 
PSE. 

The general scheme that is hypothesized in this work stream is the following:  

Job characteristics, individual characteristics, procedures, income differences, social capital, 
corporate culture and identity à job satisfaction à happiness à behavior (quits, absenteeism, 
effort, etc.) 

We do not discuss extensively the entire literature about sources of wellbeing at work, rather, we 
focus on the elements that we have elicited during the course of this work stream.  
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Most of the empirical evidence that is presented in this section is based on subjective declarations 
of workers concerning their work life and their satisfaction. This information is collected in  large 
surveys of nationally representative households or workers (household surveys, or labor force 
surveys). It also comes from experiments, either lab experiments or, more rarely, field 
experiments in the real life circumstances. Note that the existing literature very rarely hinges on 
firms’ data, i.e. survey data or experimental data collected in real firms. In a few countries, it is 
possible to match the information on employers (firms) and employees (households).  A very 
small number of economic studies are based on case studies of firms or sectors.  

1. Attitudes to Wage Gaps: aversion to inequality, risk-aversion and 
POUM 

We start with the discussion of wage distribution within one’s firm, which constitutes one of the 
most widely recognized unconventional determinants of wellbeing at work. The idea is that 
workers do not only care about the level of their own wage, but also have some preferences 
about the way wages are set and the resulting wage distribution within their firm. 

Here, the literature distinguishes two main effects: the aversion for wage inequality, and the 
prospect for upward mobility (POUM, an acronym coined by Benabou and Ok, 2001). The first 
motive means that people do not like unequal wage distribution. This can be because they are 
averse to the risk of falling to the bottom of the distribution or because they think it is unfair. 
The second motives (POUM) implies that inequality is interpreted by employees as a ladder that 
although steep may be climbed. Hence, people will accept a greater differentiation of wages 
inside their firm as long as they hope to progress upward in its wage distribution.  

Notice that risk-aversion is a self-centered motive, as well as POUM. The latter is an important 
dimension of job satisfaction. It derives from the fact that the dynamic aspect of workers’ pay-off 
is important. Workers care about their static level of wage at a given period, but they also value 
the prospective wage profile that they can expect.  

By contrast, inequality aversion is an example of other-regarding preference, i.e. independently of 
my own pay-off, I care about other people’s pay. The motives for other-regarding attitudes also 
include altruism, envy or reciprocity. Out of altruism, I may value the fact that my co-workers are 
well-paid; on the contrary, envy may make me dislike disadvantageous wage gaps (i.e. situations 
where my co-workers receive a higher pay-off as compared to mine, Card et al. 2014), and like 
advantageous wage gaps (i.e. situations where my wage is higher than that of relevant co-
workers). Finally, reciprocity makes me want to raise my co-workers’ wages if I feel that they put 
a lot of effort in contributing to the total output of the firm. 
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What are Social Interactions? 

Social interactions between agents do not take the form of a transaction on a market. Social 
interactions happen because people have social preferences, i.e. preferences about the outcomes 
of other people in their group, or because the preferences of an individual depend on the 
preferences and actions of others. Social preferences imply that individuals “not only care about 
the material resources allocated to them, but also about the material resources allocated to 
relevant reference agents” (Fehr and Fischbacher 2003). The relevant “reference agents” may be 
friends, relatives, or colleagues in the firm with whom a person interacts most frequently, 
including hierarchical superiors (or inferiors). A person might have different reference agents, 
and can also behave differently in relation to different reference agents. Finally, people display 
heterogeneous social preferences, many studies show that a substantial fraction of people display 
purely selfish preferences.  

The nature of social preferences can be altruism (Becker, 1974), envy, inequity aversion (Fehr and 
Schmidt, 1999), or reciprocity (Charness and Rabin, 2002). All these motives imply that 
individuals are other-regarding, rather than purely self-regarding. In particular, other people’s 
payoffs or utilities enter into their own “utility” (is an element of their objectives and wellbeing). 

 

2. Hierarchy 

The main source of procedural wellbeing at work is related to the organization of the firm. This 
includes the degree of verticality of the hierarchy, the size of the firm and the relationship with 
one’s line manager, and  the mutual feedbacks between employees and managers.  

The economic literature has stressed the role of the manager in terms of leadership, trust, 
governance and capacity to solve coordination problems in a context of uncertainty and 
imperfect information. Accordingly, the characteristics of the manager constitute potentially 
important elements of wellbeing at work. 

Another strand of the literature has focused on the degree of hierarchy in firms. The general 
claim is that that hierarchy is a bad, i.e. it constitutes a source of procedural disutility as such 
(Benz and Stutzer, 2003, 2004; Frey and Stutzer, 2005). This is because it generally restricts the 
potential for innate needs of self-determination, autonomy and the experience of competence. 
De facto, several studies have documented the fact that self-employed people enjoy higher utility 
from their work (measured via job satisfaction) than employees, notwithstanding the pay level or 
working hours. The self-employed seem to appreciate the autonomy of not being subject to a 
hierarchy irrespective of the instrumental outcomes that result. It is also often found that 
workers’ job satisfaction is lower (ceteris paribus) the larger the hierarchy they are subject to: 
people working in large firms are less satisfied with their jobs than people working in small 
organizations.  

Another aspect related to the hierarchy is the way people are promoted into the various levels of 
the ladder and allocated into several positions within the firm. The degree to which this allocation 
is transparent and open plays an important role in workers’ satisfaction.  

Finally, performance feedback is an important aspect of the governance of the firm. This is not 
only because it influences the pay-off of workers. It is also because it creates a disciplining device 
by diffusing the information about workers and managers outcomes, because it constitutes a 
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channel for the recognition of people’s achievements or failures, and because it creates the 
opportunity for improvement of the organization.  

3. Corporate Culture, Corporate Identity and Social Corporate 
Responsibility 

In a general sense, Culture may be broadly defined as the body of shared beliefs, understanding, 
values, goals and practices that characterizes an institution or a group in a persistent way, due to 
the fact that it is transmitted by older group members to younger ones.  The importance of 
culture in shaping preferences, choices and behavior is now the object of an abundant literature, 
even in economics (see for instance Fernandez, 2011). Societies, ethnic groups, organizations, 
villages or smaller groups (family, schools) may develop a specific culture. Here, we are interested 
in corporate culture, i.e. we consider the limits of the company as defining a relevant community.  

The concept of corporate culture builds a lot on the view of economists such as Kreps (1997), 
Crémer (1993), Lazear (1995), Hodgson (1996) and Hermalin (1999), who have described 
corporate culture as an instrumental device used, in situations of imperfect information and 
transactions costs, to reduce uncertainty in firms and organizations, and allow the coordination of 
individual expectations and decisions. In the words of Hermalin (1999): « Culture […] substitutes for 
more explicit governance via directives and contracts. […] Culture is mostly to be a desirable substitute in complex 
situations ».  

In addition, Crémer (1993) stresses the cost of information, i.e. the limited capacity of individuals 
to process, receive, and transmit information. In this context, there is a payoff to economizing on 
communication. Culture then substitutes for explicit communication. Crémer decomposes this 
aspect of culture into three components (p. 362):  

• A common language or coding 
• A shared knowledge of relevant facts 
• A shared knowledge of the norms of behavior 

 

Hence, corporate culture can be seen as a set of conventions and language elements that save 
considerably on the costs associated with explicit coordination.  

Other authors, like Lazear (1995), have underlined the role of corporate culture as molding 
individuals’ preferences, attitudes, and modes of thinking: in other words, culture is internalized 
by agents. This view is close to the notion of identity stressed by Akerlof and Kranton (2001), 
where identity is part of individuals’ preferences that lead their choices and actions. Accordingly, 
we use the terms “Corporate Culture” and “Corporate Identity” interchangeably.   

This study also builds on the work of Geert Hofstede (2001), who tried to identify the main 
dimensions of corporate culture, in particular:  

• Power Distance  
o Attitudes to inequality, authority, hierarchy; preferences for centralized or 

decentralized structures, for directive versus democratic managers. 
• Uncertainty avoidance  
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o Stress and anxiety in the face of unknown future, aversion to imprecise rules, 
preferences for completely explicit procedures, preference for long tenure, strong 
loyalty to employer, preferences for larger organizations, innovation versus rules, 
etc. 

• Individualism versus collectivism (group) 
o Importance of individual (rather than group-) performance and incentives, of 

individual decision-making, of individual training; wage-equality versus acceptance 
of competition and wage-differentiation; conception of employer-employee 
relationship as a business deal rather than a family link; leadership as a property of 
the leader rather than context-dependent, etc. 

o Choice of focus for people’s effort, short term versus long term goals and 
commitment, repeated interaction versus one-shot bargaining, etc.  

Hofstede showed that these elements are relevant for society (national cultures), firms and 
organizations (corporate culture), as well as for smaller groups, such as schools or family.  

We also enquire the role of corporate social responsibility and its relation with wellbeing at work 
(Sean and Fleischman, 2008; Tamm et al. 2010). 

4.  Social Capital and Trust 

“Man is by nature a social animal”, wrote Aristotle (Politics, I). More recently, in Maslow’s (1943) 
pyramid of human needs, love and belonging come just after basic physiological and safety needs. 
Clearly, the sources of individual wellbeing cannot be circumscribed to self-centered individual 
circumstances. They also include the set of social interactions through which individuals are 
interconnected. Since the seminal work of Putnam (2000), social capital is generally defined as the 
quantity and quality of social relations in a community (OECD, 2001). Why “capital”? Because 
people’s social network is accumulated over time (like financial capital) and because it yields 
benefits (the benefits of inclusion and cooperation). As a network, social capital also includes a 
notion of externality, i.e. mutually reinforcing benefits for all members 

Importantly, social capital has a local dimension and is by nature restricted to a community, i.e. a 
sub-group of the population who interact directly and frequently, share common norms (Bowles 
and Gintis, 2002). and a sense of common identity. De facto, it has been shown that staying rooted 
in the same neighborhood for a longer time is associated with higher levels of all types of trust, 
especially neighborhood trust (Helliwell, 2011); conversely people who live in districts where the 
population is dense and highly mobile are less likely to trust their neighbors. It is likely the same 
rule applies to firms: social capital is lower where the turnover of workers is higher. Because of 
this local-norm-enforcing nature, social capital can constitute an alternative or an addition to 
market allocation and explicit rules, and is welfare increasing.  

Trust plays a crucial role in social capital. The notion of trust is very much related to the 
framework of the game theory, which analyzes strategic interactions between interdependent 
agents in a context of imperfect information. Trust, understood in this way, promotes 
cooperation by reducing uncertainty about the behavior of others, in particular the risk of moral 
hazard (cheating). It promotes pro-social behavior, by helping agents to coordinate on the 
socially dominant equilibrium, in a situation where non-cooperative behavior could lead to a sub-
optimal equilibrium. This is why the OECD defines social capital as “networks together with shared 
norms, values and understandings that facilitate cooperation within or among groups” (Helliwell and 
Barrington-Leigh, 2011). Accordingly, in surveys, social capital is often measured by questions 
about trust, that others (neighbors, co-workers, etc.), will behave in a cooperative way.  
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Social capital is also measured by the frequency of cooperative behavior (in laboratory and field 
experiments). One famous experiment is the “lost wallet” experiment, first conducted by the 
Reader’s Digest Europe in 1996. This experiment involved dropping 10 cash-bearing wallets in each 
of 20 cities in 14 western European countries, and in each of a dozen US cities. Researchers  later 
used these data to validate the classic question of inter-personal trust: “In general, do you think that 
most people can be trusted, or, alternatively, that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people”. It turned out 
that the actual frequency of return of the wallets was highly correlated with national average 
social trust, as measured in international surveys. Since then, this experiment has often been 
replicated, and the question about the likelihood that a lost wallet, if found by a stranger, would 
be returned to the police was introduced in international surveys, such as the World Values Survey 
and the World Gallup Poll, as well as certain national surveys (e.g. in Canada and the Unites-States) 
to elicit social trust.  

Finally, other measures of social capital within the firm also include the number and frequency of 
contact between workers, i.e. the social density of the social network within the firm.  

The relationship between happiness and concepts of social capital has then been tested, thanks to 
survey data containing self-declared happiness, trust and social connectedness questions. The 
result is that trust, self-stated social connections and social identities are associated with higher 
life satisfaction and happiness, in all countries off the world where the relationship has been 
evaluated (see the work by John Helliwell and his colleagues). It is important to underline that it 
is trust in colleagues, trust in management and other measures of social capital in the workplace 
that appear to be most highly correlated with happiness (Helliwelll and Huang, 2011). Helliwell 
and Huang, (2009) have used a Canadian survey Equality, Security and Community (ESC); Helliwell, 
Huang and Putnam (2009) exploited the Canadian General Social Survey of 2002, and Robert 
Putnam used the US Social capital benchmark survey. All these surveys contain several thousands of 
employees holding paid jobs. The ESC survey asks about the extent to which management can be 
trusted in the respondent’s workplace, while the GSS and the US Social capital benchmark survey ask 
to what extent there is trust among colleagues. In all cases, a positive correlation between trust 
and life satisfaction was found. For instance, Helliwell and Huang (2009) calculated that an 
increase in trust in management that is about one tenth of the scale is equivalent to more than 
30% increase in monetary income, in terms of life satisfaction.  

Social capital can be favorable to performance. In their real life experiments, Bandiera, Barankay 
and Rasul (2010) observed that, everything else equal, performance is higher in teams of socially 
connected workers, providing evidence of higher effort norm enforcement within the group. 

5. Non Monetary Status 

Status often corresponds to a rank in the firm’s organization, giving power, prestige or tenure. It 
is associated with occupations, responsibilities, skills and other means of differentiation of jobs. It 
is also related to hierarchical power inside the firm. The importance of status is attested by the 
“international job prestige scale” elaborated by the International Labor Organization. 
(Technically, the ILO surveys representative samples of the population of several countries and 
asks them to evaluate the prestige of the different occupations listed on the ISCO nomenclature. 
It then computes the average prestige score of each of these occupations). This international 
prestige scale is widely used in the economic literature. 

Status thus comes with non-wage, administrative or symbolic pay-off and is likely to have an 
impact on workers’ wellbeing. It thus potentially plays the role of “job amenity”. In his theory of 
“compensating differences”, Adam Smith predicted that workers enjoying more positive 
amenities on their workplace would accept lower wages (or would be forced to do so by 
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competition for these jobs). Hence, status could be one of these amenities that workers are 
potentially ready to trade for wages. Workers who suffer from a low status in their firm may need 
to be compensated by a higher wage in order to be motivated and satisfied. Conversely, workers 
who enjoy a higher status may be satisfied and highly engaged in spite of a lower wage. It is thus 
of interest to know and measure the extent to which status is causal to wellbeing at work, and can 
be a substitute to pay.  

6. The case of WB@W / Human Capital in Developing Countries 

In the case of developing countries, specific aspects of wellbeing at work are more salient. The 
most important of these specific issues is whether people work in the formal or informal sector 
of the economy and whether this is a source of higher or lower wellbeing. Informality is defined 
by the absence of a formal employment contract. It thus encompasses different types of workers: 
“black market” employees without a formal contract from their employer, self-employed people 
and small entrepreneurs with employees. 

Then, given the importance of the informal sector, the issue of social capital takes a particular 
importance. This is because social capital is a substitute for formal arrangements and formal 
protection devices.  

There is by now a small series of studies in the relationship between informality and wellbeing at 
work in developing countries. These studies questions the usual prior that informality is not a 
chosen state, but a constrained one, and is related to a lower level of wages, job protection and 
job satisfaction. The lessons from the data collected in a series of developing countries does not 
conform these priors.  

The main lesson from this literature is that the different aspects of informality are valued 
differently by workers. Essentially, self-employment is a source of procedural utility, i.e. people 
enjoy the independence and autonomy that it gives them. The negatives of self-employment and 
informal employment is the absence of social protection and employment guarantee, as well as 
the worse material job amenities (working conditions). However, the lower wage of informal 
sector often appears to be driven by the characteristics of the workers of the informal sector, i.e. 
employees with similar characteristics would earn the same wage in both sectors.  

Such conclusions have been reached on the basis of data collected in Chile (Cassar 2010), in 
Ghana, in Honduras, Argentina, El Salvador and Guatemala (Falco et al., 2012). However, in 
Vietnam, informal sector workers have lower job satisfaction even after including all imaginable 
 controls.  

An interesting comparative study written by Milo Bianchi (2012) shows entrepreneurs report 
higher levels of job satisfaction than employees only in more financially developed countries. 
This higher job satisfaction of self-employed workers increases with financial development. This 
effect is not explained by increased profits but by an increased value of non- monetary benefits, 
in particular job independence. The author interprets these findings on the grounds of financial 
constraints that may impede the creation of firms and depress labor demand, thereby pushing 
some individuals into self-employment for lack of salaried jobs. In this setting, financial 
development favors a better matching between individual motivation and occupation, thereby 
increasing entrepreneurial utility despite increasing competition and so reducing profits. Falco et 
al. (2012) rejoin this interpretation that credit constraints impede the creation of self-
employment. They provide evidence of a premium for working in self-employment, especially 
“Self employment with employees” and suggest that this is due to barriers to starting such firms, 
i.e. these barriers create some rents. Pages and Madrigal (2008) also stress that, within jobs 
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typically classified as informal jobs, self-employment activities are the most preferred, while being 
employed in a small firm tends to be less preferred. In a similar vein, Pratap and Quintin (2006) 
find no evidence of a formal sector wage premium in Buenos Aires and its suburbs. In fact, we 
find that groups often thought to be queuing for formal sector jobs such as young and 
uneducated workers would expect lower wages in the formal sector. Furthermore, proxies for job 
satisfaction available in their data do not suggest that informal workers are relatively more 
dissatisfied with their jobs. 

An exception to these examples is Wachsberger, Razafindrakoto and Roubaud (2010), who find 
that in Vietnam, job satisfaction is lower in the informal sector than in the public sector and in 
the formal private jobs. However, a study by the World Bank (2010) finds that in Vietnam, not all 
informal workers feel trapped; self-employed agricultural workers are no less satisfied with their 
jobs than formal workers, even though their wage is lower than in the formal sector. However, 
outside agriculture, all other informal workers are less satisfied than formal workers, even when 
reported levels of income are held constant. 

Another specificity of developing countries is that, given the general prospect for growth, where 
the tide will eventually lift all the boats, workers may be more sensitive to the POUM effect than 
in developed countries where expectations of future improvement are lower. This strength of the 
signal effect has indeed been documented in Transition and developing countries (Senik 2004, 
2008, Gao and Smith, 2010; Akay and Martinsson, 2012). We may thus expect that the dynamic 
profile of their wage will matter to workers of developing countries beyond the level of their 
wage.  

Beyond these three traits, the literature has shown that the determinants of job satisfaction are 
the same in developing countries as in developed countries.  

IV. Measures of unconventional sources of wb@w 

This section presents the main measures of outcomes that have been used in the various 
experiments of this work stream. Most of them are self-declared, “subjective” satisfaction 
statements and attitudes. 2.  The main outcome of interest is wellbeing at work, measured 
through a series of different questions. The main drivers of interest are: Attitudes to wage 
inequality versus POUM, Hierarchy and Status, the intensity of corporate identity, the 
composition of corporate identity (values, beliefs), including PiA (social responsibility of the 
firm), and social capital (trust, networks). 
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Why Use Subjective Wellbeing Measures ? 

A new branch of economics, which is now in its teenage years, focuses on subjective wellbeing, 
using so-called “subjective data” or attitudinal variables, such as satisfaction judgments, as 
opposed to observable variables, such as prices or quantities. Why use subjective data? Usually, 
economists prefer to rely on observable actions in order to infer unobservable preferences. As an 
illustration, to elicit consumers’ taste for chocolate bars, economists measure statistical series of 
prices and purchased quantities. However, this method is not always implementable, in particular 
when no link from individual preferences to individual action can be traced. All phenomena that 
include externalities as well as non-market social interactions fall into this category (Manski and 
Straub, 2000). Income comparisons, income inequality, status, attitudes to procedures, perceived 
fairness, and the quality of one’s relation with one’s boss are precisely among those, as none of 
these variables depend on individual action, nor can be bought for a price.  

But can one really trust subjective data? Do subjective judgments and attitudes collected in 
surveys measure anything more than the noise of the daily changing mood of respondents? While 
economists were rather suspicious about this method 10 or 15 years ago, a variety of tests have 
now comforted the validity and reliability of subjective data, including cross-ratings by spouses 
and friends, test-retest experiments and neuro-psychological experiments with IRM. In terms of 
the main correlates of self-declared satisfaction, the structure of satisfaction has proved to be 
stable across time and space. (See the review by Clark et al., 2008). 
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V. Experiments @ Mars 

To date, we have ran 5 studies in different segments and site of Mars. The general logic of these 
studies consists in eliciting the unconventional drivers of wb@w. Hence, the objective is to 
understand the relationship between the set of drivers and the set of outcomes that have been 
presented in Section II.  

1. General method 

We generally use a multivariate statistical model. This allows isolating, as much as possible, the 
impact of each driver, i.e. to reason “everything else equal” (ceteris paribus). Indeed, in order to 
capture the relationship between working conditions and wellbeing at work, we need to 
neutralize the influence of confounding factors that depend on the composition of the sample. 
This is done by introducing “control variables”, namely demographic data such as age, gender, 
marital and family status, number children, education level, etc., as well as job description 
variables, such as office or factory, salary, etc. These variables also allow analyzing the 
heterogeneity in the relationship of interest.  

Multivariate analysis also allows quantifying the relative importance of each element of wellbeing 
at work.  
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The Model in a Nutshell: Factors and Measures of Well-Being 

In this analysis, we consider two separate series of measures: those who relate to the working conditions 
and personal characteristics of employees on the one side, and those who measure their subjective work 
attitudes. In other words, work attitudes are treated as explained variables, whereas other factors are 
treated as explanatory variables. Most of the relationships that we present are estimated using a well-being 
equation of the form: 

 WBit = a1 Vit + a2 age it + a3 ageit2 + a4 marital statusit + a5 gender+ a6 log(salaryit) + a7.country fixed 
effect + a8 year fixed effect + eit  (1) 

Where WBit is the satisfaction or engagement declared by individual i in year t, Vit is the variable of 
interest, marital status can take 4 modalities: single, together (partnered or married), separated (or 
divorced), widowed; log (salaryit) is the natural logarithm of the salary earned by individual i in year t, and 
eit is the error term that is assumed to follow a normal distribution (white noise).  

The wellbeing scores are measured on a bounded scale.  Following the current practice in the specialized 
literature, we treat them (abusively) as continuous variables and carry out two types of analysis: cross-
section analysis, which performs inter-personal comparisons that tell us about “which workers are more 
engaged”, and dynamic panel analysis, which perform intra-personal comparisons that tell us how 
individual engagement changes when circumstances vary over time. 

For cross-section analysis, we estimate equation (1) using ordinary least square models (clustering at the 
individual level to correct for the autocorrelations of errors between observations pertaining to the same 
associate). Estimating coefficient a1 in equation (1) provides an evaluation of the association between the 
magnitude V (say salary) and individual engagement WB ceteris paribus, i.e. keeping constant the other 
variables included in equation (1).  

Alternatively, we take advantage of the time dimension of the data and estimate the patterns of well-being 
at work using panel analysis variations, i.e. including individual effects in equation (1). (We use the small-
sample Swamy-Arora estimator of individual-level variance component). This evaluates the typical 
association between a variation in an individual’s V (say individual wage) and his wellbeing scores over 
time. 

Once the estimation is run, one can compare the order of magnitudes of the coefficients, and calculate the 
relative importance of the different drivers of wellbeing@ work. In particular, it is possible to express the 
impact of the drivers of wellbeing in terms of equivalent percentage of wage. One can ask, for example, 
what it would take, in terms of wage rise, to produce the same impact on wellbeing as adhering to the 
firm’s corporate values.  
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