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The Influence of Establishing Party Organization on Enterprise
Management Efficiency: Empirical Analysis Based
on Chinese Employer-Employee Survey Data
Luo Lianfa Ye Qingqing and Wang Shengwei
( Institute of Quality Development Strategy Wuhan University)

Abstract: Based on the survey data of China Employer—Employee Survey this paper conducts an
empirical study on the effect of party organizations on the efficiency of enterprise management. The
study finds that the party organization has a significant positive effect on the management efficiency
score of the enterprise and the robustness tests such as changing the different evaluation indicators
of management efficiency and using difference —in —difference model all support this conclusion.
The study investigates three paths through which party organizations influence corporate
management efficiency: improving employee stability promoting collective wage negotiation and
improving employee benefits. The role of party organizations in management efficiency is greater in
companies without director board and in non — export companies which indicates that party
organizations have a complementary effect on the modern management systems. The research in this
article finds that the party organization not only undertakes the political function of uniting the
masses but also has a significant effect on the micro—management efficiency of the enterprises
which provides empirical support for further strengthening the construction of the party organization
of the enterprise to improve the level of the enterprise management.

Keywords: Party Organization Enterprise Management Efficiency Chinese Employer—Employee
Survey
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