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The dynamic effects of privatization reform of state-owned enterprise

on wage and employment of Chinese manufacturing enterprises

TONG Jiadong HONG Qianlin
( School of Economics Nankai University Tianjin 300071 China)

Abstract: This paper analyzes the dynamic effects of privatization reform of state-owned enterprise ( SOEs) on wage and
employment of enterprises. We use propensity score matching-difference in difference ( PSM-DID) method to track the manu-
facturing firms which initiated as SOEs and gradually ended up as SOEs state-controlled firms or private firms. Our research
shows that privatization reform of SOEs can decrease average wage increase employment and reduce wage inequality. The
higher the average wage per capita before privatization the loss of employee income after privatization is greater. So privatiza—
tion reform is conducive to reducing the income inequality between employees. Only when majority ownership is transferred
from the state-owned capital to private capital the impact of reform of state-owned enterprise on wage and employment is sig—
nificant.

Key words: privatization reform of state-owned enterprise; wage; employment; manufacturer; wage inequality
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The priority order of mixed ownership reform and its influencing factors:

a perspective based on the composite force of enterprises state and society
LIANG Yongfu SU Qilin CHEN lin

( Institute of Industrial Economics Jinan University Guangzhou 510632 China)

Abstract: Orderly reform of SOEs is an important step for government to break through the barriers of curing interest and
steadily promote mixed ownership reform. Most of existing foreign related researches focus on government’s goal to explain the
motivation and priority order of SOE reform while ignoring the nature of government-oriented mechanism-SOE reform is the
consensus solution of tripartite game of government SOEs and society. Meanwhile optimal order of Chinese SOEs reform will
vary along with the deepening reform and different levels of managerial hierarchy. Therefore using the panel data of listed
SOEs in China during 20032014  this paper employs Probit model to empirically test the priority order of privatization from
three dimension: efficiency fiscal profitability and social politics. The results show that there is a Ushaped relationship be—
tween the efficiency of local SOEs and the probability of privatization and an inverted U-curve relationship between redundan—
cy rate and the probability of privatization. There is a mutually reinforcing relationship between the effects of local SOEs effi—
ciency and redundancy rate on the probability of privatization. When SOEs have soft budget constraints the more intense
market competition in the industry the higher the possibility of privatization is. The results of this paper can help to clarify
the function of government and have important policy implications for strategic design of the priority order of SOE reform.

Key words: priority order of reform; motivation of reform; SOEs; mixed ownership; perspective of composite force
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