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Abstracts of Key Papers in English

Foreign Aid, Public Spending, Optimal Fiscal and Monetary
Policies, and Long— Run Growth

Liutang Gong and Heng-fu Zou

This paper presents a group of models showing the striking different implications of foreign aid to the private
seclor and public sector. In the first model, with decentralized decisionmak ing and without optimal choices of
fiscal policies on behalf of the government, foreign aid to the private sector has no effect on the long-run capital
accumulation and it raises private consumption one to one; whereas foreign aid to the government leads to more
public spending and higher private capital accumulation. In another model with optimal choices of both fiscal
and monetary policies, foreign aid to the private sedor gives rise to higher inflation and income taxation. Al
though aid to the private sector raises private money holdings and consumption, it reduces capital accumula-
tion. However, when foreign aid is provided to the public sector, the government cuts both the inflation rate
and the income tax rate, raises public spending, and provides more incentives for private capital accumulation
and money holdings. In the long run, aid to the public sector leads to more private capital accumulation, con-

sumption, money holdings, and welfare.

Specificity, Exclusiveness and Enterprise Institution
Yang Ruilong & Yang Qijing

In this paper, we comsider that the ultimate purpose of the firm is to create and distribute the organizational
rent, although the arrangements of residual claim right and control is very important. A lot of literatures con-
fuse the “ specificity” with the economic base which can help the interested parties obtain some organizational
rent, but in fact “ specificityQ will weaken the interested parties. bargaining power. We put forward that the
base of bargaining power is virtually the / exclusiveness), a variable that exercises a great impact on the choice
and evolution of enterprise instituion. In short,we consider that in reality the enterprise. s irstitutional arrange2
ments is not the product of social welfare maximization or transational cost minimization, but the outcome of

games among rational interested parties.



