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1( Theoerm 1) . {s,(x)} (1) a
(2) @ 2 326
2 326
L a,ed;= 0 =) ( )
viiA—IR. a=(a; = a,) EAZ‘)’_}]Ai a_=(a, " a;_y ay a,) a=(a; a_)
S.(x) i x. o i cu,(m; a;) =m; —v,
(a;) o S(x)=0:i=1 - n x
3 si(2) =« (1
i=1
S(x(a)) -v(a) i=1-"n (2)
a’ :
a = ar%ETax[x( a) - 21 v a,) ] (3)72
“ 1”7 D ; ”( Proof: SeeAppendix) o
“ ”( Appendix) “ 1 ”( Proof of Theoerem 1 ):® %
s(x) i=1 - n (1) o a’

{a'}

( show that the assumption that @” is a Nash equilibrium will lesd to a contradiction)
Si(x(a a:) ) —vila) < s« a )) -l d; ) Va, €4 (Al)

x(a’) . {a'} n

a' =x(a' a) (A2)
0. (a;) =x,(a ) Vi (A2)
v,(a]) -v,(a) =x(a") —-x(a! a") +o(a' —a) Vi V1
o(h) /h—0  h—0,
(A1) (A2)
xa") —a' +o(a," —a)) <s(x(a")) -s,(a' )Vi VI. (A3)
(A3) (1) n/(n-1) :
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_2;/1{_951',/(@*)(“1'1_“?)+0(ail_a;)}§0 VI (A4)

o' a' <x(a’) x,’(a") #0 o
( dominates) (A4) ( contradicts( A4)) a’
l (A3) | n n

i (A3)
E:I{x(a)—a +o(ai‘—a)}<2:ls(x(a*))—Els(al) (BI1)
(1) Zélsi(x) —x S s(x(a”)) =2(a’) Ejlsl(al) =q! i
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x(a") —a' ( A4) ( A3) ( A4)
(A3) ( Ad) “ i (A3)
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( A4) (B2) x(a") —a!
(n-1) x(a") —a' +210(a51—a:)<0 ( B3)
n/(n-1)
ne x(a") -a' +n’11 . [élo(ail -a;) ]SO
El{x(a ) —a' +o(a' —a])} +n1—1 . [zj,lo(ail -a,) ] <0 ( B4)
( B4) ( A4) il{x(a ) —a' +o(a! —a )} <0
1
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+o( ail _a;: )}
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7 ? 1993 § ) Review
of Economic Studies) “1989 11 ;
1993 7 3

)

“Theoerm 1. There do not exiet sharing rules  s,(x)  which satisfy (1) and which yield a* as a Nash equilibrium in the non—

cooperative game with payoffs(2) . ”
©)

“simple molde of team production. There are n agents. Each agent indexed takes a nonobservable action a; e A, = 0 o

n
with a private ( nonmonetary) cost v;: A,—IR”. “Let a =(a, *** a,) €A = XA, and write
i1
”
a;=(a; = ay a;y va,) a=(a; a).
“Let s,( x) stand for agenti’s share of the outcome x..” “The preference function of agent i is' “of the form u,( m; a;) =m; —v,

(a;).” “we ask whether there exist sharing rules s;(x) =0 i=1 ‘--n such that we have budget — balancing

Ejlsi(x) =x for all x (1)
“and the noncooperative game with payoffs

S(x(a)) -v(a) i=1 - n (2)
“has a Nash equilibrium a” which satisfies the condition for Pareto optimality

a’ =arg max "[x(a) —Sjlvi(ai)]. (3)”
@ .

“Let s,(x) i=1-+ n be arbitrary sharing runles satisfying( 1) . T shall show that the assumption that a" is a Nash equilibrium

will lead to a contradiction.

“From the definition of a Nash equilibrium

S(x(a ‘1*—5) ) —v(a;) <s,(«( a )) -l af ) Va e4, (Al
“Let {a' } be a strictiy increasing sequence of real numbers connerging to x(a” ) . Let {a,l } be the corresponding n sequences
satisfying

a' =x(a a") (A2)”

“Paretooptimalityimplies v’ .(a, ) =x",(a" ) Vi. This in twrn implies using( A2) that v,(a ) —v,(a') =x(a") —x(a/

a’) +o(a'i—a’ ) Vi V1 where o( h) /h—0 as h—0. Substituting into( A1) using( A2) gives

42



w(a') —a' +o(a —a]) <s(x(a")) —s(x(a')) Vi VL (A3)
“Sum( A3) over i use( 1) rearrange and multiply by n/( n —1) . This gives:

gl{x(a*)—al+o(ail—aj)}$0 V1 (A4)
“which can be written”
él{—x[’(a*)(ail—a:) tola) —a’)}<0 V1 ( A4)
“Since o' <x(a" ) by the choice of o' and x,(a" ) #0 the first term in the bracket is strictly positive. For large enough 1
this term dominates which comtradicts( A4) . Hence the assumption that @~ is a Nash equilibrium has led to a contradiction
and must be false. Q.E.D. ”
@
“The agents” actions adetermine a joint monetary outcone x: A—IR”. “The function x is assumsd to be strictily increasing con—
cave and differentiable with x(0) =0".
®
“If the sharing rules are differentiable we find since a* is a Nash equilibrium that
s; %, -v,7=01i=1 " n (4)
“where x, "= dx/da,. Pareto optimality implies that
x, -v,"=0 i=1 - n (5)
“Consistency of (4) and(5) requires s,”=1 i=1 *-- n . But this is in conflict with (1) since differentiating ( 1) implies”

n

S5 =1 (6)

i=1 "

“Therefore withdifferentible sharing rules we cannot reach efficient Nash equilibria. ”

1 . J. : 1996 (04) :35 -40 60.

2 Holmstrom Bengt ( Moral Hazard in Teams J . The BellJournal of Economics 1982 13(02) .

3 Mas-Colell Andreu Whinston Michael D. and Green Jerry R. Microeconomic Theory M . Oxford: Oxford University Press
Inc. 1995: 506.

4 Legros Partrick Matthews Steven A. Efficient and Nearly-effcient Partnerships J . Review of Economic Studies 1993 68:
599 -611.
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An Overall Analysis of the Relations of Production in Das Kapital
Zhang Leisheng
Abstract: The study of Das Kapital on the relations of production involves many aspects, which are manifested as the
study from the perspectives of communication relationship, the basis of ownership of means of production, the
general stipulation and the change of development of productive forces. These level of study reflect the continuous
enrichment and development of Marx’s understanding of relations of production in the process of creating the

Marxist political economics. They are fully and completely shown in Das Kapital as a whole.

Government Fiscal Expenditure and Entrepreneurship

——An Empirical Study Based on CGSS2012 Data
Song Donglin, Jiang Yang
Abstract: Based on the CCSS data of 2012, this paper uses the ordered probability model to examine the scale and
structure of fiscal expenditure and its impact on entrepreneurial activities. The basic conclusions are as follows:(1) on
the whole, the scale of fiscal expenditure has little effect on improving the probability of individual entrepreneurship
and the simple expansion of the scale of fiscal expenditure can not effectively promote entrepreneurship;(2) from the
perspective of the structure of fiscal expenditure, the fiscal expenditure, which can lower the restriction on capital of
entrepreneurs and enhance the risk affordability of individuals after entrepreneurial failure, can significantly enhance
the entrepreneurial probability of individuals, but the fiscal expenditure which can improve entrepreneurial
environment does not have significant impact on entrepreneurship; (3) from the perspective of the entrepreneurial
types, the impact of fiscal expenditure on “opportunistic” entrepreneurship and the impact of it on overall
entrepreneurship are not quite different, but the effect of various items of fiscal expenditure on the enhancement of

the probability is not significant for the “survival” type of entrepreneurship.

The Issue about the “Holmstrom Theorem”
Zuo Dapei
Abstract: Holmstrom theorem asserts that, if there is no rule of sharing in team production, it can achieve Pareto
efficiency and Nash equilibrium at the same time and make the total income of team members be precisely
equivalent to the output of the team. However, Holmstrom made a mathematical error on the proof of the
theorem. In this way, the general Holmstrom theorem does not apply. Legros and Mathews have proved with
which limiting conditions can Holmstrom theorem apply and in what circumstances can Holmstrom theorem

definitely not apply .

The Answer to “Dispute of Nature” of Das Kapital and Its “Historical Phenomenology”
Liu Guixiang, Tuo Beilin
Abstract: The nature of Das Kapital has always been debated in academia to successively form three representative
views of scientific, philosophical and social critical theories. In fact, viewing from the methodological premise of Das
Kapital and its manuscript, the historical reduction of capital or the mechanism of production of mankind “historical
mystery”, the nature of Das Kapital is a historical phenomenon that reveals the truth of the existence of mankind
and it is a fundamental solution to the mankind “historical mystery”, while such solution runs through the Marxist

thought.



