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The Empirical Analysis of Influence Costs Determinants in Cooperatives:
Evidence from Apple Specialized Cooperatives in Shandong Province

Cai Rong and Han Hongyun
( School of Management Zhejiang University)

Abstract: Because of collective property rights arrangement of the cooperatives and non — transferable stock rights of their members
the stakeholders might try to distort organizational decisions so as to obtain potential benefits when organizational decisions concerning
benefits / cost sharing are made and communications channels between the superior and the subordinate run smoothly thus bringing about
influence costs which reduce decision efficiency. Using survey data of Apple Specialized Cooperatives in Shandong Province the ordered
Probit model is employed to analyze the influence cost and its determining factors. The results suggest that member heterogeneity is the
key factor resulting in the increase of influence costs. In addition the attractiveness of outside opportunities available for managers
“one — person one — vote” principle and membership scale also result in increased influence costs. On this basis this paper considers
that coordination of heterogeneous interests of members procedural selection of organizational decision — making and the design of
management incentives will be essential to the healthy development of cooperatives.
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22.Meng X. and J. Zhang. 2001. “The Two - tier labor Market in Urban China: Occupational Segregation and Wage Differentials
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An Empirical Study on Household Registration and Urban Labor Market Status:
The Case of Beijing

Du Xin

( Institute of Management Beijing Academy of Social Sciences)
Abstract: There are four laborer groups with different household registrations( HRs) in China’ s urban labor market i. e. the laborers
with urban local non — agricultural HR urban agricultural HR ecdemic non — agricultural HR and ecdemic agricultural HR. According
to the analysis with Beijing 1% Population Sample Survey Data in 2005 this paper finds that the labor participation rates of the four
laborer groups with urban local non — agricultural HR urban agricultural HR ecdemic non — agricultural HR and ecdemic agricultural
HR increase in turn the unemployment rates decrease in sequence and the employment rates rise successively. Further econometric
analysis shows that the characteristic of household registration has significant effects on the market status of active labor force.
Comparing with the urban local non — agricultural HR the characteristics of urban agricultural HR ecdemic non — agricultural HR and
ecdemic agricultural HR have not spurred the active labor force to be unemployed or be out of the labor market. The differences in the
household registration do have significant effects on the market status of active labor force.
Key Words: Labor Market Status; Labor Participation Rate; Unemployment Rate; Employment Rate
JEL Classification: J21 J61 R23
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