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Current Output Transfers and the Game of Succession

Liang Song' and Diao Li®

(1: Economic school Zhongnan University of Economics and Law;
2. economic and management school Wuhan University)

Abstract: There exists position succession in any kind of organization. The incumbent one needs to decide the level of current output
and transfer to her successor. We can notice that there will be an equilibrium strategy with constant proportion of the transfers to the
total personal contribution by game theory analyzing. But it is difficult to satisfy the condition of maximizing the total output of the
organization at the same time. If the payers can only play one time different types of payers will make different choice. And the
equilibrium is Bayesian. When some parameters vary with different players the proportion of transfers will vary with different players. If
the incumbent one has very low utility level for leaving contribution to the future or with no repay for the transfers there will be
shortsighted activities “vanity projects” and lack of altruism. In the family organization the utility function of players is influenced by
genetic relationship. The candidates are limited. This increases the divergence between personal and organizational optimal objectives.
Key Words: Output; Transfers; Succession; Equilibrium Strategy
JEL Classification: C70 C73 D86
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The Completeness and Efficiency of Informal Risk — sharing Network:
An Agent — based Modelling Approach

Ye Chusheng ' * and Liu Yafei

( 1. Center for Economic Development Research Wuhan University;
2. School of Economics and Management Wuhan University)

Abstract: In rural regions of developing countries informal risk — sharing network is important means by which the poor deal with
risk. Lots of empirical foundings show that these risk — sharing networks are incomplete and inefficient; therefore the range and function
of the risk — sharing network are limited. Researches on risk — sharing network have been focused on the empirical analysis of formed
network. The process of network formation and its internal mechanism have been neglected however. In this paper we simulate the
formation of risk — sharing network by using agent — based computational economics. Based on network externalities we extend our
benchmark model where cost is non — transferable gradually to models where cost can be shared between network partners and among
components and focus on the extent of completeness and efficiency of the network under different specifications. The result of our
simulation shows that as the degree of cost transferablity get higher the resulting stable network tends to be complete and efficient. In
this way we not only explain the empirical finding about risk — sharing network but also rigorously prove the guess in Bramoullé and
Kranton( 2007) . That is if agents can share cost by coordination the externalities can be eliminated and efficient risk — sharing
network can be formed.
Key Words: Risk — sharing Network; ABM Simulation; Computational Economics
JEL Classification: D85 017
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