20147 2K # 11 July 2014
4 285 ) China Economic Studies No. 4
~ ( 2012)
( 2009 2011; 2009) .
( 2011a; 2011b) .
’ @ ;@
6y
:2014-03-06
. “ ” (
12YJCZH165) 2012 “ »

e |3



( 2009; 2009; 2010) . 10)

;@
56) ( 2007; 2009;
2009; 2009; 2010) . @D
;@
( 2007 2008: 2011) .
@ ; @ 1 @ >
. ( 2006; 2007, 2009;
2010) .
(2011) % :o*
(
2006; 2007, 2010; 2008 2011)
(2010) . (2011a) (2011b) o (2010)
(2011a)
(2011D)
(2011)
( )
@ ,
g6 -
(job design)
( Holmstrom & Milgrom 1991; Itoh 1994 2001; Meyer et al. 1996; 2011) .

e 14 -



( 1 2)
1 2,
( CARA)
7o 1 1o 2 1 +¢ ¢ 0
o c 2
2 0
o a,
Cla) = aie @ Cla) =1 ae
a, X =a; te €
0 o’ g ~NO &) o a,
X, =a, + & &, 0 o’
& ~ N0 o) & o’ o
w, =oyx; tr Q r ° Wy, = 0%, T 1,
o, r, o
1
CE, =aa, +1, éLafa'z - ?af (1)
CE, = qa, +r, — Laio? L+ cag (2)
2 2
(IR1)
(1C1) (1R2) (1C2)
" maxE(x, +x, —w, —w,)
a) a
s. b oaa, tro— lLaT(TZ - Laf =0 (IR1)
2 2
a, € argmax{a,a, +r, - éLafO'Z - %af} (IC1)
(l]
o,a, +r, - ﬂaiaz - wag =0 (IR2)
2 2
m 2 2 1 +e¢ 2
a, € argmax{ a,a, +r, — , 0 T (1IC2)
E o
( Bolton & Dewatripont 2005) IR1  IR2
@
o IC1 =0 1c2 = o
a, =qo “ =1

e 15



2
42 m 22 9% M o2 o @,
+ a— —_— = pa—
wo M T e 297 T2 T 2% o1+
v 1
o = 3
l n0'2+1 (3)
M 1
a, "= 4
? (1l +c)o’ +1 (4)
VM ( the vertical management system)
(3) (4)
EUVM:(1+C) nl+c)o’ +1 +qo° +1 (5)
T2l (et 1) (14 ot 41
P o
10
EU
1: B <o,
dc
vm )
(5) .aEUP - 27](]+C)0’ + 1 <0
© 9 201 +¢)” p(l+c)o” +1°7
1
. ( )
( ) o
( CARA) Mo
( 1 2)0 a, 1
1 1
a, 2 Cla, a,) ?af+?a§o 1 2
1. x=a, ta, t¢e £
0 (V2 +ko) & ~NO (/2 +ka)) k
0 o k 0
k 0 (
)o w =
ox +r « r ok >0
kE+2 k o
CE = aa, + aa, +r—4;La2(«/2 +k0’)2 —%af —%ag (6)
(IR)
(1C1  1C2) o

D maxE(x — w)

e 16



2 1 1
s. L. aa, + aa, +r—éla2( 2 +ko) —?a? —?ai =0
m 2 I, 15,
a, € ar gmax{aa; +aa, +r - Lo’ (/2 +ko) - —a] - —a5}
ap 2 2 2
m 2 1 5 1 5
a, € argmax{aa, +aa, +r - Lo (/2 + ko) - —a] - —a5}
@ 2 2 2
( Bolton & Dewatripont 2005) IR

1C2 @ =@, = o

max 2a — gaz(«/Z + ko) o

m _ 2
77(2 + k) 0'2 +2
the jurisdictional management system) o
M ( the jurisdictional g ystem)
(7)
EU) = 2
T2 +k) e 2
2o
OEUY
2 akp <0.
(8) OBUY 2n0” <
C ok (2 +k) o +2°
2
1
o 2
o 1 2 o
2 c=0
c=0 k=0 c=0 k>0

o 17 o



c=¢, >0 k>0 k=ky, >0 ¢ >0,

I c=0 k=0 (5 (8 EUY = Eu =]
no + 1
v 1 M 2
2 c=0 k>0 EU) =—— > EU) =———————
no + 1 77(2+k)0’ + 2
3 c>0 k=0
EUW:(1+C) 7;(1+c)a-2+1 +7]0‘2+1 < EUM = 1
21+ (net + ) (1l 4o’ 41 "ot 4
1 c=¢, >0 k k @D k<k
EUY < EUY @ k=k  EUY=EUV
® k>k EUY > EUY
2 k=k, >0 c c D c<ec
EU > EUY! '@ c=c  EU) =EU)
® e¢>c¢  EUY <EUY
3. 4 5
3 0
4:
5:

¢ I8 ¢



sign)

O 0 3 O

11
12
13
14
15
16

17

18
19
20
21

o (job de-

Bolton P. Dewatripont M. 2005. Contract Theory M . Cambridge Massachusetts: MIT Press.

Holmstrom B. Milgrom P. 1991. Multitask Principal-Agent Analyses: Incentive Contracts Asset Ownership and Job
Design J . Journal of Law Economics and Organization 7. 24-52.

Itoh H. 1994. Job Design Delegation and Cooperation: A Principal-Agent Analysis J . Furopean Economic Review
38: 691-700.

Itoh H. 2001. Job Design and Incentives in Hierarchies with Team Production J . Hitotsubashi Journal of Commerce
and Management 36: 1-17.

Meyer M. Olsen T. Torsvik G. 1996. Limited Intertemporal Commitment and Job Design J . Journal of Economic Be—
havior & Organization 31: 401-417.

. 2009. . J . (3): 5-8.
. 2011. J . (5): 17-19.
. 2006. J . (3): 99-102.
. 2012. — J. (4):
211-219.
. 2007. J . (6): 54-57.
. 2006. J. () 6(1): 75-90.
. 2008. J . (3): 115-124.
. 2011. J. (5): 90-98.
. 2009. . (3): 21-24.
. 2009. . J. (9) : 38-43.
. 2010. J . (
) (1): 63-66.
. 2010. — —
. (1): 92-101.
. 2007. : J. (1): 4-16.
. 2007. . J . () 6(4): 1075-1096.
. 2010. : J. (12): 60-69.
. 2011. : J. (4): 41-54.

¢ 19



2 . 2011. : J. (6): 1-10.

23 . 2009. J. (1): 107-109.
24 . 2007. J . (7): 36-50.
25 . 2008. ; M . :

A Comparative Institutional Analysis of Vertical Management
and Jurisdictional Management

Pi Jiancai
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Abstract: This paper conducts a comparative institutional analysis of vertical management and jurisdictional management.
We find that under some conditions it is suitable for the central government to adopt the vertical management system and that
under other conditions it is suitable for the central government to adopt the jurisdictional management system. Under the vertical
management system the central government delegates two different tasks to the vertical management agency and the local gov—
ernment respectively. Under the jurisdictional management system the central government delegates two different tasks to the
local government simultaneously. When the other conditions remain unchanged a rise in the increased degree of task difficulty
will raise the possibility of the jurisdictional management system being superior while a rise in the increased degree of risk for
combined tasks will raise the possibility of the vertical management system being superior. If both the increased degree of task
difficulty and the increased r degree of risk for combined tasks are classified into high-type and low-type then there are four
different combinations. The central government should adopt appropriate management modes corresponding to these four different
combinations.
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