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Abstract: Researches on the choice of organizational form have an implicit assumption that is
different organizational forms will bring out same products. By developing a framework of “human
capital 7 control rights we believe that different organizational forms have different distribution of
residual rights of control in the use of human capital which may motivate people to act in certain
directions and brings out different products. By this framework with case study of target products and
creative products this article illustrates three crucial mechanisms namely attention allocation
information communication and evaluation feedback. The proposed framework provides a new
perspective of organizational form selection which means that it is necessary to focus on the match

between organizational form and product attributes in the selection of organizational form.
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Abstract: This paper intends to explore the significance of the research into social climate in
China. First it elaborates the meaning and general thoughts of the research on social climate and social
confidence. Then three subscales of satisfaction relative deprivation and belief in government are
classified and analyzed in details to measure peoples perception and attitude towards social
climate. Finally this paper makes an effort to study why how and under what conditions social climate
could be measured by these three subscales arguing that measurement through social climate and social
confidence should be a very important perspective of social change in a certain society. This research is

supposed to provide a solid foundation for academic and applied research on social climate.

The Legitimacy Management of Small and Micro Enterprises from the Perspective of Game
Theory: A Case Study of the Economic Development Zone in Y County

Abstract: Legitimacy becomes an increasingly contentious issue for small and micro enterprises at
township level with the accelerating process of new-type urbanization. In this paper we analyzed the
interaction between the organization and stakeholders as well as the legitimacy management from the
perspective of game theory. As shown in the survey research we found that the legitimacy mechanism of
small and micro enterprises presents a hierarchical structure which consists of both nominal constraint
and baseline constraint. The deviation of these two constraints caused by some particular institutional
arrangements  would cause obstruction to the obtainment of legitimacy. To solve these problems there is
a need to push the game equilibrium to a more ideal position by balancing the relationship between the

institutional structure and the stakeholders in the policy making.
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