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choices made by employers while filling job vacancies. It aims to explain how firms can
overcome the constraint of firm-specific human capital and the employees” bargaining
power thus converting employment relationship from closeness to openness. We find
that the constraint of firm-specific human capital as well as the bargaining power
structure between the employers and employees determines the type of labor market
within the organization thus affecting the choice between internal promotion and
external recruitment. On the other hand the constraint of firm-specific human capital
and bargaining power structure between employers and employees varies nonlinearly as

the firm size increases.
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Abstract: This paper discusses the uncertainty of risk sharing rules in local financial
governance. That is the formal risk sharing rules of financial transactions agreed in
advance are difficult to be certain in the actual operation. Firstly the institutional
contradiction at the macro level is an important structural source of the uncertainty of the
rules at the micro level. Secondly institutional contradictions offer micro actors specific
ideas of legitimacy for the conflicts and interest as the driving force which induce
competitions of mnorms and interests among investors local governments and
intermediaries on risk sharing rules and lead to the competitive pattern of different risk
sharing rules. Lastly the combination of multiple legitimacy claims and multiple
mechanisms for contention during the game leads to the uncertainty of the risk sharing

rules in actual operation.
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Abstract: Dormitory is a critical institutional innovation during the process of
urbanization and industrialization in Republican China. Using archives of the 1930s and
1940s from Hengyuan Cotton Mill we find that the state company and female workers
were together involved in the culture formation of the dormitory where they dealt with

risks and dilemmas along with their structural positions. This led to the production of a
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