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World Economy Studies No. 12 2018( Serial No. 298)

Knowledge Transfer Financing Cost Difference and Optimal Equity Structure of PPP: An Empirical Study in Develo—
ping Countries

Guo Wei Zheng Zilong( 96)

Research findings : (1) the difference in financing costs between the public and private sectors is indeed a significant factor
affecting the private sector’s shareholding ratio in PPP projects. The smaller the financing cost difference is the greater the space
for both parties to negotiate the equity structure. ( 2) the greater the difference in financing costs is the greater the savings in fi—
nancing costs caused by public sector participation in PPP projects and the smaller the negotiation space for optimal shareholding
ratio for the private sector. At the same time the change of financing cost has a great impact on countries with low average private
ownership and a small impact on countries with high average private ownership. (3) the government management level in different
countries has a different effect on private sector holdings. In higher levels of government governance the government credit risk to
the private sector is low the project remuneration can be better safeguarded therefore private sector project controltends to be

more. (4) high inflation has a inhibitory effect on private ownership.

Does Stronger Intellectual Property Rights Protection Always Promote Innovation? A North-South Study Incoporating
Learning-by-Doing
Yang Yibo( 115)

This study introduces the "learning-by-doing" effect of intellectual property rights protection ( IPP) on productivity into the
general equilibrium framework and discusses the impact of IPP on innovation and economic growth in the open economy environ—
ment. Stronger IPP in developing countries ( South) attracts more foreign direct investment ( FDI) and technology transfer from
developed countries ( North) but also intensifies the monopoly power. Under the mechanism of learning-by-doing productivity in
the South depends on the net outcome of the two competing effects. The net outcome shows that when Southern IPP is relatively
weak strengthening it will lead to an increase in productivity. However when Southern IPP is sufficiently strong further
strengthening will lower productivity. Hence there is an inverted-U relationship between Southern IPP and productivity. In gen—
eral equilibrium an inverted-U relationship between Southern IPP and Northern innovation exists through the feedback effect.
These results suggest a stronger IPP does not always promote innovation. In contrast a proper IPP level in the South is most de—

sirable for Northern innovation and global economic growth.

* 134+ € »2018 12



